Report From Agency
REPORT TO LEGISLATURE
Chapters NR 1, 11, 45, 51, 115, and 116, Wis. Adm. Code

Board Order No. PR-03-20
Clearinghouse Rule No. 23-060

Basis and Purpose of the Proposed Rule

Chapter NR 45, Wis. Adm. Code, is the primary chapter of NR (natural resources) code that governs the
conduct of visitors to the lands and facilities owned, eased, or leased by the Department of Natural Resources
(department). Additional chapters of administrative code also establish rules for department lands. These rules
are reviewed periodically.

For this rule, the department’s focus is ch. NR 45, with some revisions to department lands rules in other
related chapters of administrative code to improve consistency and organizational structure between chapters,
make updates of a housekeeping nature, and clarify and document existing conditions. Overall, these rule
proposals document existing closed areas, update some fee structures, vehicle and boat use regulations,
camping rules and hours of operation, technology regulations, rules relating to the possession of animals,
general property use rules and property-specific rules. These rules also streamline language, minimize
redundancy and clarify existing provisions in ch. NR 45 and related administrative code.

Summary of Public Comments

The department held a comment period from November 9 to December 10, 2023, to obtain public input on the
draft rules and received 672 comments. A public hearing was held on December 5, 2023. Forty-two people
aside from department staff attended the public hearing and fifteen provided comments during the hearing; a
list is included later in this document (Appearances at the Public Hearing, page 7). Comments were largely
focused on opposition to the prohibition of public nudity and the disallowance of fireworks at Lakeshore State
Park. A recording of the hearing can be found here: https://vimeo.com/891667898/5123e0195a. A list of all
public comments received during the public comment period can be found here:
https://widnr.widen.net/s/wijhiglhzvz/pr 03 20 comments and is also attached hereto as Appendix 1 for
reference.

The comments and department responses are summarized below, using a combination of narrative and “Q&A”
type summary, depending on which best suits the subject. The comment summaries are organized by major
topic areas addressed by the draft rules. Background information on specific topics is italicized.

Lapham Peak State Forest Bow Hunting
More than 500 comments in total were received both for and against bow hunting at Lapham Peak. Comments
in favor of bow hunting cited issues with the current deer population including ticks, damage to landscaping,
and the high potential for accidents on the county highway that runs through the property. A number of the
people who commented in opposition to the proposal expressed concern about safety and the compatibility of
different types of property use. While hunters and people engaged in other forms of outdoor recreation have a
lengthy and positive track record of safely sharing our public lands, more than 40 comments mentioned horses
(there are 4.8 miles of horse trails at Lapham Peak) and several cited an incident at Kettle Moraine State Forest
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— Southern Unit in 2020 when a horse was shot with a bow and subsequently euthanized. Approximately 78%
of comments were opposed to the hunting proposal and 22% were in favor.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that archery hunting is allowed for
deer and turkey in response to significant feedback received during the comment period. Hunting by members
of the public is generally the preferred way to remove and utilize wild game animals when they pose a nuisance
because they are a public resource. However, the department has and will continue to investigate other
available approaches and will pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak.

Lakeshore State Park Fireworks

Since the opening of Lakeshore State Park in 2006, the department hashad a lease agreement with Milwaukee
World Festival for certain activities at Lakeshore State Park. Milwaukee World Festival produces Summerfest
and manages the 75-acre Henry Maier Festival Park, which hosts a variety of festivals and other events
annually.

Seven comments were received from Milwaukee World Festival (MWF) and associated festivals and
downtown Milwaukee organizations in opposition to the proposal to eliminate the administrative code
provision that has been interpreted to allow fireworks events at Lakeshore State Park via special event permit.
As aresult, the department included language in this rule package that allows fireworks events at Lakeshore
State Park via lease agreement with MWF and special event permits, with goals of ensuring public safety and
resource protection.

Public Nudity

The department received 28 comments related to the prohibition of going nude on department managed lands.
One commentor supported the rule language prohibiting public nudity on department lands; the remaining
comments were opposed. As a result of the public comments, the rule language was reviewed but the
department decided to retain the rule language as written. The department determined that the rule should be
applicable on department managed lands statewide rather than at an individual property so that the pattern of
property use is not repeated elsewhere. Case law was reviewed in light of the public comments and a
determination reaffirmed that it supports the language as proposed.

Shooting Range Rules
The department received two public comments on shooting range rules that can be represented as follows.

e Question: Range rules should be determined on a range-by-range basis and not statewide.

Department response: The intent with the rule language is to provide consistent regulations that can be applied
at all the state-owned ranges for the safety of range users and protection of range infrastructure, while
continuing to provide shooting opportunities. Consistent regulations prevent confusion among shooters that
may visit multiple state-owned ranges, and assume that the same rules apply at all ranges. Inconsistent
regulations may result in the unintentional breaking of rules and require additional staff time to explain and
follow-up with our customers. Infrastructure (backstop) protection is a consideration for all ranges owned by
the state and restricting the use of large caliber rounds helps maintain the longevity of that infrastructure.

e Question: Why should law enforcement have to reserve ranges to use them?

Department response: Military and law enforcement agencies often use the state-owned ranges on days when
the ranges are closed to the public. Asking them to reserve use of the range allows range staff to know who is
using the range on those days, if range staff are contacted by neighbors and other members of the public that

see the range is in use.



e Question: Do shooting range rules apply to military and law enforcement?

Department response: Yes, all users of the ranges, including military and law enforcement, are required to
follow posted range safety rules. When the military and law enforcement agencies reserve use of the range with
DNR staff, they are reminded of the safety rules and all safety rules are posted at each range.

Camping and Reservation Rules

Four comments were received stating opposition to the change for the campsite reservation end time, from 3
p.m. to 1 p.m. (reservation start time would remain at 3 p.m.). Several comments noted that they did not see a
problem with the existing simultaneous check-in/check-out time.

Commenters felt that changing the checkout time from 3 p.m. to 1 p.m. would diminish visitors’ camping
experience by making it more difficult to enjoy activities in the parks and surrounding areas on the last day of
their stay. Commenters also felt that campsite maintenance was not necessary between stays and said that
Minnesota state parks has a simultaneous 4 p.m. check-in/check-out time.

Department camping program staff reviewed the public comments related to the 1 p.m. checkout time proposal
and do not recommend a change to the proposal. The proposed gap between check-out and check-in times is
necessary to 1) reduce conflict that has been known to occur between arriving and departing campers and 2)
accommodate maintenance tasks such as cleaning, mowing, or tree trimming or removal. The department also
notes that many state park systems do have a gap between check-out and check-in times. These systems include
but are not limited to Michigan, Maryland, Missouri, lowa, Virginia, Kansas, California, New York, and Ohio.

Fees
Minor fee changes are proposed and are intended to be at or less than market rate. One general comment was
received related to fees, asking the department to try to minimize fee increases.

Vehicles
Two comments were received in support of electric bicycle (ebike) use and adding class 2 ebikes, specifically

for the benefit of those with a mobility disability, to the proposal to allow class 1 and class 3, with enforcement
of the speed limit of 15 miles per hour. One comment was also received recommending the addition of
language to the existing bicycle lighting requirements to make the provision consistent with light requirements
in s. 347.11 (2), Stats., to minimize hazardous glare into the eyes of oncoming traffic (including other bicyclists
and pedestrians). One comment was received stating that all-terrain vehicles and utility terrain vehicles
(ATV/UTV) and off-highway motorcycles (OHM) should be required to follow the same rules as other
vehicles operating on department roads. Two comments were received in opposition to ATVs generally.

Both the Wisconsin ATV/UTV Association (WATVA) and the Wisconsin Off-highway Motorcycle
Association (WOHMA) submitted comments asking for additional changes in administrative code NR 45.
Those changes were made when determined to be allowable in the current process (for example non-
substantive or duplicative of existing state statute and not necessary for enforcement flexibility), such as the
addition of utility terrain vehicles to provisions for all-terrain vehicles for purposes of the state trail pass and
operation off of designated facilities. A requestto add utility terrain vehicles to the list of authorized uses at
Richard Bong State Recreation Area will be addressed during the master planning process for that property,
which is expected to begin in mid-2024.

People with a mobility disability can use class 2 electric bicycles, and other devices to assist with mobility, on
department lands through the power-driven mobility device permit system.

The request for additional bicycle lighting requirements and the comment stating that ATV/UTV and OHM
should follow the same rules as other vehicles (i.e., be included in the NR 45 vehicle definition) warrant
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additional consideration by the department. This will not coincide with this current rule package but could be
included in a future rule proposal.

Noise

Two comments were received specific to noise with one comment stating that generators should be allowed in
state parks for bowfishing and a second suggesting that the department implement a scientific measurement
such as evaluating sound volume in decibels instead of the proposed more subjective language.

A number of different options were investigated by the department and other public lands noise policies were
researched (federal, state, and municipal). The department further investigate the concept of applying a decibel
limit for noise-producing devices, including specific tests for specific devices (such as a 60-decibel limit for
generators and anything above that would only be allowed by permit). The lack of a test, or even multiple
established tests that are documented and could be used, and a lack of resources for enforcement, testing
equipment and training were determined to be prohibitive.

Animals and Pets

Three commenters spoke about rules related to pets. One comment opposed the removal of the prohibition on
pets in observation towers. However, that prohibition was not removed entirely from the administrative code
but rather was moved to a different section of code, so that all of the places on department lands where pets are
prohibited are in one provision, i.e., the prohibition on pets in observations towers would remain.

The second set of comments (from one commentor) regards where pets are allowed (s. NR 45.06 (1) (b), Wis.
Adm. Code), proposing that instead of being closed to pets unless specifically opened to them, the listed areas
(buildings, observation towers, etc. and other areas determined to be closed via a property master plan) should
be open to pets unless specifically closed. The commentor also stated that pets should be allowed off leash,
unless posted closed, in (all) state forests.

Although the presence of pets in public has grown in recent years, this is the first proposed rule change to the
pet rules that have beenin place on department lands for a number of years. According to research conducted
by the department in anticipation of this rule proposal, although the majority of visitors to department lands do
not have a problem with pets on these properties, both pet owners and those without pets feel there should be
places on department lands that are pet free. Additionally, there are some places (such as state buildings) that
prohibit pets in statute. The department feels the proposed language is a positive move toward being more able
to provide areas where pets are allowed while maintaining some areas as pet-free without wholesale changes to
the existing rules that may be difficult to understand, post, plan for, or enforce.

e Question/comment: I’d like more opportunities for hunting dog training during the currently banned April
15 — July 31 period.

Department response: The restriction to keep dogs on a leash for the time period of April 15 — July 31 on

department owned and managed lands is to ensure that dogs and dog trainers are not negatively impacting

ground nesting birds. Additionally, during a portion of this time period, the spring turkey season is occurring

and the interaction between unleashed dogs and spring turkey hunters could cause significant conflict as well as

potentially serious situations.

e Question/comment: The proposed language in NR 45.06 (3) should be amended to include keeping pets off
of groomed mountain bike trails.
Department response: Some mountain bike trails are also currently popular with other designated uses such as
snowshoe and it is important to have a clear picture of potential impacts of sucha policy change before
formally proposing a change such as suggested by this comment. The department is undertaking an effort to
more clearly identify which trails are being groomed for uses other than cross-country ski, and what other
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designated uses those trails currently allow. Subsequent to this effort, it is expected that the department will be
discussing with stakeholders potential etiquette and other rules for groomed trail users to preserve the often
labor intensive trail grooming efforts for uses such as mountain bike.

Collecting

Two comments were received about the proposed rule changes regarding rock and fossil collecting on
department lands. The comments note concern that changing the approval process from a permit to written
permission from the property manager will make it easier for this activity to happen, and thus, better facilitate
the removal of these resources.

In the experience of the program staff who proposed and support this change on department lands, the public
does not participate in rock or fossil collecting on a wide scale. The change in language represents the reality
that DNR has not had a permit for this activity over the time in which the previous code was active; department
property managers have allowed for this under written permission on a case-by-case basis. The department
does not monitor rock collecting at a statewide scale and written permission is the best way to manage this
activity atthe property level. The comments also indicate concern about what appears to be a proposal to
remove a number of property types from what was a prohibition of collecting of these resources.

Program staff have discussed this and determined that most of those property types that have been removed can
facilitate this activity. Regardless of property type, individual property managers will evaluate collecting
requests for potential impacts. Regarding State Natural Areas (SNA), the revision was necessary to
acknowledge that while collecting is generally prohibited, it can happen if part of a research project and is
subject to our SNA research permitting process. It now states: “NR 45.04 (b) 3. No person may collect rocks,
minerals or fossil materials on state natural areas without first obtaining a state natural area scientific collector
permit.” This section had to be moved into a subsequent section because it is a subdivision creation rather than
an amendment for the public review process, but it will still end up in the same place once incorporated into
administrative code. This should address the confusion.

Concernis also indicated about the removal of bones and specifically antler sheds. While it is clear that smalll
mammals will chew on antlers and bones, it is not clear if antlers are abundant enough (above other types of
bony materials and mineral-rich foods) to have a significant effect on rodent populations, and the department
has not identified research that has actually examined this issue. Further, it is also not clear if antler collecting,
as popular as it is, has a significant impact on the number of sheds remaining on the landscape. Given this,
along with the enforcement difficulties associated with this activity, the potential issues are not believed to be
significant enough to warrant regulating this activity at this time; changes to the proposed rules allowing this
activity are not suggested.

Special Property Use

One comment was received specific to the proposed changes to create a general category of special property
use and the concept that the department could allow uses on a property through authorized special use in an
area or on a trail thatis not designated for that use. Examples of past repurposing of trails for other than
designated uses and the inconvenience to existing designated users as well as potential damage was cited as a
reason to prohibit that kind of use. The comment also notes the difference in timeline for special events versus
other special property uses and would like the timelines to be the same.

The requirements for special events on department lands are often more significant than for other types of
special property use, generally require use of more area of a property, and often impact a property and other
property visitors more than other types of special property use. For example, insurance requirements and
including the department as a named insured can take more time, and there are overall more considerations,
generally, for special events taking place on a property than other kinds of special property use. Therefore, it is
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determined to be appropriate that special events require applications to be submitted earlier than other kinds of
special property use. The department plans to develop guidance that will provide instructions and clarify
requirements for special property uses.

Regarding repurposing of trails, the department feels this can be an appropriate way to share public lands. The
potential for repurposing trails and other department lands and facilities should be determined through a master
plan process.

Trail Cameras

At least one person expressed concern with allowing the use of trail cameras on department lands, and one
person commented in support of allowing cameras overnight on department lands. As the property owner, the
department currently allows people to use trail cameras on lands it manages, in areas that are open to hunting
by policy. These rules codify the current policy so that conditions, such as where cameras may be placed and
that cameras show identifying information of the owner, can be more effectively enforced. The use of trall
cameras to locate areas frequented by game is well established and is, for many hunters and others with an
interest in wildlife, an interesting an enjoyable practice on its own. Our experience so far is that there have not
been significant issues or concerns related to their use in hunting situations.

Rock Climbing
Although no changes were proposed in the rule package directly related to rock climbing, sixty-three comments

were received that were consistent in sentiment asking for retraction or revision of sections NR 45.04 (3) (r)
and 45.13 (1) (e), Wis. Adm. Code, which respectively require specific permits for some rock climbing
activities and prohibit rock climbing on most State Natural Areas.

The purpose of State Natural Areas (SNAS) is to protect outstanding examples of Wisconsin's native plant
communities, significant geological formations, and archeological sites. Per Wis. Stats 23.28 (3), the
department shall not permit any use of a designated state natural area which is inconsistent with or injurious to
its natural values. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation (NHC) employs the precautionary principle
when making decisions regarding appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
available science, the conservation values of the particular site, and professional judgement.

With the exception of Dalles of the St. Croix State Natural Area and East Bluff State Natural Area, rock
climbing is prohibited on SNAs because the scientific literature indicates that rock climbing can negatively
impact sensitive, and uncommon, cliff communities including plants, lichens and cliff nesting birds. The
department will continue to consider requests to climb at specific SNAs during the master planning process.
Decisions regarding climbing at a particular site will be based on the assessment of impacts to the conservation
values of each site. NHC is in the process of developing evaluation criteria regarding requests to climb at
specific SNAs. The NHC program is developing criteria to evaluate State Natural Areas for the potential to
allow rock climbing.

With regard to the climbing permits provision, the departmentis committed to developing a comprehensive
rock climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will engage in a process with
Wisconsin rock climbers that includes public comment opportunities on any specific administrative code
proposals.

Other Comments

»  One comment stating that the rule should have addressed cooperatively managed state properties and
ensuring consistent rules and policies across political jurisdictions (e.g., different counties).

« One comment was in support of prohibiting drones and one comment was in opposition.
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» Two comments were in support of the language adding the dunes at Kohler-Andrae State Park and Point
Beach State Forest to the existing provisions for protecting the dunes at Whitefish Dunes State Park.

« Two comments asked that prohibitions in existing administrative code on collecting on certain types of
public lands be continued.

« One comment expressed opposition to trail cameras (game cameras) as a tool to assist in hunting.

« Five comments related to satisfaction with the status quo for snowmobiling on department lands.

» Several other comments on miscellaneous topics also not directly related to proposals in the draft rule were
received.

All 672 comments and department responses can be found in Appendix 1.

Modifications Made

In consideration of public comments including testimony received at the public hearing, the department made
several changes to the rule draft. These changes reflect central goals of the rule to improve rule clarity and
compliance and to provide clear information for staff and for the public.

Modifications to the rule after the public comment period are explained in the response summary section in
detail, and in brief as follows:

Bow Hunting at Lapham Peak State Forest

The department proposed allowing bow hunting for deer and turkey in some areas of Lapham Peak State
Forest. That proposed rule language was removed in response to significant feedback received during the
public comment period. The department will pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate
measures for managing deer and turkey populations at the property.

Fireworks Discharge at Lakeshore State Park
The department proposed disallowing fireworks at Lakeshore State Park, consistent with other department

lands. In consideration of the public comments, the department will continue to allow fireworks at Lakeshore
State Park under a lease agreement with Milwaukee World Festival (MWF), working together to accommodate
the interests of both parties and ensure public safety and resource protection.

Appearances at the Public Hearing

A listing of the persons who appeared or registered for or against the proposed rule at the public hearing (s.
227.19 (3) (c), Stats.) on December 5,2023 is attached as Appendix 2 (page 140).

Changes to Rule Analysis and Fiscal Estimate

The plain language rule analysis was updated to reflect changes made to the rule language in consideration of
the public comments and report from the Legislative Council Rules Clearinghouse. These changes include
examples such as section renumbering, clarification of plain language interpretation of the effect of the rule,
and correction of the explanation of the proposed change to the camping check-out time (the plain language
analysis initially referred to this as the check-in time). No changes were made to the Fiscal Estimate.

Response to Legislative Council Rules Clearinghouse Report

The Legislative Council Rules Clearinghouse submitted comments on FORM, STYLE AND PLACEMENT IN
ADMINISTRATIVE CODE [s. 227.15(2) (c)] and on CLARITY, GRAMMAR, PUNCTUATION AND USE
OF PLAIN LANGUAGE [s. 227.15 (2) (f)].
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All comments the department received from the Legislative Council Clearinghouse were incorporated into the
proposed rule. Based on feedback from the clearinghouse, the department updated language used to describe
rules for modification and cancellation of reservations. Modifications to the plain language descriptions were
also made based on clearinghouse feedback. Changes to the form, style and placement of the proposed changes
within the administrative code were also made, including organization of the sections on vehicle admission
fees. These and other placement changes resulted in new renumbering of sections from the initial draft rule.

Final Requlatory Flexibility Analysis

State managed lands provide many outdoor related recreational opportunities and participation in those
activities results in associated economic activity which benefits small businesses.

The proposed rules do not specifically regulate small business and would not impose reporting requirements.
There are no design or operational standards contained in the rule. User fees modified by these rules apply to
members of the public who recreate on department managed lands and should not impact small businesses.

Implementing these rules will contribute to the effective management of department lands and the continued
availability of excellent recreational opportunities on these lands. Effective management will maintain the
economic activity generated by people who participate in recreational activities on department managed lands.

Response to Small Business Regulatory Review Board Report

The Small Business Regulatory Review Board did not prepare a report on this rule proposal.



Appendix 1
Public Comments on PR-03-20

PR-03-20 Public Comments

NOTE: Potential personally identifiable information is removed from some comments. 12/21/2023

Comments Department Response

These comments are ontopics largely outside of the scope of this rule but have
been noted and will be included in the record of comments. Atthistime, all
citizens can donate to the Cherish Outdoors Wisconsin Fund to support habitat
management on State of Wisconsin lands. See wisconservation.org/cherish to
donate or access your GoWild account and donate when purchasingalicense or
other product.

Thank you for the opportunity for publiccomment on DNR Admin Rules. (1) Pleaseallow onlinevoting for the annual publichearings that affect
many rules. (2) Please prioritize protecting and sustaining rich ecosystem diversity and health including top predators and profusion cycles. (3)

1 Please offerthe public purchase of Wisconsin Wildlifeand Habitat Protection licenses to help fund DNR management of land, staff and resources
for wildlifeand habitat forall citizens who want to support non-consumptive nature enjoyment and do not want to have hunting and fishing
access and usage drive DNR decisions based on funding needs.

Quick questions onthe proposedrule changestopics, it was stated on the department website that: “The department will consideradding or
modifyingareasin which vehicles may be used and may clarify rules on whether ATVs/UTVs, snowmobiles, bicycles and electric bicycles can be
used on roads and trails within properties.” However, | didn’t find any specificchange inthe documents thataddress ATVsand UTVs, if there are

2 couldyou point me inthe direction of where thatisaddressed? The second questionis: You had mentioned atan earlier STC m eeting that there
may be a change made that would require ATVsand UTVs to pay a fee for using the roads within a state property, butldidn’t find anything of that
nature unless ATVsand UTVs are goingto be defined as amotor vehicle. But, | didn’t see any definition changes that would make them a motor
vehicle within this proposedrule. Again, if there is, please let me know wherethatis addressed. Thanks foryourhelp.

Potential changes were considered but notincluded inthe currentdraftrule
package.

| deciededto gofishingtodayand bringmy wife. We are goingto renta motor boat and buy some worms. Firstyouneed aliecense foreach
personand The need of fishing poles TAX or call them fees. The carride there wasn’t free either Gastax Road Tax .We are not there yetthere will
be a launch fee and subjectto DNR, Sheriff finefor not having the right size life preserver no-no throwablefine . Now with all that money coming
in What do youspenditon?

This comment has been noted. Most of the fees mentioned and their
associated appropriations are established in statute and are beyond the scope
of thisrule.

| would like to express my concers with the proposed rule in NR45.05(3) regarding ebikes on DNR properties. My mainconcernis thatclass 2
ebikesare notincluded. The majority of ebikes sold and ridden in Wisconsin are Class 2's. If the intent was to not allow ebikes that have a
throttle, the rule does not work for that anyway, since most definitions of Class 3 ebikes say that they may or may not have a throttle. [f DNRtruly | Any personwitha mobilityimpairment can currently use aclass 2 ebike, or

4 wantstheirpropertiesto be usable by all kinds of people, including seniors and people with physical limitations, Class 1, 2, and 3 ebikes NEED to otherdevice, on DNRlands, viaa mobility device permit. For more information,
be allowed. From a practical side, the speed limit on state owned trails will keep visitors safe regardless of whethersomeone isriding aClass 1, 2, | please see: https://dnr.wisconsin.gov/topic/OpenOutdoors/PDMD.

or 3. Since ebikes are becoming so popular, especially with the older generation that can't ride long distances, ebikes are a great way for people to
experience Parks, Forests, and DNR trails. Please consideradding Class 2 ebikes as allowed as well. Thank you for your time.

The Wisconsin Off-Highway Motorcycle Association submits the following comments regarding revisions to NR 45.05. On page 6 of PR-03-20, it
saysthat section 64 eliminates rule provisions associated with off-highway motorcycles that are no longernecessary due to the creation of a
separate off-highway motorcycle program. We agree that the content specificto OHMs in NR45.05(5) is now addressed elsewhereas a result of
5 the OHM program now being addressedins. 23.335 and NR 65.05 and can be removed from 45.05. Some of the contentin45.05 is in direct The department has added repeal of s. 45.05 (5) to the draftrule.
conflictwiths. 23.335. On page 57 of PR-03-20, section 64 indicates thatonly NR45.05(5)(b)5 is repealed which only deals with a trail pass. All of
45.05(5) should be removed. The enclosureis asummary of the provisions of 45.05(5) and citations from NR 65.05 and s. 23.335 where the topics
are already addressed. This makesitclearthatthe 45.05(5) can be removed from 45.05 with this update.




Is there a way to revisit openvs. closed areas for huntingin state parks, especially Willow River State Park. There are plenty of areas that could
and should be opento hunting thatare currently closed such as the prairie grass field with sparse woods north west of McDon ald Ln. In addition,
the season dates should be changed also. Under the new dates, there is less days to hunt compared to the previous dates. All of the parkis
located within the St. Croix County metro subunit. The archery season goes through Jan 31 here so archery hunters don’t have the opportunity to
huntthe parkfor the last 6-7 weeks where we previously could. There is nothing in statute or code to chose these specificdates. Will there be
conflicts, yes, butthere already are. Publicland should be openforall not just the non consumptive users. People can still visit the park between
Nov 15 — Dec 15 while huntingis going on, but hunters can’t use the park outside of these dates even though hunting seasons are still goingon
outside of these dates. I should go both ways.

State park hunting configurations are the result of a different processthan for
other property types. (State parks hunting provisions are in statute (ch. 29)
while othersare largely based inthe NR chapters of administrative code.) At this
time, noaccepted process exists to make changes to what was approved with
the original implementation of the widespread opening of state parks to hunting
(2011 Act 168). Determinations made underthe implementation of that
legislation were approved by the NRB and represented what was determined to
be the mostfeasible atthe time (alittle over 10years ago).

The below comments referto section 37 and the creation of NR 45.04 (3) (am) 1. and 2.:

1. The note underNR 45.04 (3) (am) cites Tagami v. City of Chicago, 875 F. 3d 375 (7th Cir.2017), No. 16-1441, which was a dismissed case. Thisis
not a very strong base forthe nudity prohibition. One judge even dissented, and | would encourage any policymakers oranyone else interested to
read judge Rovner’'scomments on the case as | agree with his assessment. The case is also relating specifically to female toplessness and not
nudity asa whole, which brings up the question of gender equality.

2. It seemsthat NR 45.04 (3) (am) was added largely to deal with the situation at Mazomanie Beach. A statewide banis not necessary to solve this,
and if it were banning sexual activity would be as effective and more appropriate to address the issue. 3. Peoplestill visited Mazomanie despiteit
beingknown as a nude beach prior to the closure. It's noted in the summary of factual data that there were no complaints or disturbances once
the nudity was normalized and expected. The combination of these two points shows that there are at least some members of the public
interestedin nude recreation and that nudity can be accepted. Therefore, ablanketban on nudity forall properties would not be in the best
interest of the everyone. 4. Mazo beach was the only “nude beach” | have known located in Wisconsin and was likely one of the very few leftin
the Midwest. To puta blanket ban on nudity —something thatisinnate to every person - on publiclands managed by the DNR would further
reduce the opportunities of peoplewho enjoy nuderecreation. | will concede that banning nudity in populated areas, indoors, orin productive
areas like popularcampgrounds, visitor centers, or fish hatcheries respectively could be beneficial. However, | believe that banningall nudity,
regardless of where it may be or evenif anyone else is around (barring the rather shortlist of exceptions), is too strict and would limit the ability
of the publicto use publiclands freely. Inthe case that nudity is “unofficially allowed” as long as nobody else is around to be bothered, the rule
wouldstill create amental hurdle foranyone interested in nude recreation. 5. The summary of factual data states “A prohibition of goingnud e
will provide an expectation to property users and help setastandard for whatis tolerated on department managedproperties so thatall guests
can have an enjoyable experience.” What a ban on nudity would regulateis essentially the appearance of a person, not any spe cificaction. I do
not wantto assume this could be a slippery slope, however | believe thislogiccould be applied to othersituations.Could another rule be created
to ban otherthings that may botherothers, such as revealing (but not quite nude as defined in the rule) clothing? Some peop le may find tattoos
worrying, could arequirementto covertattoos be acceptable as well? Some guests may find going nude to be enjoyable, should they notalso be
giventhe same opportunities?

DNR Legal reviewed this comment and reaffirmed that the case (Tagami v City
of Chicago) isthe controllinglaw in the 7th circuit.

Thank youfor the help pointing us to the areas concerning Lapham Peak. | totally understand the concern regarding the over populatio n of deer at
Lapham Peak, and while I’'m not sure turkeys are necessarily overpopulated, other peoplesmarterthan | can determine that. However, | see
nothingin thisdocumentthataddresses the practical implementation of such a program at Lapham Peak. Especially since Lapham Peak sees
50,000 visitors amonth, with most (80% or more of those people) all visiting the east side of the park where the bulk of the hiking trails (and all
the ski trails) are. Sure, many of the trails might be within the protected Hausmann parcel where no hunting can take place, butthat just means
to me that hunters might then crowd the trails that are opento them. Which months would you anticipate this hunting to be open at Lapham
(estimated, as | know things change each year)? The entire bow season? Every day of those seasons? I’'m trying to understand how you planto
educate park visitors that this will be happening, and if additional signage is planned for the trails. Whatto wear? Stay on the trails? Large dogs
might wantan orange vest? People tell me that this type of hunting happensin the City of Delafield, and that might be, but Delafield has about
7,000 people spread out over 7,000 acres, and Lapham Peak has 1,100 acres that gets at least 50,000 people amonth. However, abetter picture
of oursituationis 80% of those people visiting on the east side of the park, or 40,000 people visiting 500 acres each month. | would sure like to
think that some additional rules might be needed to keep hunters some distance away from all marked hiking trails. Adeerstandusingan open
hiking trail as a shootinglane does not feel save to me —but| see nothingthat stops people from doingthat. | would hope that the rules consider
openingthis up only on weekdays, and not on weekends when we see most of our visitors.

Department staff provided addressed these comments in correspondence with
the commentor. The department has removed rule language which would have
established thatarchery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponseto
significant feedback received during the publiccomment period. The
department will pursueaseparate processtodetermine the mostappropriate
measures formanaging deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State
Forest.

It was difficulttofind the linktothe registration forthe publichearingin the information | received.

Link and additional resources sentvia email.




Below are the proposed updates that caught my eye, perhaps you could provide a little more explanation prior to NPS submittingacomment. |
included my commentinitalics belowthe proposed changes. Section 23.117, Stats., allows the departmentto post trails as opento use by
bicycles, electricscooters or electric personal assistive mobility devices, and requires the department to regularly patrol trails in state parks and
the Kettle Moraine state forest. with the exception of the Ice Age NST? Section 23.28, Stats., authorizes the departmentto designate and regulate

Thisis statute and not part of the scope of this set of proposed changes to
administrativerule. Buttechnically, yes, the department could openthe IAT to
those uses. Thisis statute and not part of the scope of this set of
proposed changestoadministrativerule. Butyes, thishas beenanissue (State
Natural Areas not wantingto host the Ice Age Trail). We have made some good
progress onthis as understanding of whatit meansfor trails to be

10 state natural areas, and restricts the department from allowing uses of state natural areas that are incompatible with the natural value of those designed/constructed/maintained sustainably. DCAs would not be allowedin
areas. would this include hiking? or trails, trailhead parking, and dispersed camp areas being created in SNAs? SECTION 110 removes “Cambrian SNAs - - no campingis allowed in SNAs, but further, DCAs are only allowed on
Overlook" from "Dells of the Wisconsin River state natural area." Canyou provide additionalinformation, is this beingremoved asan overlook or | State Ice Age Trail Areas. This means that the state park system
justthe name is being changed, will thisimpact the western bifurcation? admission fee (windshield sticker) will be required forvehicles parked atany

part of the DellsSNA (i.e., parkinglots), not just at the Cambrian Overlook
parkinglot.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

11 We are opposedtodeerhunting at Lapham Peak Park. feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
I am a hikeron Wisconsin trailsand a camperin Wisconsin State Parks. | have competed the Ice Age Trail and appreciate the partnership with DNR

12 and IATA. Inyour consideration of trail use, please make ATV use separate from hiking trails. Hikers come to experience nature inaquiet, slower Commenthasbeen noted and enteredintothe record.
paced environment. ATVs are loud, fast, the vehicles effect tread on the trails, and drivers are sometimes reckless. Thank yo u.

At thistime, registration for most nonmotorized boats exists in Wisconsin law as
Hellojust wondering why canoes and kayaks don't need to be registered? | understand there not motorized. Isn'tone of the reasons for optional. Attempts to require registration for these vesselsin the past has been

13 registeringaboatis forany reason that vessel sinks or capsize and there are missing personsitis easily identified whoisthe owner. I'm seeing determinedto be contrary to the Public Trust Doctrine and therefore not

more and more kayaks on the great lakes and larger bodies of water. Why do | have to pay forregisteringaboatand they dont. allowed. More information about the Public Trust Doctrine can be found here
(LINK).
Hi. justa suggestionregarding price of deer huntinglicenses. Withthe dropping numbers of deerhuntersandthe deerherdincreasing, why not Hunting fees are largely determined by state statute and are not part of this

14 reduce or eliminatethe cost of a deerhuntinglicense for people over the age of 65. Most of these pe ople are on afixedincome and food pricesso | rule proposal but yourcomment has been passed on to the programs who work
high, itwould be a win, win, all away around. Thank you with huntinglicensefees.

The restrictionto keep dogs on a leash forthe time period of April 15 — July 31
on DNR owned and managed landsisto ensure that dogs and dogtrainers are
15 I’d like to see more opportunities fortraining rabbit hunting dogs on publicland during the currently banned April 15 — July 31 period. | don’tthink | not negatively impacting ground nesting birds. Additionally during some of this
rabbit hunting dogs have any known negative effect onthe birds thistime periodis meant to protect.|’'ma resident of Brooklyn, WI. time period the springturkey seasonis occurring and the interaction between
unleashed dogs and spring turkey hunters could cause significant conflict as well
as potentiallyserious situations.

1. No generatorsin state parks. It would be nice to be able to use a generatorfor bowfishing at nightis state parks. | understand no ge neratorsin

the campingareas due to them beingloud, butto ban them fromthe lakes seemssilly. Alot of state parks are opento outboards, it seems like

generators should be able to be used in those waterways as well. 2. Having to have a registered atv, utv or motorcycle onfrozenlakes while ice

fishing. They're not being used on publicly funded trails or non county highways, so w hy should they have to be registered? Many farmer use their

atvs forfarm use only, butneed toregisteran atv for the few timesthey go on the ice seemssilly, especially whenthe ice doesn'tneedto be

16 maintained by the dnr. 3. A bitobscure and maybe notreleventtothis meeting orthe departmentthatreceives this email-Not beingable to Comments have been notedand enteredintothe record and will be provided

registerahomemade atv, utv or motorcycle. | made, and many others have made, highly modified vehicles made from parts and pieces from
junked atv, utvor motorcycles, butifit's too modified, it can't be registered. | was told it has to be something mass produced with manufacture
and a serial number. Can| use the part of the mass produced machine, modify the rest and still registerit as the original vehicle? Where's the
limit? (genuine question) Can adirt bike with a track and a ski be registered? How about a three wheeler that's been converted inamotorcycle or
a motorcycle that's been modified into athree wheeler? Maybe someone, forafee, hasto inspectthe vehicle and make sure it meets specific
dnr parameters

to the programs that work with ATV/UTV definitions and registration.

3
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Im am suggestingtothe state DNR as to accessto some state forest areas and specifically about having aaccess to Governor Earl Peshtigo State
Forestarea specifictothe separate beach area not the boat landing 9 turn off. Thisis in Marinette County and is the beach accessto Coldron Falls.
The state has done a beautiful set up for parking to the sandy beach and swimmingarea. Marinette County and especially the western porti on of
county is promoting and opening new routes and trails for ATV/UTV use. Marinette County provides a separate access for ATV/UTVs to Goodman
County Park. If the state was to provide the same separate access and parking forthem to enjoy only the beach area not interfering with autos for
parking or travel. This distance off of Parkway Rd. In the town of Stevenson from Parkway Road to the beach area is only a quarter mile at best.
Some RV users have in the past used the Boat Landing 9 access road but that has now beensigned off withnoaccess to beach by the manyRVs
that would like to go to the beach justa quarter mile away off of Parkway Road.

While there are no proposalsinthe rule package thatis the subject of this
publiccomment period related to this commentorthat would help address this
issue, we have asked the property managerto reach out to you to discuss the
situation. The specificlocation you reference does have aspace issue to allow
separate access and parking for off road vehicles. Additionally, none of the 13
otherboat landings throughout the Governor Earl Peshtigo River State Forest
have off road vehicle access. Tolook at the potential of openingthe beach area
at Boat Landing 9 we would also need to considerlocal ordinances that restrict
off road vehicle accessin some areas around the State Forest. We are very
willingto hearyourthoughts and discuss potential options to help people
access our publiclands and waters, as well as prove some educational
information.

18

| reviewed the proposed rule change topics pertaining to management of publiclands by the DNR, and | thank you for the opportunity to share my
opinion asit pertains to your “vehicle and boat use” rules... All of us who care about Wisconsin’s natural resources acknowled gethey are a
blessingforthose who call our state home. One of the beauties of our natural resourcesisthattheyare justthat —natural. (Naturalisdefinedas
“existingin orcaused by nature; not made or caused by humankind”.) When we introduce vehicles and boats to publicareas, we simultaneously
remove nature, by definition. lunderstand we’ve grown to enjoy vehicles and boats as a meansto access otherwise natural areas, and | own both
and use our boaton publiclakes. But!l’'ve watched ourstate open up more and more areas to motorized vehicles of both typesinthe 40+ years
I’ve spentinthem, and feelitis safe to say that while they may allow us convenience and a means to enjoy and exploit nature, they also detract
fromthe purpose. We’ve had afamily cabinin the Hayward area since 1982 when | was 7, and when | was young my dad and | loved walking for
grouse on publiclands. I'll neverforget my disappointment after hiking all the way back into a previously natural (and good grouse hunting) area,
only to hearand see another hunter come rumbling past on his ATV with his gun onboard. I've grown accustomedtoit now, with the amount of
ATVsand access we have around the state. But that first ATV was a profoundly disheartening moment, delivering a profoundly disheartening
message fora 12 year old boy, interms of beingable to enjoy something based on one’s willingness to walk alittle further orwork a little harder
than others...something my dad had instilled in me from day one. | rememberlooking at my dad with a “What do we do now?” look, and dad
simply saying “Nothing good lasts forever”. Ithink he was as deflated as | was, more-so for the undermining of his message than forthe moment,
in his case. Until a few years ago, we had another “honey hole” up nearthe cabin. This one was a lake thatsat on publicland but was very difficult
to getto so required some sweat equitytoenjoy. Boywasitworth itonce youdid. That lake is now part of an ATV trail system. The systemis
even named afterthatlittle lake. And the unique, relatively untarnished fishing experience we enjoyed for decades is now an other thing of the
past, thanksto motorized vehicles and easy access. My sonis 16, and I’ve seen the exact same lookin hiseyeswhenwe arrivedtofind the old
rowboat someone left on shore decades ago riddled with bullet holes, when we hear ATVs comingto the | ake, when we watch guys keep fish, pick
up theirtrash, and when we leave disappointed about our catch compared to what he and | and his grandpa used to catch and throw back in
hopes something good would lastforever. | wantto share our family’s experiences with youin hopes you consider them...and the many more
Wisconsin families’ storiesthey represent...when contemplating whetherto open up access to more “natural” areasinour state. | understand
and am eveninfavorof allowing boats and vehiclesin many instances, but please don’t forget the importance of the word “natural” within
natural resources...and everythingit stands for, both literally and in terms of life lessons. A range of experiences on publicly owned properties,
including some that have to be worked forand remain very natural, is something we are losing as we overexploit more and more of our public
lands. Most people will always take whatthose who governthemgive. But please know that some of us understand and respectthatyou are
responsible formanaging people as part of yourrole in managing wild life and wild places. It’s more than ok to say no sometimes. My purposein
writingtoyou todayisthe hope thatyearsfrom now, when|can no longeraccess the very places | speak of, you get more letters...and that
they’re thankingyou forkeeping our dwindling special places both wild and special.

Commenthas been noted and enteredintothe record.
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I don't huntduck but | like to bank pole orset lines for catfish. Why can't you add or substitute bank poles orsetlines onthe Conservation Patrons
license.

Commenthas been noted and shared with the licensing and fishing programs.
State statute s. 29.235, Stats., specifieswhatisinthe patronlicense and we
cannot change that through rulemaking.




It appears that you are attemptingto restrict freedoms by disallowing publicuse of lands that are only detrimental inthe minds of over-zealous
liberal environnentalist assholes. Every yearthere are more and more restrictions on OUR lands because of your liberal policies. Youdon’tgive a

20 rats ass aboutfreedom for Americans. You pushyourliberal agendas only to satisfy yoursocialist desires. Commenthasbeennotedand enteredinto the record.
| served my country in the military for 33 years and if you liberal idiots would’ve donethe same thing, you would better understand that freedom
= LESS government restrictions not more.
| would like to know why the DNR station in Sawyer county does not keep the facilities open until afte r Deer Gun Hunting. Tax dollars were used
to buildthisfacility and one of the biggest times of the yearand the bathrooms, showers, water for campers are all shut down. This s ridiculous.
Our tax dollars paid to have this facility and they are closing it down before hunting. Usually at the end of October. The facilities should be kept The department uses availableresources to manage facilities. Specific building
21 openuntil the end of November. We have a place that we count on these uses. We have no running water so thisisthe time of the yearwhenwe | managementisthe responsibility of local personnel andis notsubjectto
need these facilities. We spend most of the month of November hunting. The amount we contribute with licenses, and money spenttohelplocal | administrativerule.
establishments these facilities need to be left open untilafter Deer hunting atleast. | think they should be kept open all yearlongbecause you
have winter activities that could also use these such as snowmobiling. Please consider this. [t would be greatly appreciated.
| have a suggestionregarding the proposed changes to NR45. In Section 79, which expands the exceptions from shooting range regulations for Al u.sers of the shooting ranges, including military and Iav'v.enforcement, are
22 military and law enforcement, please make it clearthat all safety rules still apply. I've spoken with several range personnel who told me thatthe required tofollow p.osted range safety ruIes.Whgnthe military and law
biggestviolators of shooting at designated targets only are local law enforcement. enforcementagencies reserve use of the range with DNR staff, they are
reminded of the safety rules and all safety rules are posted at each range.
(Providedviaemail.) The specificchanges are listed in the document that can be
found here: LINK. There isan attempt to provide plain language overview of the
proposed changesinsection 5. (bottom of page 2) of the document, and the
23 | don’tdo zoom. | would like to know what specificchanges are goingto be proposed. I can’tfind that infointhis notice. specificchanges start onthe bottom of page 13. It can be helpful toview these
changesinthe context of the existingadministrative rules, which can be found
through this web page:
https://docs.legis.wisconsin.gov/code/admin_code/nr/001.
24 If ATVs and UTVs are allowed in state parks, they should have to follow the same laws as cars. Comment has .beennoted anden'Feredlntothe recordand willbe
contemplatedinafuture rulemaking effort.
25 DNR License system-needalineitem upfrontfora conservation patronlicense. Too hard to findinthe system now. E.G., when go to apply for Commenthasbeennotedand enteredintothe record and shared with the
turkey tag - hard to find where youindicate you already have a patron license customerservice and licensing programs.
Reduce nonre5|dent!|censefees. Nonr.e5|dentgun huntinglicense fees increased by 2.5% thisyear. Re5|dentI|cen.se feeswere uncha.nged. The Hunting fees are largely determined by state statute and are not part of this
numberof hunters (licensesales)declines each year. The DNR and insurance companies want more hunters; to kill more deer. The licensefee
26 . . . . . . ) . . . rule proposal butyourcommenthas been passed onto the programs who work
increase isdoingthe opposite. Nonresident hunters bring a great deal of money to Wisconsin, boostingthe economy. The outrageous feeincrease . o
R with huntinglicensefees.
isdriving hunters away.
27 Yeah that’sjust what we all need, more government regulations and fees !! Disgust Comment has beennoted and enteredintothe record.
The change regardingdronesisto add the technical term fordrone (unmanned
aircraft systems) to the list of examples of flying related activities that are
restricted to areas posted openforthe use on state parks, state recreation
areas, state natural areas, Kettle Moraine and Point Beach state forests and
Lower Wisconsin state riverway. SECOND EMAIL: Currently, drone use is
| am curious what the proposed changes are todrone use? | will likely have an opinion once itis explained to me whatis being proposed. SECOND Erolhlblfl_ehd onsome DNR proper'cly :cjypes, Wlthllr: whatis a“OWTd to be||<'est|r|cted
28 EMAIL: Okay, how does the law currently stand for drone use? If | am reading your email correctly, you are sayingit’s on a property by property ylaw. These propertytypesinclude state parks, state natural areas, Kettle

basis on whetherdrones are allowed on publiclands?

Moraine and Point Beach state forests, and the Lower Wisconsin State
Riverway. Drone use is automatically allowed on the other DNR property types
(wildlifeareas, northern forests, fisheries, etc.). Alldrone users mustbe in
compliance with federal requirements (e.g. Part 107 rules), listed viathe FAA
drone website: https://www.faa.gov/uas.

Thisrule proposal does notincrease or decrease where drones can be operated




on DNR lands but rather adds as an example the use of unmanned aircraft
systemsas a specifictype of restricted flying activity. The exact proposal is
shown below. The underlined & highlighted language is what is proposing to be
addedto therule.

Restore baitingin the Northwoods; why punish the entire Northwoods forthe incompetence of adeerfarmin Bayfield County. W hy punish

This administrative rule package is specificonly to department lands and does

29 retailors who sell cornand applesand us hunters who abide by baitinglaws and feed the two gallon limit. Why take our freed oms away? o .
Its "WE THE PEOPLE" not address broadscale baiting and feeding.
30 Please try to limitthe increases on userfeesfor Wisconsin. We are already heavily taxed in this state and pay fees fortrail use (trail passes) and Feesproposedinthisrule package are intended to be minimal and at or below
registration of said vehicles. You are encouraging peopletoavoid registrations by increasingthe fees. Times are tough. Thankyou, market rates for similaramenities.
Hunting fees are largely determined by state statute and are not part of this
31 $200 for an out of state gun deerlicense is objectionable. Raise the already high price 25%? Come on. rule proposal butyourcomment has been passed onto the programs who work
with huntinglicensefees.
I'm writing to pointout whatappearsto be an errorinthe plainlanguage descriptions of the proposed changes to NR45.
In the PDF documententitled NRB Order Number PR-03-20 [PDF] available onthe DNR's website, one of the plain language descriptions of a
proposedrule change reads asfollows (see page 8 paragraph 2 of the PDF):
SECTION 80 clarifies that camping permits are to be obtained where permits are required. Also establishes that camping partie s may not move
without priorapproval from the department and revises the start of camping permits from 3 p.m. to 1 p.m. (camping permits will continue to start
at3 p.m.).
| wish to draw your attention to the highlighted part. Itappearsto tell readers thatthe start time of camping permits will change, butthen You are correct. The plainlanguage analysisisincorrectand should read that the
immediately tell themin the parentheses thatthe start time will remain unchanged. end of the camping permitwould change from3 p.m.to 1 p.m. We will getthat
correct as able within the dictated process. Inthe meantime, | encourage you to
32 Looking onward to the full writings of proposed rules (seethe last paragraphs of page 59 in the same PDF) it appearstostate thatthe endtime of | commentonthe specificlanguage forSection 80and otherwise. SECOND

permits will change, ratherthan the starttime, contradicting the plain language section previously mentioned:

(e) All camping permits begin at 3:00 p.m. onthe first day of the permitand expire at 3:00 1:00 p.m. on the last day of the permit period.

This error concerns me because anyone relying on the plainlanguage descriptions to decide whetherto commentonthese proposed changes will
not understand that, as proposed, they will be forced to leave theircampsites two hours earlierat the end of their weekend campingtrip (for

example).

Thank you for your attention to this matterto help provide accurate information in the plain language descriptions of this rule change proposal. |
will send a separate communication commenting on this particular part of the proposedrules.

If I'm reading thiswrongand there isnot an error inthe plainlanguage descriptions please let me know.

EMAIL: | am followingup to letyou know that we were able to make the
correctionand get that posted. Thank you again for bringing this to our
attention.
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Please considerthe following comment on proposed NR45 administrativerule changes: | encourage the department to reconsider the proposed
change to NR45 section 80 which pushes campsite checkout time two hours earlier. lunderstand a defined gap between overnight visitorsis
necessary ata hotel, ora high-end RV park with meticulously-manicured grounds and full weeklong occupancy. The DNR's portfolio of
campgrounds, however, represents amuch different situation and should not command this occupancy gap written intoformal rule. Many
campgrounds across the state see high vacancy rates from Sunday night through midweek, with the majority of campers arriving late in the week
and stayingthrough Sunday. Underthe proposedrule, these weekend camperswillneedto pack up and leave theirsite earlieron Sunday only to
have the site (in most cases) sitvacant on Sunday night. Keeping the checkouttime at 3pm allows families to retain a highly valued "home base"
while enjoying their park orforest campinglocation for a majority of the final day of theirtrip. It spares these campersthe hassle of packingand
movingtoa day-use parkingarea. Inthe system's busiest parks, these day-use lots may already be at capacity in the early afternoon. Further,
retaining the campsite as a home base through mid afternoon allows campers to go out for mealsinlocal communities and patronizearea
businesses without needingto worry about vacating theirsite immediately following lunchtime. Atcampgrounds connected to networks of hiking
or bikingtrails, beingable to stay in the site until mid-afternoon is likewise avaluable part of a weekend camping experience. It seems that
weekday vacancies at the majority of the department's campgrounds should provide ample time for mowing, shoveling firepits, and performing
othermaintenance. For properties that see continuous occupancy of theirsite inventory all week, I'd suggest the department considera property-
specificexception tothe currentrule. This, though, should only be pursued if natural variations in visitor departure and arrival truly don't allow for
maintaining campsites. From avisitor standpoint, this seems to be the way things have been handled foryears withoutissue. | hope the DNR
considers engaging their visitors in more practical ways prior toimplementing achange of this magnitude. Very fewof the thousands of campers
usingyoursystem are likely to be aware of this notice-and-comment rulemaking process, and it's unfortunate theirfeedback will not be heard.
This proposed change in checkout time could easily be posted on campground bulletin boards in-season or shared on the department's social
mediatoseekinputfroma broaderaudience priorto bringingitinto rulemaking. Given the reasons provided, | hope this proposed change can be
left out of the rule revision package.

The change to checkouttime is proposedto allow staff and camp host
volunteerstimetoinspectand, if necessary, perform maintenance, at campsites
inbetween reservations. We have had issues with clean up, repairs or other
maintenance work being needed in-between occupants. Additionally, the
change is proposed to help minimize conflicts that have happened between
campersrunninglate to check out and those who have the nextreservation.

34

Hi, thanksfor the promptresponse onthat. I'm not sure how many people read these legal proposal documents butam guessingthose who do
are more likely toread the plain language than the full text of the rules.

35

Thank you. I'll senda commentand potentially speak atthe hearingif my schedule allows.

Since the website and press releaseabout the rule changesindicates we can ask questions, can | ask what the reasoningis forthis changein
campsite checkouttime? Canl also ask if property visitors, campers orthe general publicwas engagedin the potentialchange atall priorto it
beinginserted inthis rulemaking process?

I've camped at numerous state parks and forestsin recentseasons and have not seen any postings - nor heard from the DNR staff that I've
conversed withinthose visits to parks and forests - about this potential change.

I'll comment regardless of whetheryou canreply to the above questions, butif you are able I'd be grateful fora brief responsefrom a staff
memberwhoisable to answerin regards to that aspect of the rule change.

The change to checkouttime is proposedto allow staff and camp host
volunteerstimetoinspectand, if necessary, perform maintenance, at campsites
inbetweenreservations. We have hadissues with clean up, repairs or other
maintenance work being needed in-between occupants. Additionally, the
change is proposed to help minimize conflicts that have happened between
campersrunninglate to check out and those who have the nextreservation.

Surveys were undertaken of visitors at department properties (intercept surveys
and paperand electronicsurveys) about topics related to campingand other
potential changes, to helpinformthis rule package. The draft rule package itself
isan opportunity forthe publictoreview the proposedrules. Thisis the first
step for agency-initiated rule changes. Next, the proposed rules changes will be
adjusted as neededinlight of comments received, then the package willgoto
the Natural Resources Board for their consideration (likely attheirJanuary 2024
meeting). Thatis another opportunity forthe publicto review and commenton
the proposals. Afterthat, the proposals goto the governorand legislature,
where there may be additional opportunities to commentas well.
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Please considerthe following comment on proposed NR45 administrativerule changes:
| encourage the departmenttoreconsiderthe proposed change to NR45 section 80 which pushes campsite checkout time two hours earlier.

| understand adefined gap between overnight visitorsis necessary at a hotel, ora high-end RV park with meticulously-manicured grounds and full
weeklong occupancy. The DNR's portfolio of campgrounds, however, represents amuch different situation and should not command this
occupancy gap writteninto formal rule.

Many campgrounds across the state see high vacancy rates from Sunday night through midweek, with the majority of campers arrivinglate in the
week and staying through Sunday. Underthe proposedrule, theseweekend camperswillneedto pack up and leave theirsite earlier on Sunday
only to have the site (in most cases) sitvacant on Sunday night.

Keepingthe checkouttime at 3pm allows families to retain a highly valued "home base" while enjoying their park or forest campinglocationfora
majority of the final day of theirtrip. It sparesthese campers the hassle of packingand movingto a day-use parking area. Inthe system's busiest
parks, these day-use lots may already be at capacity inthe early afternoon.

Further, retaining the campsite as ahome base through mid afternoon allows campers to go out for mealsinlocal communities and patronize
area businesses without needing to worry about vacating theirsite immediately following lunchtime. Atcampgrounds connected to networks of
hiking or biking trails, being able to stay in the site until mid-afternoonis likewise avaluable part of a weekend camping experience.

It seems that weekday vacancies at the majority of the department's campgrounds should provide ample time for mowing, shoveling firepits, and
performing other maintenance.

For propertiesthatsee continuous occupancy of theirsite inventory all week, I'd suggest the department consider a property-specificexception to
the current rule. This, though, should only be pursued if natural variations in visitor departure and arrival truly don't all ow for maintaining
campsites. From a visitor standpoint, this seemsto be the way things have been handled foryears withoutissue.

| hope the DNR considers engaging their visitors in more practical ways priorto implementing a change of this magnitude. Very few of the
thousands of campers using yoursystem are likely to be aware of this notice-and-comment rulemaking process, and it's unfortunate their
feedback will notbe heard. This proposed change in checkout time could easily be posted on campground bulletin boards in-season or shared on
the department's social mediato seekinputfromabroaderaudience priorto bringingitinto rulemaking.

Giventhe reasons provided, | hope this proposed change can be left out of the rule revision package.

Thank you for your consideration.

The departmentdoes not propose to change thisrule language. The proposed
gap between check-out and check-intimesis necessary to 1) reduce conflict
that has been known to occur between arrivingand departing campers and 2)
accommodate maintenance tasks such as cleaning, mowing, ortree trimmingor
removal. The departmentalso notes that many state park systems enforce agap
between check-out and check-in times. These systemsinclude butare not
limited to Michigan, Maryland, Missouri, lowa, Virginia, Kansas, California, New
York and Ohio.
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Hello, I'm writing to comment on Section 80 of the proposed rule changesformanagement of DNR lands. It seems that Section 80 is proposing a
change of check out time for campers from 3pm to 1pm. My husband and | have camped at many WI State Parks and have greatly enjoyed the
ability to stay at our campsite until 3pm. This allowed us time to fully experience the recreational opportunities of the parks, going hiking, biking,
or swimming, and also have time to enjoy what local businesses have to offeraround the park, forexample, going out fora brunch, visit shops or
a farmer's market, without having to worry about getting back to pack up at our campsites. | believe this creates opportunities for the local
businesses and allows campersto fully enjoy theirtime at the campgrounds. | understand the initiative is to give staff the time to clean up the
campsites but accordingto my experience with the current check out time, most campers leave the sites clean with minimal need forcleanup on
a daily basis, the natural variance of people's arrival time at the campground creates gaps between check outand checkin, and there's plenty of
opportunity to clean up the site duringweekdays when campgrounds are less busy. Asa comparison, Minnesota state parks allow campers to
leave and checkin at 4pm with no gaps and we have neverencountered any issues with thisset up. | hope the DNRwould reconsiderthis change
and continue withthe currentcheckinand check out times.

The department has reviewed the comments and has determined that this
proposal will be submitted as written. The proposed gap between check-out and
check-intimesis necessaryto 1) reduce conflict that has been known to occur
between arrivingand departing campers and 2) accommodate maintenance
tasks such as cleaning, mowing, ortree trimmingorremoval. The department
also notesthat many state park systems enforce agap between check-outand
check-intimes. These systemsinclude but are notlimited to Michigan,
Maryland, Missouri, lowa, Virginia, Kansas, California, New York and Ohio.




| am writing to provide comments on the proposal forthe Departmentto allow bow hunting of deerand turkeys within designate d areas of the
Lapham Peak Unit of the Kettle Moraine State Forest. The specificprovisionis showninwhat|believe to be a proposal on changinga variety of
rules regarding parks, andis designated as PR-03-20. The specificitem comes up underSection 140 (18) — Page 68.

| am personally opposedtothe referenced provision. Lapham Peakis a small park close to the largest population concentrationin the state. Itis
visited by more than ¥ million people each year, with activities in virtually every part of the park. One of the most attractive features of the park
isthat no huntingis permitted, allowing visitors, including their pet dogs, to freely roam the park without fear of being shotby a gun or arrow.

| have seenthe proposed map that was available atthe park office, showingthe potential areas opento bow hunting. | noted that prohibitions on
hunting withinthe deed-restricted areawould remain, and that otherareas would be excluded based on NR 11 and proximity to park buildings.
The proposal would create a patchwork of areas open to bow huntingthat would be impossible to delineated orinterpretinthe field. Noamount

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant

38 of signage would be sufficient to warn unwary visitors that they were enteringa huntingzone, orto identify to hunters that they cannot huntin feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
specificareas. pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
Of particularconcern are areas withinthe east and west sides of the park that have extensive publichiking and skiing trails. Thisincludes the
paved Paul Sandgren Trail onthe westside of the park, and a small but significant section of the snowmakingtrailsonthe e ast side of the park.
Winteractivities, such as cross country skiing, snowshoeing and winter bike riding are very popularatthe park. However, the largest number of
casual visitorsto the park occurs during the fall, and would coincide with bow hunting seasons, exacerbating the potential forincidents. | would
speculate that many of these visitors would not have the blaze orange clothingrecommended for hikingin areas where hunting is active. The
horse trails on the west side of the park are almost entirely within proposed bow huntingarea, creatingan opportunity for more incidents similar
to the recentshooting of a horse inthe Southern Unit.
| urge the departmenttoreconsidertheinclusion of the provision for creation of bow hunting areas within Lapham Peak.
Currently, drone use is prohibited on some DNR property types, within whatis
allowedto be restricted by law. These property typesinclude state parks, state
Got it. Thankyou forthe clarification. Forwhatit’sworth, | am STRONGLY opposed to use of drones on any public property particularly forthe use na.tural a.reas, KEtFIe Moraine and P0|r.1t Beach st:.;\te forests, and the Lower
of scoutingand deerrecovery. It’s cheapens the experience of those out enjoying the quiet of nature to have an unmanned aircraft flying Wisconsin State R|.ve'rway. Drone use s automatlFaIIy ?”O\Ned onthe other DNR
39 overhead. Itis mutually exclusive with fair chase ethics to be used forscoutingand in the case of deerrecovery, blood trailing dogs are far more property.types (V\{”dhfe a'reas, northern f.orests, fisheries, etc.). Al drom‘e users'
. . . . ) . . . . must be in compliance with federal requirements (e.g. Part 107 rules), listed via
effectiveand lessintrusive than drone use. lam not sure if you are one with the ability to effect wildlife policy but | wanted to make my views . -
known in case you are. tche FAA drone website: https://www.faa.gov/uas. This rule proposal does not
increase ordecrease where drones can be operated on DNR lands but rather
adds as an example the use of unmanned aircraft systems as a specifictype of
restricted flying activity.
The Wisconsin ATV / UTV Association values the department’s review of Chapter 45 of the Administrative Code and appreciates the chance to Amendmentsto NR45.05 and 45.12 have been includedin the rule proposal.
provide feedback on the existing regulations and proposed changes. Beloware our comments: - Amend NR45.05(1)h “No person mayoperatean | The proposedamendmenttoNR45.13 (17) (d) shouldfirst be addressed
all-terrainvehicleor Utility Terrain Vehicle off the developed portion of a designated all-terrain vehicle trail.” - Amend NR45.12(3)a “TRAIL FEES. | through the property masterplanning process, whichisexpectedtobeginin
(a) No person 16 years of age or older, except pedestrians or snowmobile or all-terrain vehicle and utility terrain vehicle riders, may use trails 2024. That potential rule change, and the addition of a definition of utility
posted pursuantto par. (b) unlessthe person hasin his or her possession avalid state trail pass.” - Create NR 45.13(17)(d)26 “26. Utility terrain terrainvehicle, can be addressed in future rulemaking. The
vehicles” - Regarding Section 40, the department has amended NR45.04(3)(e) by including “gasoline powered devices” in the list of devices that department contemplated adding language to the rule to specify that lawful and
40 no person may operate at a volume thatinterferes with the enjoyment of the area by others orislikely to cause a disturbance. We suggestamore | authorized operation of ATV, UTV, OHM, and motor vehicles on department

precise approach using scientific measurement, such as evaluating sound volume in decibels. All-terrain and utilityterrain vehicles as gasoline
powered devices, already adhere to statutory standards. The subjective terms “volume” and “enjoyment” could be better defined. While noiseis
typically an unwanted sound, perceptions of sound and noise vary amongindividuals. - In Section 54 the department has create d NR45.05(1)(a)4
referringthat “No person may operate any vehicle inamannerwhichis unreasonably loud”. We propose amore specificand scientificcriterion
instead of the subjective term “loud”. WATVA and its area clubs have a worthy record of working with state, federal and county land managers,
always willing to assist the DNRin the developmental process while sharing ideas and alternatives in providing for opportunities that address

lands generallyis notaviolation of s. NR 45.04 (3) (e), Wis. Adm. Code, but
determined thatitis not necessary asvehicles are not encompassed by the plain
language interpretation of this section. A number of different options
were investigated by the departmentand other publiclands noise policies were
researched (federal, state, and municipal). The department furtherinvestigated
the concept of applyingadecibel limit for noise-producing devices, including

9




motorized recreational access. The Wisconsin ATV / UTV Association and its chapter clubs, its many businesses and travel partners that provide an
invaluable economic stimulus to the State of Wisconsin thank you for this opportunity tocomment.

specifictestsforspecificdevices (such as a 60-decibel limit for generators and
anythingabove that would only be allowed by permit). The lack of an
independent, standardized test, or even multiple established tests that are
documented and could be used, and a lack of resources forenforcement,
testingequipmentand training were determined to be prohibitive.

| am writing to advocate for changesto two codesin the currentadministrative code on the management of DNR lands.

1. NR45.13(1)(e): No person may engage in rock climbing except at the Dalles of the St. Croix state natural area in Interstate state parkand the
East Bluff state natural area at Devil's Lake state park, or otherareas where the management plan allows rock climbingandin which climbingis
allowed by posted notice.

The prohibition of rock climbingin State Natural Areas is unwarranted and lacks evidence that climbing has a negative environmentalimpact. The
climbing community as awhole hasa commitmentto conservation, and disagrees with the imposed regulations thatapply tousas a usergroup,
as they stretch beyond that of otherrecreational activities. | propose arevisionto NR45.13(1)(e) to allow climbingin State Natural Areas, working
with the climbing community to identify sensitive areas and on stewardship initiatives to preserve the natural areas we all hope torecreate in.

2. NR 45.04(3)(r): Climbing permits. The department may require organized climbing groups to obtain a permit priorto engaginginrock climbing
activities. Permit requirements shall be posted at the administrative office forthe property subject to the permit requirement. The department
may use the permitto limitthe numberof climbers andthe time, mannerand location of the climbing. No climbing group or me mber of a

No changes are proposed inthisrule package thatare directly related torock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted on this topic. Requests to climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
considered duringthe master planning process, and decisions regarding
climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding

41 L T o . ! . g > . - appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions onthe best
climbing group may engage in climbing activities without a permit or contrary to permit conditions when at a location subject to a permit : . . . . .
. available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
requirement. . .- . . o .
. ) - . . o judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
Unlike trail users (backpackers, mountain bikers, cross country skiers) orgamesman (hunters, fishers), permits/licenses have neverbeena . e . S .
. . , . .. - o ir requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
requirement of climbers. | encourage you to rescind NR45.04(3)(r) and consider revisingto enact a legitimate permitting system. | specifically .. ) . . .
. . ) ) . ] provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
propose a free permitting systemthatis selfimposed by climbers (Minnesota currently serves as a great model). Some of the benefits of a L . . . - . . .
ermitting svstem include: climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
P .g. y ) . . engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
® Recognizingthe number of climbers recreatingon DNR managed lands. administrative code probosals
e |[dentifying where climbers are climbing on DNR managed land (conditional on revisionsto NR45.13(1)(e)). prop )
e Understanding what types of climbing users are engagingin.
® Preventingindecents from being miscategorized as climbing accidents.
| would love to discuss these alternativesin further detail. You can reach me at xxxx. | look forward to hearingfromyousoon.
| do feel that preserving "whatis left of farmland and green spaces should be addressed". To meitis sad that farmers get more $SS for the land This comment has been noted and your suggestion for providing information
than the crops. How to get the next generation interested in farming and protecting green spacesis essential so that the entire state does not about the Milwaukee VA Soldiers home, through which the Hank Aaron State
42 become "one large city". Your website is not "always userfriendly". | have asked for pictures of the WI. riverand other natural areas and have Trail passes, is appreciated. You may be interested to know thatin 2016, signs
yetto see anything. Air quality will only get worse if more and more of the green spaces are made into concrete places. It would be good if the were installed along the trail explaining the history of the Milwaukee VA
part of the Hank Aaron trail that goes near the V.A. would provide information about Veterans. The V.A. should not be a place where "wildlife Soldiers home, highlighting some of the historicbuildings and otherinformation
takes overthe buildings". about thisimportant facility.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
. . . . . . . . archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
| do notagree withallowingarchery hunting at Lapham Peak SP ever. This park's trails are heavily used. Any hunting on this property would be . . . . .
43 g g ¥ g P P y y g property feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

dangerous.

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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| have a commentregarding NR 45.05 (3) (fm) Lighting requirements. | frequently ride the Hank Aaron State Trail at night. Many timeslam
blinded by bicyclists with front lights thatare aimed high, orare flashing orboth. When either of these occur, but especially when both occur
simultaneously, itblinds me and all otherriders and pedestrians travellingin the oppositedirection. | suggestthat NR45.05 (3) (fm) be clarified to
insertthe word "steady" intothe proposedrule inthe mannerindicatedin bold font. | also suggest adding wordingsimilart o Wisconsin Stats.
347.11 (2) regarding the aiming of the frontlamp. Suggested wording is notedin bold font. No person may operate a bicycle ormotorelectric

This comment has been noted and will be shared with advisory bodies to the

44 . . . . . . ) i I icycl h iluse,
bicycle during hours of darkness as definedins. 340.01 (23), Stats., on a trail designated unders. NR51.73 (1) unlessthe person orthe bicycle or Ss:taer:nmtle:tte%ni :Z?Etsurfez:tﬁg::ailiiyceifi;f othertrail use, and may be
motor electricbicycle is equipped with alamp emitting a steady white light visible from a distance of at least 500 feet to the front of the personor P g '
the bicycle or motorelectricbicycle and alamp emitting asteady orflashingredlight visible from a distance of 500 feetto the rear of the person
or the bicycle or motorelectricbicycle. The lamp emitting to the front shall be so adjusted or operated that the glaring light rays therefrom are
not directed into the eyes of the operator of any oncoming bicyclist, pedestrian, or othertrail user.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
. . . hery huntingisall f turkey, i tosignifi
| am against bow hunting at Lapham Peak State Park since it is heavy used by people & could endina casualty. Although notthe same, | archeryhun |n‘g|sa owed ordeerand urkey, in r‘esponse ostgni |cant'
45 .. > . . . L feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
rememberskiingalongtime ago at ScuppernongTrail & a hunterwas shootingfromthe trail around Thanksgiving. . .
pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| am a frequent user of Lapham Peak Unit of the Kettle Moraine Forestin Waukesha County. | have been a purchaser of annual trail passes for the . .
. . . .. The department has removed rule language which would have established that
past 25+ years. In all seasons, myselfand families of all ages use the trails. | have seen very young children cross country skiing, as well as people L . L
. . . S . . ; . f . archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
intheir80s. Itisaterrible ideatoopen ANY sections of the Lapham Peak Unit of the Kettle Morain Forest to bow hunting. That’san accident . . . . .
46 . . . ) . . . L . . feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
waitingto happen. Isit really worth it to risk the lives of families to allow such a dangerous activity? Bow huntingis not possibleto be restricted to . .
; . . . ) . K .| pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measuresfor
a certainarea. Thereisno tellinghow faran arrow could travel and kill someone unintentionally. Let’s keep the current safe, NOHUNTING rules in . .
e managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
place. Do not place people’slivesin danger.
Good morning. There should be an easierway for a disabled personto get a fishing/hunting license, with out havingto prove they're disabled
47 everyyear. My son's disability status will never change.howabout a permanent disability status on his go wild, dnrnumb ercard? Whatever....this | We appreciate yourinput. We have asked for this to be brought up for
would make iteasierforany disabled persontogeta license with properID. This has beena thornin myside foryears. Let's dosomethingtohelp | discussion atthe next DNR Disability Advisory Council meeting.
these disabled folks out! And make it easierfor usto gettheminto the outdoors!! Thanks
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| understand that DNR is considering opening up the Lapham Peak ski trail areas to bow hunting of turkeys during ski season. Please DON'T. | archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
48 wantto be able to ski withoutthe worry of errant arrows whizzing by or striking me as | ski. Some people also ski off-trail, so no place would be feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
safe from bow hunters. | appreciate bow hunting, but notin the one area where | cross country ski on a regular basis. pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has changed the rule proposal to continue to allow fireworks
49 Opposes ban of fireworks at Lakeshore State Park. The ethnicfestivals have been using the property to launch fireworks which have been very at Lakeshore State Park undera lease agreement with Milwaukee World Festival
successful. It helps bring the publicinto ourfestivals and brings revenue to the state. (MWEF), working togetherto accommodate the interests of both parties and
ensure publicsafety and resource protection.
Th lel h i inlight of li
Executive Directorand General Counselforthe American Association for Nude Recreation headquarted in Kissimmee, FL. Opposes nudity ban e.proposed'ru © 'anguage' 'as beenreviewed inlight of pub |ccomments'
50 o . .. . . . received onthistopic. Adecision hasbeen made by the departmentto retain
because it'stoo broad and violates the 14thamendment. Argues foreconomicimpact and that public perception has changed aro und nudity.
the language as proposed.
The department has changedthe rule proposal to continue to allow fireworks
51 Representing Polish Fest. Opposes fireworks ban at Lakeshore State Park. The ethnicfestivals have used Lakeshoreforalong time to launch at Lakeshore State Park undera lease agreement with Milwaukee World Festival
fireworks. Cites that the festivals have abigfinancial festival forthe organization. (MWEF), working togetherto accommodate the interests of both parties and
ensure publicsafety and resource protection.
. . . . . . The department has changed the rule proposal to continue to allow fireworks
President of the Greater Milwaukee Committee. Opposes fireworks ban at Lakeshore State Park because it makes the park like any other park. at Lakeshore State Park undera lease agreement with Milwaukee World Festival
52 Citesthe longstandingtradition of fireworks/festivals (30years) for Polish Fest, Italian Fest, Summer Fest, Pride Festand Roman Fest. These g

festivals establish Milwaukee and bring people from around the country.

(MWEF), working togetherto accommodate the interests of both parties and
ensure publicsafety and resource protection.
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Opposes nudity language. Believes the banistoo board and should only apply to Mazo Beach. Citesinability to relieve yourself while hunting or

The proposedrule language has been reviewed in light of publiccomments

53 L i . received onthistopic. Adecision has been made by the departmenttoretain
engagingin harmless skinny dipping.
the language as proposed.
Representing Friends group. Supports removal of the prohibition of alcohol at Havenwoods State Forest. The Friends group part ners with local .
54 p. g group. >upp . P ) groupp Input has been noted and entered into the record.
businesses who often request beerand wine be served during events.
. . . . . . . L The proposedrule language has been reviewed in light of publiccomments
Argues nudity language is too broad. States being nakedisn'taproblem, it'sthe behaviorthat's associated with it. Also states concerns about .p b . . & g. . & P .
55 . . . . received onthistopic. Adecision has been made by the departmenttoretain
property closures. If aproperty closes whatimpact with that have onthe economy, including property values.
the language as proposed.
. .. . . . Requirementsforreclamation of quarries (non-metallicmines) in Wisconsin are
Representsthe Four Wheel Drive Coalition of WI. Expresses concerns over quarries closing. States that quarries are a great p lay areas. Also 9 . 9 ( g . )
> expresses concerns regarding active quarries. Explains the coalition members would be very interested in the se quarries for recreational use addressedinrules not contemplated by this administrative rule package. They
P g g 9 -EXP ¥ q ' can be foundin chapter NR 135 of Wisconsin administrative code.
The proposedrule language has been reviewed in light of publiccomments
57 Opposes nudity ban. Stated he's 23 and has beeninvolved in nude outdoor recreation his entirelife. received onthis topic. A decision has been made by the departmenttoretain
the language as proposed.
The department has changedthe rule proposal to continue to allow fireworks
58 Opposesfireworks ban at Lakeshore State Park. Cites long standing traditions, economicimpact, etc. of summer/ethnicfestivals. States that all at Lakeshore State Park undera lease agreement with Milwaukee World Festival
events adhere to strict safety and cleaning guidelines. (MWEF), working togetherto accommodate the interests of both parties and
ensure publicsafety and resource protection.
. - . . . . . . The proposedrule language has been reviewed in light of publiccomments
A resident of Texas but has family in WI. Against nudity and cites that the ban isn'trealisticdue to hunting due to lack of outhouses. Also states 'p P . . & g” 8 P .
59 e . . . received onthistopic. Adecision has been made by the departmenttoretain
female hunters would have a more difficult time with this.
the language as proposed.
60 Opposestrail camerabans (that are in place elsewhere). States that the publicistaped whentheygoin public(i.e.Walmart, banks, gas stations, This rule proposal would allow for placement of trail cameras, with certain

etc.). States conc erns overfairchase.

requirements.
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61

Cites concernsregardingrock, fossils and fossil collection. States that they deserve protection. Also opposes trail cameras, petsin observation
towers and collection of bones. States that he's in favor of additional dune protection.

The comments stated concern that changingthe approval process for rock
collecting from a permitto written permission from the property manager will
make it easier forthis activity to happen, and thus, better facilitate the removal
of these resources. In the experience of department staff, on departmentlands,
the publicdoes not participate inrock collectingon awide scale. The changein
language represents the reality that DNR has not had a permit for this activity
overthe time in which the previous code was active; DNR property managers
have allowed forthis underwritten permission on a case by case basis. The
departmentdoes not monitorrock collecting at a statewide scale and written
permissionisthe best way to manage this activity at the property level. The
comments alsoindicate concern about what appearsto be a proposal to
remove anumber of property types from what was a prohibition of collecting of
these resources. However the department feels that most of those property
typesthat have been removed can facilitate this activity. Regardless of property
type, individual property managers will evaluate collecting requests for
potential impacts. Regarding State Natural Areas (SNA), arevision was needed
to acknowledge that while collectingis generally prohibited, it can happen if
part of a research projectandis subject to our SNA research permitting process.
It now states: “NR 45.04 (b) 3. No person may collect rocks, minerals or fossil
materials on state natural areas withoutfirst obtaining a state natural area
scientificcollector permit.” Thissection had tobe movedintoa subsequent
section because itisa subdivision creation ratherthananamendment forthe
publicreview process, butitwill stillend upin the same place once
incorporated into administrative code. This should addressthe confusion.
Concernisalso indicated about the removal of bones and specifically antler
sheds. While itis clearthat small mammals will chew on antlersand bones, itis
not clearifantlers are abundant enough (above othertypes of bony materials
and mineral-rich foods) to have asignificant effect on rodent populations, and
the department has notidentified research that has actually examined this
issue. Further, itisalsonotclear if antlercollecting, as popularasitis, has a
significantimpact onthe number of sheds remaining on the landscape. Given
this, along with the enforcement difficulties associated with this activity, the
potential issues are not believed to be significant enough to warrant regulating
this activity at this time; changes to the proposed rules allowing this activity are
not suggested. The comments also note concern overthe removal of the
prohibition of petsin observation towers. However, that provisionisonly
moved to anothersection of the code, so that prohibitions on where pets are
allowed are now in one location: the prohibition on petsin observation towers
will remain, justinadifferentlocation. Finally, opposition to allowing trail
cameras on departmentlandsis noted.

62

President of Milwaukee World Festival. Long standing tradition of 30years, fireworks are broadcasted, festivals financially impact many
organizations and the community. Alternative launch options not feasible due to cost. MFW contributed $2M to park development.

The department has changed the rule proposal to continue to allow fireworks
at Lakeshore State Park undera lease agreement with Milwaukee World Festival
(MWE), working togethertoaccommodate the interests of both partiesand
ensure publicsafety and resource protection.
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Friends of Lapham Peak President. Against bow hunting at Lapham Peak. States the areas are very small, especiallyon amap and will cause

The department has removedrule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

63 confusion forvisitors and hunters. There aren't other parks that see the high levels of visitation. Explains there must be other ways of dealing with | feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
deerpopulation. pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
. . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
| was surprised that bowhunting has been proposed at Lapham Peak. | have cross country skied at Lapham and would be concerned for my safety v .g . . y . P & .
64 . . . . . . . . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
if hunting of any kind was allowed inthe park. This park isimportantto skiers from southern Wisconsin. Please protect cross country skiers. . .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
As avolunteerof younginnercity children and amember of the Nordic Ski Club of Milwaukee, | am vehemently opposed to your proposal to
introduce bow huntingat Lapham Peak. ForSO many, Lapham isthe closest natural areafor outdoorrecreation. Especially on weekends, but also
throughoutthe week scores of people hike, bike and skithere. Schoolstake youngchildren hoping exposingthem to the beauty of nature will
fosterfuture citizens who regard natural areas as valuable to mankind. | personally chaperonefield trips foryoungchildren. For many of them The department has removed rule language which would have established that
thisistheirfirst experience with the natural world. Overthe yearsa surprising number of them fearbeingoutdoors. We as adults, assure them archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
65 thereis nothing of whichto be frightened. Thatcertainly would not be the case if bow huntingisintroduced. Thesechildren do nothave the feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
means to purchase blaze orange clothing. Infact, fromthe MANY times| have hiked at Lapham, just thisfall, | have notseen any blaze orange on | pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measuresfor
hikers. All believe thisisasafe place. It certainly won'tbe if bow huntingisintroduced. Thenthere are the crowds of people who hike with their | managingdeerandturkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
dogs. Willit take an arrow inthe body of a child or a pet to prove bow huntingin Lapham Peakis not a wise idea. Perhaps future law suits levied
by individuals maimed by an arrow will emphasize the gravity of this situation. |, along with my many friends and fellow volunteers hope you
reevaluate your proposal and come to your senses.
| am an ardent outdoor enthusiast. One of my favorite activities is hiking at Lapham Peak/Southern Kettle Moraine especially during the fall The department has removed rule language which would have established that
months startingthe end of Septemberthrough December. Itis my understanding that Wisconsin’s DNRis considering opening Lapham Peak, or, archery huntingisallowed for deerand turkey, in response to significant
66 at leasta part of it, for bow hunting. Thisisone of a veryfew areas| can still hike where there is no huntingof any kind. |implore youto keepthe | feedback received duringthe publiccommentperiod. The department will
area free of all types of hunting for those of us, a large number of hikers, who need a safe, quiet, wooded place to hike. Pleasekeeptheareaasit | pursue aseparate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measures for
is. managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
. . L . . . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
Please rescind the language regarding bow huntingin the park. | believe the recreational activity of the users of the park far exceeds any benefit Y 'g . . Y . P & .
67 . feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
and creates a saferenvironment. . .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| am concerned about the recent proposal to allow bow/crossbow hunting at Lapham Peak. As a biologist, | understand the need toregulate deer
herds, especially to control CWD. | also understand thatthe DNR must provide hunting opportunities on publicland. However, Lapham Peak has
extremely high usage and manyinterconnected trails, making the risk of a tragicaccidenttoo high. The posted planis confusing regarding where . .
. y g g . y . ; 8 . g . .g . p P . Eree g . The department has removed rule language which would have established that
huntingwould be allowed within the unit. There are literally dozens of trail intersections, making it difficult to communicatewhenapersonis L . .
. . . . . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse tosignificant
aboutto enteror leave anarea where huntingis permitted. By design, the trails loop around and crisscross, so there are ve ry few places on trails . . . . .
68 . . . . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
where a shot would not cross anothersection of the trail. Users of LP are accustomedtoit beinga safe place to take theirfamilies throughout the . .
. . . )1 . . . pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
year. Skiers are very concerned about anyone walking on groomed trails. It’s likely that there will be conflicts between usergroups. That’sin no managine deerand turkev populations at Laoham Peak State Forest
one’s bestinterests. The goal of controlling deerand turkey populations could be met more safely. One method would be using sharpshooters. If ging ypop P '
huntingisallowed, itwould be saferto have avery brief season and allow huntingonlyin areas where there are notrails. This will allowall user
groupsto safely enjoy the park with less risk.
I think the administrativerules are negligent by notaddressing the issue of cooperatively managed State Propertieshaving consistent rulesand
operating policies when the property is shared by entities with separate Master Plans. Example: The Gandy Dancer State Trail runs through two
69 counties. The rules and operations vary between the two. The maintenance is betterin one County. One allows "special events" , mixing This comment has been noted and enteredintothe record.

motorized and non-motorized users, the otherdoesn't. All State Properties should be consistentin appearance and operation. If | buy a State Trail
Passrequiredtoride on atrail advertised as a bike trail, | shouldn't have to meeta ATV UTV parade nextto a signthat says "no summerATV use".
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| wishto learn whatis being proposedinthe Administrative Code of the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources which will affect the Lapham
Peak Unit of the Kettle Moraine State Forest. The copiousinformation | have seen links tois way more than | can wade through. If you really want
knowledgeable input you need to provide clearinformation about whatis being proposed and the implications of the proposals. Sending
information that uses all sorts of bureaucratic jargon is not useful to the average citizen for formulation of aclear explanation of aperson's
beliefs, attitudes and wishes. If youreally wantinputyou needto make it clear whatyouwant inputabout. | would like to see amap on whichiit
is clearly marked, which areas are being proposed to have deer hunting onthem at Lapham Peak Unit of the Kettle Moraine State Forest. | believe

Hereis a directlink to the actual package of proposed changes:
https://dnr.wisconsin.gov/sites/default/files/topic/Rules/PR0O320DraftRule2.pdf.
More information about the process and an attemptto explaininsimpleterms
the process, whichis determined by the Wisconsin legislature and overseen by
the Wisconsin Legislative Council,can be found here:
https://dnr.wisconsin.gov/topic/parks/codechanges.The Lapham Peak-specific
proposed changes are best representedinthe linked document at the following
locations: Section 3on pages 23-24: a map of the locations that would be closed
to bow hunting (in addition to the areas already closed to hunting through other

/0 decreasingthe numberof deeronthe Lapham Peak Unit propertyisa good idea. | would like to be sure the huntingis done as far fromthe many laws or codes); Section 36 on page 53: formally establishing the open/closed
hikingtrails as possible. Since  have notbeen able to find a clear explanation of whatis being proposed forthe Lapham Peak Unit of the Kettle hours at Lapham (the same hours that are already used at the property, open 6
Moraine State Forest| am unable to choose a position. Whatis the meaning of this text: Board Order PR-03-20 ? Whatis being "proposed"? What | a.m.—9 p.m.); Section 140 on page 68: would allow the departmentto open
hours are being proposed to be the hours Lapham Peak Unit will be "opento the public"? Thank you for any useful information you can provide so | areas of Lapham Peakto deerand turkey bow hunting (those thatare not
| can offerfeedback onwhatisbeing proposed. lama frequent userof the Lapham Peak Unitand many otherWisconsin State properties.lam an | showninclosedinthe map referenced aboveoralready closed through other
active member of the Friends of Lapham Peak Unit Kettle Moraine State Forest. laws or codes, like buildings, roads and picnicareas). Lapham Peak property
management staff are copied on this message and can provide youamap
showingwhat areas could be openedto bow huntingas a result of the proposed
administrative code changes.
| had a question but could not getthe Raise Hand or Q&A to workin Zoom...kepttogglingto “disconnected” |am 50 years old...have been
hunting the same 200 acre piece of publichunting grounds my entire life... this November 6th.. a large section of that public huntinggroundswas | Hello, Thankyou for takingthe time to write in. Can you give me more
closed to huntingand was aligned to the rules of a state park... thisis not a state park and is miles from one...| want to contest thisbutdo not information about the location of the land, such as the location? The
know where tostart.. | understand the land has an ice age trail goingthroughit (nota historical trail but a recreational loop intoand out of this departmenthas removed rule language which would have established that
71 property)...lunderstand someone looked up the purchase deed fromyears ago and argued it be closed due to the purchase agreement??? 1 do archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, in response to significant
not know why the DNR would purchase land for publichunting and then restrict hunting on the land...| wantto argue to have the land opened feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
back up forbowhunting during any legal bow hunting season framework... what are my nextsteps? If | can’t hunt thisland...| will probably quit pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
hunting...tooold to try and find new land to hunt... Thisis just anotherreason why the DNR is losing gun hunters at an alarmingrate. managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
Response from 12/6: https://maps.app.goo.gl/qysZfLijvldwCy9VD6?g_st=i
No changes are proposed inthisrule package that are directly related torock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
- . . . . . . e . submitted on thistopic. Requests to climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45 during this public-comment period, specifically for the retraction . . . . .
- . . S . . e considered during the master planning process, and decisions regarding
orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believethat this prohibitionis unwarranted and lacks a . . . . .
. . . S . . . . . ) climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
basisin evidence of adverse impact. Infact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the . . . .
. o . . . L conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
DNR instewardshipinitiatives to preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingis . . . . - .
incompatible with conservation, necessitating a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsider (NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
72 P ’ gasp g v bp Ureey appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best

this provision and retract NR 45.13(1)(e). Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing languagein NR45.13(2)(c), which
prohibits off-trail hiking, so that prohibitions are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmental impact. This approach
would ensure thatrock climbingis treated on par with other outdoor recreational activities. Thank you for your attention to this matter, and |
hope you will considerthe merits of my argument duringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitm ent to effective and equitable
land management policiesin Wisconsin.

available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteria regarding
requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
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| am writing to voice our opposition to legislative changes proposed by the Department of Natural Resources that would discontinue the long
tradition of fireworks at lakefront festivals and other eventsin the City of Milwaukee. The proposed legislation would end t he ability of
Summerfest, the United EthnicFestivals, and others from launching fireworks from Lakeshore State Park —a tradition thatis olderthan the state
park itself.1am the Executive Director of the Historic Third Ward Association which represents over 450 businesses and 3,000 residents just south
of Downtown Milwaukee. The Henry Maier Festival grounds are included within ourassociation and BID boundaries. The HTWA was foundedin
1976 and acts as a catalyst to guide the Districtas an innovative, livable, and exciting mixed-use neighborhood while preservingits historicand
creative character. We are of the understandingthatthe proposed legislation is an administrative rule change identified as PR-03-20 which can be
found here: https://dnr.wisconsin.gov/sites/default/files/topic/Rules/PR0320DraftRule2.pdf. Section 145 of the proposed rule change repeals
various sections of the Administrative Code that are specificto Lakeshore State Park, including all sections pertaining to fireworks in the park
(specifically, NR45.13(26)(b)3 and 5). The City of Milwaukee is known as the City of Festivals and fireworks are along-standing tradition that
embodies what the City of Festivals, and in particularthe lakefront festivals,are known forand represent. We know that all events hosting
fireworks on Lakeshore State Park are required to comply with strict safety and clean-up procedures that keep the events safe for patrons, park-

The department has changedthe rule proposal to continue to allow fireworks
at Lakeshore State Park under a lease agreement with Milwaukee World Festival

73 users, and the natural resourcesin and around the park. Currently thereis a limit of only 10 fireworks events in Lakeshore State Park peryear—a (MWF), working togetherto accommodate the interests of both parties and
numberwhich allows the tradition to continue, but limits disruptions on park-users and the natural environment of the park. We fully support ensure publicsafety and resource protection.
those current limits and requirements that have worked well for over 30 years. Without the ability to use Lakeshore State Park, the lakefront
festivals will be left with very few and cost-prohibitive options to continue the fireworks tradition on Milwaukee’s lakefront. Summerfest and
United Ethnic Festivals are our neighbors and have beenimportant components of the growth, vibrancy, and re-birth of the Historic Third Ward.
We work constructively with all the event hosts regarding their production and hosting of the fireworks displays overthe lak efront and
downtown. Thousands of residents of Southeastern Wisconsin come to the HistoricThird Ward and Milwaukee’s Lakefront to enjoy these
fireworks displays each summerseason. We see noreason to discontinue the currentadministrative language that governs Lakes hore State Park,
and the firework displays. The parkis a unique and special circumstance created by the Harbor Commission and Milwaukee Metropolitan Sewage
Districtin 1991. It has been anincredible success story and more so afterit was established as a State Park in 2007 with unique parameters for
operation. On behalf of the HTWA, we urge you to reject the proposed changes and allow fireworks to continue to be afun, safe and important
part of the lakefrontfestivalsin the City of Milwaukee.
| recently heard thatyou are contemplating allowing the hunting of deer and turkeys with archery equipment at Lapham Peak State Park. | am The department has removed rule language which would have established that
writing to tell you that as a Fall season hiker, the only place that| feel truly safe hikingin the Fall has been Lapham Peak State Park expressly archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
74 becauseitisthe onlystate forestinthe area that does not allow hunting of any kind. Please continueto forbid hunting of any kind from Lapham feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
Peak State Park so that there isone place we can all go. There are otherpublicplacesinthe Northernand Southern Kettle Moraine State Forest pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
that hunters can go if they must hunt on publichunting grounds. managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| am writingin opposition to the bow hunting proposal forthe Lapham Peak Unit of the Kettle Moraine State Forest. The Lapham Peak Unitisa
gemin the greater Milwaukee areawhichisan oasisfor outdoor recreation farremoved fromthe dangers of hunting. Itisa p opular destination The department has removed rule language which would have established that
for hikers, bird watchers, trail runners, cyclists, cross country skiers, and many more groups of individuals who care to enjoy the outdoors without| archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse tosignificant
75 havingto worry abouttheir personal safety duringthe huntingseason. The areais a refuge, especially as many other public lands periodically feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

opento huntersthroughoutthe year. Itis such a welcome refuge because many choose to recreate in Lapham Peak during early morningand
evening hours whenvisibility is low and safetyisata premium. I hope that the Lapham Peak Unit will continue to remain closed to hunting so
that all those who wish to enjoy the trails and woods can safely do so at any time during the year. For that reason, | am opp osed to opening
Lapham Peak to bow hunting. Pleasefeelfree to contact me at this email or the below contactinformation forfurther comment.

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45 during this public-comment period, specifically for the retraction
or revision of NR45.13(1)(e), which prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibitionis unwarranted and lacks a
basisin evidence of adverse impact. Infact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the
DNR instewardship initiatives to preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingis
incompatible with conservation, necessitating a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsider
this provision andretract NR 45.13(1)(e). Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing languagein NR 45.13(2)(c), which

No changes are proposed inthisrule package thatare directly related to rock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted on this topic. Requests to climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
considered during the master planning process, and decisions regarding
climbing at a particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding

76 prohibits off-trail hiking, so that prohibitions are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmental impact. Thisapproach | appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
would ensure thatrock climbingistreated on par with other outdoorrecreational activities. Thank you for your attention to this matter, and | available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
hope you will considerthe merits of my argument during this publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effective and equitable judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
land management policiesin Wisconsin. requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits

provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
climbing policyincluding potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina processthat includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
No changesare proposedin this rule package thatare directly related to rock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
. _ . . . . . . . submitted onthis topic. Requeststo climb at specific SNAs will continueto be
| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45 during this public-comment period, specifically for the retraction . . P q . P .. .
- . - S . . o considered during the master planning process, and decisions regarding
orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibitionis unwarranted and lacks a L ) . . .
. . . L o . . . - . climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
basisin evidence of adverse impact. Infact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the . . . .
. R . . . . conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
DNR instewardshipinitiatives to preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingis . . . . .
. . . . - . . . . L . (NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
incompatible with conservation, necessitating a special regulation beyond what applies to other recreational activities. | urge you to reconsider . ) L . L

77 . . . . . : o . . appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best

this provision and retract NR 45.13(1)(e). Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existinglanguagein NR45.13(2)(c), which . ) . . . .
. e A . ) . . . . available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
prohibits off-trail hiking, so that prohibitions are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmental impact. This approach ) . . . o .
S . . - . . judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
would ensure that rock climbingistreated on par with other outdoorrecreational activities. Thank you foryour attention to this matter, and | . e . L .
. . . . . . . . . . . requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. Withregard to the climbing permits
hope you will consider the merits of my argument during this publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effective and equitable . . . . .
o . provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
land management policiesin Wisconsin. L . . . L . . .
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
Where is this coming from?Lapham peak, for those decission makers who have never been there, is a highly used recreational park for hiking, The department has removed rule language which would have established that
bikingand sking.lts not a seasonal park. Activities are occurringall yearlong.Why would you want to throw huntinginthe mix? Does notseemto | archeryhuntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse tosignificant

78 corelate. Alsomillions of dollars are currently inthe mix from private investors to build anew shelterat Lapham peak ,which will encourage feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
additional recreational usage. The presense of more people does notgo alongwith the huntingtheme. Again whereis thisideacomingfrom? pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measuresfor
Whomever,itis not a good one. managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Hello, | am writing to say that | do not support allowing hunting of any form at Lapham Peak. My wife, daughters, and | enjoy ourtime there archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
79 hiking, running, and skiing. Allowing huntingis just asking for conflicts and accidents. |wouldn't be comfortable taking my kidsinto a park where feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

huntingisgoingon. Please keep Lapham Peak ano huntingarea. Thank you foryour time

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45 during this public-comment period, specifically for the retraction
orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believethat this prohibitionis unwarranted and lacks a
basisin evidence of adverse impact. Infact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the
DNR instewardshipinitiatives to preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume thatrock climbingis
incompatible with conservation, necessitating a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsider

No changes are proposed inthisrule package that are directly related torock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted on this topic. Requests to climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
considered during the master planning process, and decisions regarding
climbing at a particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding

80 . .. . . . . L . . appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
this provision andretract NR 45.13(1)(e). Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing languagein NR 45.13(2)(c), which pp. b ) ) e . . .
- A e . ) . . . i available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
prohibits off-trail hiking, so that prohibitions are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmental impact. This approach ) . . . o .
o ) . o . . judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
would ensure thatrock climbingis treated on par with other outdoor recreational activities. Thank you for your attention to this matter, and | . e . S .
. . - . . . . . ) . . requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
hope you will considerthe merits of my argument during this publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effective and equitable .. . . . .
L . provision, the department is committed to developing a comprehensive rock
land management policiesin Wisconsin. - . . . . L . .
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
. . . . . . . . The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Outside of any necessary population control measures that may exist, | am strongly against the idea of allowing hunting at Lapham Peak. This park P L guag . L
. .. o . . . . o ) ) . archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
is popularspot for cross country skiing, hiking, trail running, bird watching, etc. anditis already overcrowded during the weekends, including the . . . . .
81 . . . el . L ; . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
early mornings. | fearaddinganotheractivity would only add to that and | don’tlike the idea of runningin the morning while hunters are out . .
doing theirthingin my general area pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
' managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
To Wisconsin DNR, | have recently become aware thatitis under consideration to allow bow huntingat Lapham Peak.|do not thinkthisisa
smart move forthe following reasons: This is a very crowded space with skiers and children which does not mix well with hunting. Skiers wear The department has removed rule language which would have established that
sport specificclothing which is not safety orange. Proposed hunting areas overlap with ski trails and will inevitably result in hunters walkingonski | archeryhuntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
82 trails. This will setthe stage for on-going conflicts since foot trafficis not allowed and severely damages ski trails. Many children take large group feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
skilessonsinthese areas and will overlap with hunters. Lapham Peakis the most (or at least one of the most) heavily used publicparksin pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measures for
Wisconsin during the fall and winter months due to the robust hiking and cross country skiing communities that use the park with recent numbers | managing deerandturkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
of up to 60,000 visitors per month during Decemberand January.
A DNR proposed deer bow huntzone borders our property, a part of the Meadows of Delafield subdivision. We walk the park, and we have
grandchildrenthat playinthe park justas our now-grown children were raised. Any kind of huntingin ourback yard would be dangerous. Noone | The department hasremovedrule language which would have established that
knows where the arrows fly when they miss theirmarks. We have always enjoyed the wildlife that passes through our property. Whilethe deer archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
83 do appreciate some of our plantings we would never wishto see the deerdeterred fromus. We have nowishto see half dead arrowed deerdie feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
inour yard or other parts of the subdivision. We do not feel thatthere is an overabundance of deerinthe park. Forthese reasonswe are pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
completely againstthe DNR proposal. We requestthatany discussions of such a proposal be made publicand communicated directlytousat the | managingdeerandturkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
above email address orthe below mailing address.
. . - . . . . . | The departmenthasremoved rule language which would have established that
Do NOT allow any hunting at Lapham Peak. Lapham is one of the state's most utilized parks!I'm there multipletimes weekly to hike, bike and ski. P L guag . .
. . o . . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
It's the only local place where | can ski on man made or natural snow. People travel from lllinois and from all over Wisconsin to ski, snowshoe, . . . . .
84 . . . . A . . . ) . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
ride horses and hike onthe trails. Seeingthe wildlifeis part of the experience.lamin favor of huntingand animal conse rvationin general but . .
hunting at Lapham Peak State Park is potentially dangerous and detrimental to park usage pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
g P P yaang P ge- managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
hi " di q ; lowing huntingi h c c ovthe wildlif . d ski 4. Th archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
85 isemail isto dissuade you fromallowing huntingin Lapham Peak State park. | enjoy the wildlife as atrail runnerand skieryearround. There are feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will

multiple placesto huntinour area and it would be sad if the state park was added to that listas well
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pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.




| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45 during this public-comment period, specifically for the retraction
orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibition is unwarranted and lacks a
basisin evidence of adverse impact. Infact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the
DNR instewardship initiatives to preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingis
incompatible with conservation, necessitating a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsider

No changes are proposed inthisrule package that are directly related torock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comme nts
submitted on this topic. Requests to climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
considered during the master planning process, and decisions regarding
climbingat a particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
conservationvalues of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding

86 ) . , . . . . . . iat tional activiti SNAs, basing decisi the best
this provision andretract NR 45.13(1)(e). Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing languagein NR 45.13(2)(c), which app.roprla e.recrea ‘onatactivi '?SO” % DasIing e.C|5|ons.on € Des .
- A e . . . . . . available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
prohibits off-trail hiking, so that prohibitions are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmental impact. This approach ) . . . o .
o ) . - . . judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
would ensure thatrock climbingis treated on par with other outdoor recreational activities. Thank you for your attention to this matter, and | . e . S .
. . ) . . . . . . . . requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
hope you will considerthe merits of my argument during this publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effective and equitable .. . . . .
L . provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
land management policiesin Wisconsin. - . . . . . . .
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina processthat includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
. - . . . . hery huntingisall dford dturkey, i tosignificant
We have been XCskiingand MTN biking at Lapham Peak since 1979. We donate to the Friends of Lapham Peak snowmaking, and we hike there archery hun |n.g|sa owe or eefa” Hrkey mresponse osignitican .
87 . > . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
every month of the year. This Bow Hunting proposal isinsane !!!! . .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
No changes are proposed inthisrule package that are directly related torock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
e . - . . . . . ore bmitted onthistopic.R tstoclimb at ificSNAs will ti tob
| am writingin support of some particular proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45 during this public-comment period, specifically the zgn:(;efedoc?uri: fhp;;ai’?el:'eslasn:iﬁ Imroiezrs)e:r:cllcdecis?oﬁls rzor;rldn;e obe
retraction or revision of NR45.13(1)(e), which prohibits rock climbing within most (Wisconsin) State Natural Areas (SNAs). | believe that such . g . .p gp ’ . 8 8
. o . L . . climbingat a particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
dramaticprohibitionis unwarranted and lacks precedent when compared to other forms of recreation within SNAs. What's more, the climbing . . ) .
o . . . . o conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
community is known forits commitmentto conservation and engages with the DNR on stewardship initiatives at afar greaterrate than many user . L . o .
. . . . . . L . . . ) (NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
groups. With appropriate regulations, education, and infrastructurein place, rock climbing need not be incompatible with conservation; thus, the . ) . . L
88 . . . . N . . appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
use of a special regulation (beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities) is unwarranted and unnecessary. | urge you to reconsider this . . ) . . .
. . . . : L . . . available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
provisionand retract NR 45.13(1)(e). Alternatively, the code could be rewritten to align with existinglanguagein NR 45.13(2)(c), which prohibits ) o . . o .
Lep . . L . L . . ) . judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
off-trail hiking; doing so would effectively mitigatethe impacts of the climbing community and work towards a consistent ethicof land use that is ) e . S .
. . . . . . . . requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
shared amonguser groups. Thank you for your attention to this matter, and | hope you will consider the merits of my argument duringthis public .. . . . .
> . . . . L . provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
commentperiod. | appreciate your commitment to effective and equitable land management policiesin Wisconsin. L . . . . . . .
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
. . . . - - .. Thed t th drulel hich Id h tablished that
Dear DNR staff, Urging you strongly to withdraw proposal to allow hunting at Lapham Peak. The overlap of skiing and hiking trails with huntingis © depar rr.men' asremovedrule anguagew.m wou ave'es'a‘ shedtha
. . . . . . . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, in response to significant
in no way safe or appropriate. There are plenty of otherstate lands that allow hunting. Lapham Peakis ahigh use area and winterski seasonis . . . . .
89 . . . . . . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
already a limited time frame. We should not be left with only options of not skiing due to hunting orrisk harm to ourselves or our children around . .
hunters. Sincerely pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
' managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
As an avid and seasoned user of Lapham Peak park and a frequent traveler of the Kettle Moraine Forest | am reaching outto you todayto express | The departmenthasremoved rule language which would have established that
my sincerest OPPOSITION to the proposed changesto DNR rule section (18) that would allow forarchery hunting for deerand turkeys on portions | archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse tosignificant
90 of the Lapham Peak Unit of the Kettle Moraine Forestin Waukesha County. This parkis extremely trafficked yearround and openingbow hunting | feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

would be critically detrimental. Again, | strongly opposethe changes that would allow bow hunting on portions of the Lapham Peak Unit of the
Kettle Moraine Forestin Waukesha County. Any response and updates would be greatly appreciated.

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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Obviously, you should not be allowing huntingin parks. What are you even thinking? People run and walk and kids ski in these places, andyou
wantto put drunken crossbows here. Getabrain. Or refund me the $S500 we just donated towards the new Lapham lodge.

| am writing today to voice my opposition to the legislative changes proposed by the Department of Natural Resources that would discontinue the
longtradition of fireworks at lakefront festivals in the City of Milwaukee. The proposed legislation would end the ability of Summerfest, the
United Ethnic Festivals, and others from launching fireworks from Lakeshore State Park—a tradition thatis olderthan the state park itself. | have
been part of the Historic Third Ward neighborhood for nearly 17 years and played witnesstoits great success story duringth at time. My current
role is Executive Director of the Milwaukee Public Market and Third Ward Business Improvement District #2, where I’'m provided the privilege of
leading ateam of talented individuals tasked with overseeing the BID's operating businesses, as well asincreasing awareness about the district
and addingeconomicvalue to all stakeholders. The BID operates and maintains the Milwaukee Public Market, two parking structures, and nearly a
dozen pocket parks and publicspacesthroughoutthe neighborhood. In addition, we actasa commercial property landlord with nearly 20leases
with locally-owned small businesses. The Public Marketis one of the majorassets within the BID portfolio, with roughly 2 million annual visitors
and total vendorsales of over $25 million, making it one of Milwaukee's top destinations forlocal dwellers and out of towners from around the
world. The City of Milwaukee is known as the City of Festivals and fireworks are along-standing tradition that embodies what the City of Festivals,
and in particularthe lakefront festivals, are known forand represent. All events hosting fireworks on Lakeshore State Park are required to comply
with strict safety and clean-up procedures that keep the events safe for patrons, park-users and the natural resourcesin and around the park.
Currently thereisalimitof only 10 fireworks eventsin Lakeshore State Park peryear —a numberwhich allows the tradition to continue, but limits
disruptions on park-users and the natural environment of the park. Without the ability to use Lakeshore State Park, the lakefront festivals will be
left with very few and cost-prohibitive options to continue the fireworks tradition on Milwaukee’s lakefront. In my observation, the fireworks at
Lakeshore State Park have provided importantvalueto the greater downtown area and have helped draw families and out of town travelers to
the area to supportthe economicinterests of the neighborhood and enjoy this unique experience in one of ourtreasured publi cspaces along the
lakefront. Itis one of the hallmark traditions of ourshoreline, creating significant mediaimpressions and a heightened awareness of the greater
downtown activities, including Lakeshore State Park itself. The purpose of all publicspaces should be forthe safe and healt hy gathering of people
to socialize, recreate and enjoy the outdoorsin our great state in as many ways possible. Assomeonewho’s inthe business of manages public
spaces, | fully understand and support safe practices thatensure nolong-term damage or liability to our parks. And given the successful history of
firework displays hosted by United Ethnic Festivals and others for decades; | would strongly encourage this practice to continue in asafe and
healthy mannerforall parties. I’'m told the proposed legislationis an administrativerule change identified as PR-03-20which can be found here:
https://dnr.wisconsin.gov/sites/default/files/topic/Rules/PR0O320DraftRule2.pdf. Section 145 of the proposed rule change repeals various sections
of the Administrative Code that are specificto Lakeshore State Park, including all sections pertaining to fireworks in the park (specifically, NR
45.13(26)(b)3 and 5).

| would urge youto rejectthe proposed changes and allow fireworks to continue to be a fun, safe and important part of the | akefront festivalsin
the City of Milwaukee.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

The department has changed the rule proposal to continue to allow fireworks
at Lakeshore State Park undera lease agreement with Milwaukee World Festival
(MWF), working togetherto accommodate the interests of both parties and
ensure publicsafety and resource protection.
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| am writingin support of some particular proposed changesto the administrative code NR 45 during this public-comment period, specifically the
retraction or revision of NR45.13(1)(e), which prohibits rock climbing within most (Wisconsin) State Natural Areas (SNAs). | believe that such
dramaticprohibitionis unwarranted and lacks precedent when compared to otherforms of recreation within SNAs. What's more, the climbing
community is known forits commitmentto conservation and engages with the DNR on stewardship initiatives at a far greater rate than many user
groups. With appropriate regulations, education, and infrastructurein place, rock climbing need not be incompatible with conservation; thus, the
use of a special regulation (beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities) is unwarranted and unnecessary. | urge you to reconsider this
provisionand retract NR 45.13(1)(e). Alternatively, the code could be rewritten to align with existing language in NR 45.13(2)(c), which prohibits
off-trail hiking; doing so would effectively mitigate the impacts of the climbing community and work towards a consistent ethicofland use thatis
shared amonguser groups. Thank you for your attention to this matter, and | hope you will consider the merits of my argument during this public
comment period. | appreciate your commitment to effective and equitable land management policies in Wisconsin.

No changes are proposed inthisrule package that are directly related torock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted on thistopic. Requeststo climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
considered duringthe master planning process, and decisions regarding
climbingata particular site will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
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engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.

I’'mwritingyou to let you know my feelings on regarding allowing bow hunting at Lapham Peak. Lapham peakis one of the only state parksin the
area where I feel safe goingto hike, ski, run because | knowitisa no huntingzone.lam notopposedto hunting, in face | am a hunter. However, |

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

94 . - - . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
feelthere needsto be area thatare protected from huntingto allow families to utilize the park system without having to worry about beinga g P . P . P
. . . pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
victim of a hunting accident. . .
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
95 NO. The Lapham Peak State Park isan Urban Park. I'd like to hike inthe fall and skiin the winterand not get shot with a crossbow. feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
No changesare proposedin thisrule package that are directly related to rock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
e . - . . . . . . submitted onthis topic. Requests to climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
| am writingin support of some particular proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45 during this public-comment period, specifically the . . P d . P .. .
. L . L . L . . . considered during the masterplanning process, and decisions regarding
retraction or revision of NR45.13(1)(e), which prohibits rock climbing within most (Wisconsin) State Natural Areas (SNAs). | believe that such L ; . . .
. e . s . . climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
dramaticprohibitionis unwarranted and lacks precedent when compared to other forms of recreation within SNAs. What's more, the climbing . . . .
o . . . . e conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
communityis known forits commitmentto conservation and engages with the DNR on stewardship initiatives at afar greater rate than many user . L . . .
. . . . . . L . . . : (NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
groups. With appropriate regulations, education, and infrastructurein place, rock climbing need not be incompatible with conservation; thus, the . ) L . L
96 . . ) ) RN . . appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions onthe best
use of a special regulation (beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities) is unwarranted and unnecessary. | urge you to reconsider this . ) . . . .
.. . . . . L . . . available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
provisionand retract NR 45.13(1)(e). Alternatively, the code could be rewritten to align with existing languagein NR 45.13(2)(c), which prohibits ) . . . o .
e . . . . L . . . . judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
off-trail hiking; doing so would effectively mitigate the impacts of the climbing community and work towards a consistent ethicof land use thatis ) e . S .
- . k : . . . ; requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. Withregard to the climbing permits
shared amonguser groups. Thank you for your attention to this matter, and | hope you will consider the merits of my argument during this public S . . . .
> . . . . L . provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
comment period. | appreciate your commitment to effective and equitable land management policiesin Wisconsin. L . . . . . . .
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| am emailingto requestthatyou do not allow bow hunting on the Lapham Peak Unit of the Kettle Moriane State Forest. My husbandis a hunter archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
97 so | appreciate the sport, but my family and | also appreciate having places tovisitand hike where we can be assured there will not be people feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will

hunting.

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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[l livein] Delafield, a property that backs up to Lapham Peak and isincredibly close to some of the new proposed hunting grounds. lam writing to
express myvehement disapproval forthe proposed bow huntinginthe park. | purchased my home sight-unseenin 2021 specificallybecause of its
proximity tothe park. | enjoy walking my dogs in the park each day and worry for theirand my safety if this proposal passes. | have two large
brown dogs that could be easily mistaken fordeer. During Covid, the park’s popularity exploded as people looked foraway to safely getoutside.
The park’s popularity hasn’t waned since the pandemic. During the fall, the parkis full of people enjoying the changingleaves. Asacyclist, | use
the mountain bike trails across Highway Call fall when I train for local cyclocross races. When training, | often share the park with local National

The departmenthasremovedrule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

98 Interscholastic Cycling Association (NICA) teams from area schools. There are often 20-30 kids all riding their bikes and practicing for theirraces. feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
How can the DNR in good conscience expose middle and high school age kids to that potential danger?? Laphamis one of the few state parksthat | pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measures for
doesn’tallow hunting, creating a peaceful respite foreveryone to enjoy, and a park where non-hunters can feel safe getting outdoors during managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
huntingseason. During archery and crossbow season, SeptembertoJanuary, iswhenthe parkis at its busiest. People come fromall around to
enjoy the changingleavesinthe fall. There isarace in the park almost every weekend, and come winter, the parkis a desti nation for cross-
country skiing. | have friends in Madison who routinely drive to Delafield because the park’s ski trails are some of the bestin th e area. Allowing
huntingwould destroy the peaceful environment of the park and endangerthe safety of all who enjoy it.

No changes are proposed inthisrule package thatare directly related to rock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted on this topic. Requeststo climb at specific SNAs will continueto be
considered duringthe master planning process, and decisions regarding
Dear Members of the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, | am writing from Rockford, ILto advocate for proposed change sto the climbingat a particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
administrative code NR 45 during this public-comment period, specifically for the retraction or revision of NR45.13(1)(e), which prohibits rock conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
climbing on most State Natural Areas. |, along with friends from our YMCA and high school outdoor club and family have participatedin park clean | (NHC) employsthe precautionary principle when making decisions regarding

99 up, graffitiremoval and trail projects at Devils Lake WI. My rock climbing friends and | are active and cooperative stewards of Wl parks and trails. appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
There is ALWAYS at least 1-bag of garbage removed from previous park users on our rock climbing outings. Please consider us "lllinoisans" as allies | available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
of yoursinany maintenance orexpansion of trails and climbing areas. My appreciation of your parks and wilderness areas exp lains why we travel | judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
to WI at least 30-days a year! Thanks for your works and your commitmentto keepingthese places so accessible. requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits

provision, the departmentis committed to developingacomprehensive rock
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
Lapham Peakisan urban park with high volume, multi use. Please DO NOT open any part of the park to hunting. There are few natural places of The departmenF hasremoved rule Ianguagewhlch would have‘est.a'bllshedthat
. L .. L . . . archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, in response to significant

100 thissize thfatare freefrpmthe cgncernsof those of us hiking, skiing, t'nkmg,horseba.ck ridingto enJoyvxflthoutconcer'n of hun'ters.lam by no feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
means against responsible hunting but our state has many acres of private and publicland already dedicated to hunting. Again, please protect bursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
LAPHAM PEAK and DO NOTALLOW HUNTING on any portion of the property. managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

No changes are proposed inthisrule package thatare directly related torock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
I am writingin support of some particular proposed changesto the administrative code NR45 during this public-comment period, specificallythe | submitted on thistopic. Requeststo climb atspecificSNAs will continueto be
retraction or revision of NR45.13(1)(e), which prohibits rock climbing within most (Wisconsin) State Natural Areas (SNAs). | believe that such considered during the master planning process, and decisions regarding
dramaticprohibitionis unwarranted and lacks precedent when compared to otherforms of recreation within SNAs. What's more, the climbing climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
community is known forits commitmentto conservation and engages with the DNR on stewardship initiatives at afar greater rate than many user | conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
101 groups. With appropriate regulations, education, and infrastructurein place, rock climbing need not be incompatible with conservation; thus, the | (NHC) employsthe precautionary principle when making decisions regarding

use of a special regulation (beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities) is unwarranted and unnecessary. | urge you to reconsider this
provisionand retract NR 45.13(1)(e). Alternatively, the code could be rewritten to align with existinglanguagein NR 45.13(2)(c), which prohibits
off-trail hiking; doing sowould effectively mitigatethe impacts of the climbing community and work towards a consistent ethic of land use that s
shared amonguser groups. Thank you for your attention to this matter, and | hope you will consider the merits of my argument duringthis public
comment period. | appreciate your commitment to effective and equitable land management policies in Wisconsin.

appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
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administrative code proposals.

| am sendingthis email to letyou know | support bowhunting for deerin Lapham Peak State Park. My opinionisall areas needto be identified

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

102 . . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
and all special huntingareas should be available somewhere online. . .
pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measuresfor
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Please do notallow any type of hunting at Lapham Peak State Park. My husband and | hike there almost every morningall year round and the archery huntm.g |sallowed fordeerand turkey, in r_esponse t05|gn|f|cant.
103 . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
area suggested would make it very dangerous forus and numerous others as thisisa very popular park. . .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
lam ? local resident, lapham peak ski club member, hlker,‘tra|l runner,‘tra|l bicyclist, roIIerskler'. I Ilyewlthln walking d|stanceso‘l mtherg The department has removed rule language which would have established that
multiple days of the week. | feel | can speak forall of my friends, acquaintances who use the trails similarly when | say that allowing hunting of L . L
. . . . L archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
ANY sort on those trails would be devastating. When | am on trails | watch for rocks | could trip on, deerthat mightjump out, unleashed dogs...the . . . . .
104 . . . . . . ) . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
trails are sometimes steep and always rocky. They require attention at all times. Butadd inthe danger of errantbows, needingto wear bright . .
. : . . . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
orange and yellow 6-8 months of the year? Now itfeels like the Hunger Games. | love the trails for the quiet, solace, contemplative beauty. Please managine deerand turkev populations at Lanham Peak State Forest
thisis not the location to blend these sporting activities. Doing so would completely change Lapham peak; and notfor the be tter. ging ypop P '
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
105 PLEASE, don’t allow bow hunting! We all walk at so many differenttimes. |think bow hunting will be DANGEROUS! feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| am writingtovehemently opposethe allowance of hunting on shared land at Lapham park; thisisimportantland forskiing, hikingand biking. archery huntingis allowed for deerand turkey, in response to significant
106 There is more than sufficient huntingland already. Do not put safety at risk forthe rest of us who rely on limited outdoor space thatis either feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
private or allows huntingalready. This space isvery heavily used by all ages. pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
Theruleis overbroad and equates nudity with lewdness. They are notthe same. Persons have aright to be nude on publiclandsaslongas they The proposedrule language has beenreviewed in light of publiccomments
107 are notoffensive. Thereisroomforthe allowance of persons who wish to be nude on publiclands without causing objections from those who received on this topic. A decision has been made by the departmenttoretain

believe publicnudityis somehow wrong.

the language as proposed.
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| am writingin regards to administrative code NR45, whichis currently underreview, in orderto voice my supportforthe retraction or revision of
NR 45.13(1)(e). Asyou know, this legislature limits rock climbingin all State Natural Areas except for Interstate state park and Devil's Lake state
park. | believe that climbingand conservation can be compatible, and climbers are generally arespectful group of peoplethat know how to
appreciate the outdoors and keep theirsurroundingsina good condition, and a specificregulation to ban climbingis unnecessary. | think that with

No changes are proposed inthisrule package that are directly related torock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted on this topic. Requests to climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
considered during the master planning process, and decisions regarding
climbingat a particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding

108 . . oo . . .. appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
proper managementand oversight, openingup SNAs to climbing could be anet positive, especially tolocal communities. Take f or examplethe . . . . . .
S S . . . available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
town of Sandstone in Minnesota; while climbing was frowned upon backinthe 80s, nowadaysitsees climbers all months of the yearwho ) . . . o .
. . . . . . . judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
contribute tothe local economy and show up for park cleanup and trail maintenance days. With that beingsaid, | would like to thank you forthe ) e . S .
. . . . requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
opportunity tocommentonthisissue, and | thank you for your continuous commitmenttoland management. .. . . . .
provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina processthat includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
109 | do notsupport huntingin Lapham peak It'stoo small and for hikers and skiers feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
No changes are proposed inthisrule package that are directly related torock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
e . - . . . . . . submitted on this topic. Requeststo climb at specific SNAs will continueto be
| am writingin support of some particular proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45 during this public-comment period, specifically the considered durin thpe mastqer lannin rocesz and decisions regardin
retraction or revision of NR45.13(1)(e), which prohibits rock climbing within most (Wisconsin) State Natural Areas (SNAs). | believe that such L g . .p &p ’ . & 8
. o . L \ o climbingat a particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
dramaticprohibitionis unwarranted and lacks precedent when compared to otherforms of re creation within SNAs. What's more, the climbing . . ) .
o . . . . S conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
community is known forits commitmentto conservation and engages with the DNR on stewardship initiatives at afar greaterrate than many user . L . o .
. . . . . . L . . . . (NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
groups. With appropriate regulations, education, and infrastructurein place, rock climbing need not be incompatible with conservation; thus, the . ) . . L
110 . . . . S . . appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
use of a special regulation (beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities) is unwarranted and unnecessary. | urge you to reconsider this . . . . . .
L. . . . . . . . L available science, the conservation values of the particular site, and professional
provisionand retract NR 45.13(1)(e). Alternatively, the code could be rewritten to align with existinglanguagein NR 45.13(2)(c), which prohibits ) o . . o .
Lep . . L . L . . . . judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
off-trail hiking; doing so would effectively mitigate the impacts of the climbing community and work towards a consistent ethicof land use thatis ) e . S )
. . . . . . . ) requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
shared amonguser groups. Thank you for your attention to this matter, and | hope you will consider the merits of my argument duringthis public .. . . . .
> . . . . . . . provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
comment period. | appreciate your commitment to effective and equitable land management policiesin Wisconsin. L . . . . . . .
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
. . . . . e g The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| am opposed to any hunting at Lapham Peak. Most DNR properties in Southern Wisconsin allow hunting, makingit difficult for otherusersto P L guag . S
enjoy them during hunting season. This has been one place forothers torecreate with some sense of safety, and | would not want to lose it as an archery huntingis allowed for deerand turkey, inresponse tosignificant
111 1Y g g ’ P ¥, feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

option. The park isalso heavily used, creating greater potential for confluct. Additionally, it strikes me that most of the park is relatively close to
developed areas.

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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I live in Delafield, approximately amile from Lapham Peak State Park. My choice to live here was heavily influenced by my love for Lapham Peak.
For decades, my family, now including my small children, have frequently visited the park for various activities such as hiki ng, skiing, biking,
snowshoeing, mushroom foraging, and geocaching. These activities are peaceful and have always seemed compatible with the safe, family-
friendly environment of the park. The introduction of bowhuntinginto this setting, however, stands in stark contrastandis deeply concerning.
The possibility of allowing huntingin Lapham Peak is honestly shockingand, in my view, entirely inappropriateforastate park in such a populated
area and full of publictrails. While hunting may have its proper place in Wisconsin, Lapham Peak simply isn't the place. Lap ham Peak has
established itself as a hub forfamily-friendly outdoor activities, featuring premier trails, massive ski infrastructure, children's center, observation
tower, butterfly garden, and theater forthe arts. The addition of deadly weaponsto thislistwould be adrasticchange, undermining the decades
of effort putinto building this reputation. As I write this, | am looking at photos from one of my many winter hikes last ye ar with my small
children. The memoryisone of exploration, learning, and building their love of nature which Laphamalso builtin me as a child. The photowas
taken at Nnemahbin Spring, directly underneath the arrow marking open hunting on the attached map (starred). The ideaof encountering
hunters lurkingin the woods forthe purpose of shooting deadly weapons anywhere nearthis memorable eventis not only alarming but would
alsoirreversibly change the way we, and many others, view and experience the park. Infact, it would drive me away completely. This concernis
not hypothetical. | vividly recall a personal experience from my youth when | came across hunters while mountain bikingin the Southern Kettles.
It was a startling encounterthat has left a lastingimpression on me, altering my perception of safety and freedom in Wisconsin parks. Moreover,
the ideaof safely ordiscreetly integrating bowhuntinginto Lapham Peak is questionable and seeminglybuilt on alimited und erstanding of the

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, in response to significant

112 f k i ingth li iod. Th ill
park. Asjust one blatantexample, the decades-old pathtothe popular Nemahbin Springlandmark that | mentioned above is completely missing eedbackreceived duringthe pub |cc.omment period e‘departmentW|
S . . . . . o pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
from the attached map (highlighted in blue). The parkincludes notonly asprawling primary trail system that a politician sees on the map, buta . .
. . . S . S o . . managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
huge number of secondary trails, additional snowshoeing trails (since walking on ski trailsis prohibited,) connector trails to neighborhoods, and
off-trail attractions like teepeeforts, geocaches, mushroom patches, raspberry bushes, historical stone fence lines,and rock outcroppings.
Lapham Peak Park simply does not allow for a clearseparation between recreational users and hunters. Again, following the theme of Nemahbin
Springs, limplore you tolook at the image on this page for the landmark: https://secure-
web.cisco.com/10t3AurulEG6R5kMLxuFOPKLTB8SI8dcCj8SHZ3eYKezTmH-3it2BEEEH]7WJyFwWEsSO_Pc4L2V6gWvA7IPzBVH2fz68sYa_gCZp-
ALIPA4DJKKTAWCEK7VABSQMRFDWr4pB6vDDENZZAU7u5YQdhr_|PREsctwbPncK7rMGf4fcs8YCQo8MtrQcH1K4jbpp0SVSzav3HcXrgM1wbne GXDH-
|_Kiy8IXroXmXa3fMIFxfZWV1rJAd7LcYf891zf DtEnW-sTj5-UmvxTbscyEyS5SuQp6fCmGmd4aDla8zIinkFVH1qZ2MVkVKC3BOYF64-
H/https%3A%2F%2Flaphampeakfriends.org%2F2023-nemahbin-spring%2F , and honestly ask yourselfifitis appropriate for people with
crossbows to be inthe background of this scene. In conclusion, the proposal to introduce bowhuntingin Lapham Peak State Parkis deeply
troubling. It goes against the very nature of what the park represents and risks alienating the families and individuals who have longseenitasa
safe havenfornature exploration and donated theirtime and money for decadesto builditinto whatitis. | urge youto reconsider this decision
and preserve the character of Lapham Peak as a place for peaceful, family-oriented activities. Thank you for considering my perspective on this
importantissue. If I'm misunderstanding anything, | would be eagertolearn more. | would also be interested in hearingabout further
opportunities to have my voice or vote heard on thisissue.
I h le ch hich woul ions of the Lapham Peak unit of Kettle Morai F
am ertlngln'regard to the proposed rule change which wou dopen portlf)nso the Lap am 'e'a unit of Kettle gralne Stqte oresttobow The department has removed rule language which would have established that
hunting. lam firmly opposedto the proposed rule change and believe thatit would pose asignificantthreatto public safety in one of the most L . L
. . . . . . . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
heavily accessed pieces of publicland in southeast Wisconsin. | personally access Lapham Peak as a cross country skier, hiker, and runner. Asone . . . . .
113 . . . . . i . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
of the onlylocationsinthe region that produces man made snow, the trails at Lapham Peak attract skiers from across the region - as the parking . )
. . . . o pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
lot pushed past capacity each winter weekend can attest. Hunters certainly should have access to some publiclands, but this isnotan area that . .
. . managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
makes sense givenits current heavy use.
I am a mom of two school aged kids and a dog who loves hiking. We frequent Lapham peak alot. Mostly fall and winter. It'sth e closest state
park/foresttous. | feelthatallowinganykind of hunting on Lapham grounds would be very Dangerous. Itis a very popularparkall year round. The department has removed rule language which would have established that
It's actually one of the few places | go during most of the hunting season because | know there isn'tany allowed. So many people don't wear archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
114 orange or bright colors as itis on huntinggrounds so | feel if you allowed hunting there's alarge potential forinjuries. Ifit's popular control your feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

looking at couldn'tyouallow a weekend ortwo forhuntingonly? Also there's usually alot of events at Lapham on weekends in the fall and winter
and again a lot of city folk come outand aren't aware of whatdangers could be out there (even withsignslseeitalotactually during hunting
seasononlandsused for hunting). Again please don't allow any hunting at Lapham. Keep it safe for us who are running out of safe placesto hike!

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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| am thankful that Lapham Peakis one of the state parks | love that| can feel safe hiking at because there is no hunting allowed. Please reconsider
this planto allow bow hunting there. There should be some parks residents can go to that do not allow hunting whatsoever. So me of the

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

115 proposed areas you could allow huntingin are very close to where my elderly momand I love to hike and | would have to choose to go elsewhere | feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
during that hunting season. That would be very disappointing and sad. As someone who buys a state park pass everyearand supports parksin pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
otherways, | hope you considerwhere lam coming from. managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
hi- I livein New Berlin. Isee lapham peak as a sanctuary to wildlife and awonderful location to hike. | absolutely do not agree with allowingany archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
116 hunting. |love seeingthe deerlooking relaxed and enjoyingthe land. | appreciate beingable to hike in asafe quiet place. Please leavelapham feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
peak 100% huntingfree. pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
hery huntingisall f key, i ignifi
I’'ma diehard xcskier at Lapham and a diehard bowhunteras well. The proposed allowing of hunting ata portion of Lapham sounds like adream arenery untm.g 158 owed ordeerand turkey, in r‘esponse tosigni |cant'
117 come true! feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
) pursue a separate processto determine the most appropriate measures for

managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

Hello, I have beeninformedthatthereisaproposal toallow hunting at Lapham Peak. As a neighbor of the park, | feel this isabad ideaforsafety

reasons. The park is heavily utilized by people of all ages as well as dogs. People hike, walk, and skiin the park all the time and allowing hunting The department has removed rule language which would have established that

doesn'tseemto be a safe mix. Also, we are long time residents directly on the west side of the park (red parcel outlined below). Ourhouseisvery | archeryhuntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response tosignificant

118 close to the park boundary (indicated with red asterisk), which is also a safety concern as we also have young children and a dog. Allowing hunting | feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
that close to properties/houses such as ours also doesn't seem safe. Last, there's atrail inthe park that is not shown onthe map. | indicateditin pursue a separate process todetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
blue. This trail gets used a lot by people in neighboring properties. To summarize, there are so many recreational uses and trails in the park, and managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
properties/houses such as ours directly adjacent to the park, that allowing huntingin any form does not seem safe.
| wishto express my concern foropening parts of Lapham Peak, with my biggest concern beingthe eastside. | spend many weekend hours The departmenF hasremovedrule Ianguagewfnch would have'es’Fa.bllshedthat

. I . . . . L ) . . archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
runningthe trailsin preparation fortrail races. Even with blaze orange, there is risk of beinginjured when hunting and hi ker/runner/skier areas . . . . .

119 ) . ) ) o . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will

are overlapped. | encourage the DNRto look for creative solutions that will keep all recreation activities safe, including scaling down the . .

roposal, limiting to weekdays and limited hours when the parkisless active pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
prop ’ g ¥ P ' managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| understandthereisa planor proposal under considerationto open Lapham Peak to bow hunters. |am goingto highly, highly discourage this.
Reason forthisis for safety. | have been using Lapham Peak for at least 10 years forrecreational runningand hiking. I've been skiing there forthe | The departmenthasremoved rule language which would have established that
past 5 years. There is too much hikingand running trafficthat goes through the extensive set of hiking trails on aregular basis. If bow huntingis archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

120 allowed, that putsthe runningand hikingcommunity at enormous risk. 1go there to hike, andI've gone there to run. | go there to getaway from | feedbackreceived duringthe publiccommentperiod. The department will
the problems of the world and to reconnect with nature and relieve stress. The last thingon my mindis to have to dodge arrows froma bow pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
hunter. | can't state enough the amount of danger this proposal would place upon the hikers and the runners of Lapham Peak. Once agai n, there managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
istoo much hiking and running trafficthat goes through the extensive set of hiking trails on aregular basis.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
DNR. Please do not allow bow hunting at Lapham Peak. There are so many, many pedestrians on the trail and the presence of hunters would turn archery huntm.g 'S allowed fordeerand turkey, in response to 5|gn|f|cant.
121 . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
people away. Alsothe mere presence of ahunterwould marthe experience of those who chose to use the trail. . .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| am a resident of the Town of Delafield. My understandingisthatthe DNR has proposed that hunting be permissible at Lapham Peak during The departn?entc hasremovedrule Ianguagewhlch would have.est.a.bllshedthat
. " . . : . . . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
bow huntingseason. lam writingto express my concern and disapproval of this proposal. Lapham Peak s a high traffic, recreational park thatis . . . : .
122 feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

amily-friendly. I have three school-aged children, and we often hike Lapham’s trails during the fall. If bow hunting were allowed, | would not
eel comfortable walking through the trails, let alone bringing my childrentodo so. Please consideralternativesto managingthe deer
population.

pursue a separate processtodetermine the most appropriate measuresfor
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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I amin Greendale, WI, and | oppose opening Lapham Peak forbow hunting. | grew up huntingin Bayfield county, and while | appreciate the sport,

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

123 it does not belone so dlose to an active hikine and skiing area feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
& & & ' pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
As a frequent userof the trails at Lapham Peak, | am dismayed to read a proposal to allow bow huntinginthe park, and | write thisemail to
express my concerns. lam one of the founders and group leaders of the Waukesha chapter of Trail Sisters, a national group aimed at getting
women outdoors and on trails forrunning and hiking. Ourgroup is over 1,000 members strong, rivaling the size of Trail Sisters chaptersinfamed
trail cities like Boulder, CO. Safetyisahuge topic of conversation and concernin our group, and hunting season is always a subject of confusion
due to the various times and places that publiclands and trails are open to hunters. While we have lots of discussions about wearing blaze orange
during hunting season, many women fearthatisn'tenough and simply avoid all trails open to hunters for the entirety of the hunting season (i.e. . .
. ’ . L ’ The department has removed rule language which would have established that
not just gun season). However, Lapham Peak has always been an easy choice for safety because no huntingis allowed. Ourchapterfrequently P S guag . -
. . " o archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, in response to significant
meets at Lapham Peak for group runs. It isalwaysour choice forone of our most popularmeetups, the "Veteransand Newbies" run, where we . . . . .

124 . . ) . S . . . feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pair new trail runners witha seasoned trail runnerto help take the intimidation out of runningon and exploring trails. Lapham has always felt Ursue a separate brocess to determine the most appropriate measures for
like asafe and welcoming place, particularly forwomenwho are new to trail runningand hiking. We also have our"BYOK" (bring your own kid) pmana in dgerandpturke ooulations at Laoham PF;ZkSricate Forest
hikes there - family friendly meetups aimed at giving moms of youngerkids some outdoortime with theirkids and other moms. Butl fearthat by ging ypop P '
openingthe parkto bow huntersit will take away that sense of safety that we all have there. | come froma family that hunts, and | myselfowna
bow and love the sport. But there are plenty of already existing options for hunting right here in Waukesha County and the surrounding areas.

Adding Lapham Peak to the mix seems unnecessary, and it could really take away what so many of us love about that park: a sense of safetyand
security. Thank you for the opportunity to voice these concerns. If youwould like to discuss this further or have any questions, please reach out
to me at yourconvenience.
As an avid xcountry skier, | can honestly say that my two favorite things about skiing at Lapham peak are the owls and the deer. There are two . .
’ . . . ) . ) The department has removedrule language which would have established that

owlsthat hootas dusk settlesinthe mainforest by the magic carpetride. Askanyone. And thenthere are white tailed deerthatroamaround. P L guag . S

. . . . . . . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
Always timid but always there. They grow thick hair during winter. They peek out at us skiers wondering what we are doing. They are a part of . . . . .

125 . . . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
what little natural escape we urban dwellers have in SEWI. Let the bow hunters go north a bit. Thereisno true need forthemto be huntingina Ursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
carved out recreation areathatisalready crowded and held dear by so many in this area. Thank you for considering this plea—no bow huntingin P . P P . pprop
Lapham Peak. managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
. . . _ . A . . o archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
| strongly disagree with allowing huntingin Lapham Peak State Park. | am an avid ice age trail hiker. During huntingseason | only hike in Lapham Y 'g . . v . P 8 .
126 Peakto be safe. Please |eave one area completelv free of hunters | feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
) P y ) pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
No changes are proposedinthisrule package thatare directly related torock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
e . . . . . . . . mit nthi ic.R toclimb at ificSNAs will contin
| am writingin support of some particular proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45 during this public-comment period, specifically the sub . tedo t. stopic. Requests O.C batspecifics S cont ‘ueto be
) L . o L L . . . considered during the master planning process, and decisions regarding
retraction or revision of NR45.13(1)(e), which prohibits rock climbing within most (Wisconsin) State Natural Areas (SNAs). | believe that such L . . . .
. S . L \ . climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
dramaticprohibitionis unwarranted and lacks precedent when compared to otherforms of recreation within SNAs. What's more, the climbing . . . .
o . . . . S conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
community is known forits commitmentto conservation and engages with the DNR on stewardship initiatives at a far greater rate than many user . o . Iy .
groups. With appropriate regulations, education, and infrastructurein place, rock climbing need not be incompatible with conservation; thus, the (NHC) employsthe Precautlc?n'a'ry principle whe.n makmgdecmons regarding
127 appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best

use of a special regulation (beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities) is unwarranted and unnecessary. | urge you to reconsider this
provisionand retract NR 45.13(1)(e). Alternatively, the code could be rewritten to aligh with existinglanguagein NR 45.13(2)(c), which prohibits
off-trail hiking; doing so would effectively mitigate the impacts of the climbing community and work towards a consistent ethicofland use thatis
shared amonguser groups. Thank you for your attention to this matter, and | hope you will consider the merits of my argument during this public
comment period. | appreciate your commitment to effective and equitable land management policies in Wisconsin.

available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. Withregard to the climbing permits
provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
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| live very nearthe Lapham peakunit. lwould like to give my full supportto opening bow hunting for deerand turkey hunting. There isalot of
concernabout bow hunting beingdangerous, butifisfroma select few misinformed people who don't have propereducation around the topic.
As a bow hunter myself, lunderstand the need to control the overabundance in the population, especially since harvest numbers are way down.
The first point| wouldlike to bringto attentionisthe needfora huntersafety course forall hunters purchasingalicens e as stated inthe wisconsin
huntingregulations. Animportant practice is applying TABK when hunting. Knowing your targetand what is beyondis a basic part of hunter
safety. Combined with the factthat most all deerare harvested from within 40 yards, usually 20 yards, there should be no co nfusion for
hunters. Regarding stray shots, even hunters shooting from ground level won't see theirarrow go more than 50 yards before hitting dirt. A
majority of hunters like to hunt from elevation, meaning they are shooting at the ground. There shouldn'tbe aneed fornon hunterstowhere
blaze orange as bow hunters themselves will be wearing camouflage. As we already addressed, identifying the targetand beyond isn't difficult at
such shortranges, so thereisn'ta need. Itshould be encouraged for non hunters towear bright colors as it provides more s afety, butitisn'ta big
concern. Obviously, hunters will follow all regulations and wear orange during gun season unless otherwise stated by dnr. Som e concerns about
hunters being nearothers may be brought up by others. As far as the map indicates, it seems that most of the huntingareaisin the low traffic

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

128 . e . . ) feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
areas of the unit. As far as | understand, most of the unitis still restricted for heavy trafficareas. Again, some of these concerns may be from g b . P cep
. . . . S \ ! . : pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
misinformed viewpoints. Another quickly refuted pointis people's concern fortheir dogs. Dogs should be onleash atall times during the bow managing deerand turkev booulations at Lapham Peak State Forest
season and turkey season. Otherwise, justdon't allow cyote to be harvested and there would be no confusion. Ifitis a bigconcern, another ging ypop P '
option people haveisto get highvisibility dog collars, jackets, etc. An effort should be taken by hikers to avoid hunters regardless. Same situation
with any other animals, forexample horse riding. People should keep theiranimalsin their control, butalso restassured that bow hunters are not
goingto confuse them with deerorturkey. Onapproval, a suggestion might be to educate the misinformed and non hunting communi ty to
reassure them about allowing bow hunting. Itis very safe and the community who uses bows are well versed in hunting regulations. Hunters are
still required to carry all items out of the woods that they broughtin on that day. | would suggestallowing huntersto leave justtrail camerasas an
exceptiontotherule. If populationisreallyaconcern, allowingladderstands to be left up would be very helpful, especially if anyone could use
them. There has been similar deer management effortsin the areathat place ladder stands out for huntersto use. Thank you for considering
allowing bow hunting on this unit. Since Laphamisin waukesha, extended archery should also apply, making the season end on Jan 31st. | look
forwardto beingable to use the property forthe remainder of the season once approved.
We have received youremail. Please let us know if you have any comments on
129 thisisa test... the proposed administrative rule package. More information cam be found
here: https://dnr.wisconsin.gov/topic/parks/codechanges.
. . . . Yes, | read the publiccomments submitted to this mailbox. At this time, we are
Farmers are becomingold and there does notseem to be muchinterestfromthe younger generation sowhenthe olderfarmers die the farmland D P . . - .
. . . ) L . ) . . ) solicitingcomments on proposed changes to Wisconsin Administrative Rules,
130 will also die. Which means Wisconsin will be one large city and all of the green spaces (exceptfor parks) will be gone. Air quality and water quality . . .
. . . " n package PR-03-20. Thank you for your comment, it will be includedin the record
will be much worse thanitistoday. Farmersstill get more SSS for the land than forthe crops. Does any "human person read this"? Thank You .
of publiccomments on these proposed changes.
We write youinoppositionto the proposal fordeerhuntingin portions of Lapham Peak State Park. We oppose the proposed four month period
for bow huntingin LPSP and some of the areas inthe Park. We submitthese comments priortoyourDec. 10 deadline. We live just outside the
Park boundaries, south on Cushing Park Road. We walkinto the south end of the Park west of Hwy C every day using the Paul Sandgren Trail. We
walk the trails throughout the Park from the south end to the north end. This portion of the Parkis largely prairie and we do notencounterman . .
& p gep ' The departmenthas removed rule language which would have established that
deerwest of Hwy C as we encounter many more deer east of Hwy C. The huntingarea should be focused on the areathat hasthe mostdeer, and L . S
thatiseast of Hwy C. | do not want to unknowingly walk into the hunting area of hunters who will be hiddenand | can't see, and interrupt their archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, in response tosignificant
131 Y gy & ! P feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The de partment will

hunting. Idon't wantto walkin front of a loaded crossbow. The proposed four month hunting season includes the whole Fall season when many
people enjoy the Park. Thisistoo much to askto give up the besttime of the year. | strongly suggestthe huntingseason be limited to the last
two weeks of the seasonin late DecemberandJanuary. | also note thereis no areafor hunters to park cars and trucks along Cushing Park Road
and the adjacent Town Roads. Thereisno shoulderareato get a car off CPRfor safe parking. The Town of Delafield has posted these local roads
as no parking. Insummary, the proposal has too big of an impact on otherusers of the Park, west of Hwy C and forthe entire Fall season. Please
remove these areas fromthe proposal.
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132

While the excess deer populationin Lapham Peak State Parkis a problem significant enough to warranta solution, opening the park to public
huntingwould be abiggerproblem. As a frequentuserof and volunteerat the park | have witnessed both the abundance, even excess of deeras
well as peopleinthe park on a daily basis. The volume of people in all areas of this relativelysmall, but heavily visited parkis constant and large.
It would be a mistake, and quite possibly atragedy to have publichunting foralmost one third of every year. Thiswould cause certain animosity,
fear, and the high chance of an accidental shooting. Thisisall completely preventable at noloss of hunting habitat to the public. Afar more
efficient, uncontroversial and safer option would be to allow limited deer harvesting by professional hunters. This has been done intownsand
counties across the country and would be more likely to solve the deer overpopulation problem than would permitting publichu ntingin one of
the state's busiestand smallerstate parks. | would urge the DNR to continue the current policy of not permitting publichuntingin Lapham Peak
State Park.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

133

Good morning, I’'m writing to oppose the plan to open sections of Lapham Peak to bow hunting. As a hunter, a father of three young children, and
a frequentvisitor of Lapham Peak, | do not believe your plan ensures all users could safely enjoy all the park has to offer. If the planisapproved,
I’'m concerned | would notfeel safe in certain sections of the park. Therefore, yourplanis a direct contradiction of your mission that you will
support “the well being of our citizenry.” To consider offering that there would be plentyof other placesin the park to visitis nota suitable
solution. That beingsaid, | would considersupporting the planifitonlyincluded areas of the park that are not designated for other purposes. |
appreciate you taking the time to review my concerns.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

134

Hello Wisconsin DNR, Thank you forrecognizingthat thereisa deeroverpopulation problemin Lapham Peak State Park and the surrounding areas
of the City of Delafield and the Town of Delafield. |live inthe City of Delafield off of Cushing Park Road just south of I-94. We have deerin our
yard and ouradjacent neighbors’ yards several times per week, probably every night whilewe are asleep and unaware. We see them quite often
while driving along Cushing Park Road in eitherdirection, especially during the rut seasonin the fall. We definitelysupportthe needtoreduce the
herd to keep them healthy and reduce the damage they cause to our landscaping. Butlam opposed tothe current proposal to allow bow hunting
in LPSP forthe full length of the bow hunting season. | am also opposedto allowing huntersinthe NW area of the park that is prairie and contains
a portion of the IAT and the Paul Sandgren paved recreational trail along the western boundary of the park. | walk my dog inthe prairie almost
daily. Itis a high use area for hikers, bikers,and even horses. Itisan openareawhere |l rarely see deer, exceptinthe early morning. Also, there
are deerstands forbow huntingjusttothe north inthe Dela-Hart sanitation land for bow huntingalready. Thatarea is not openforrecreation,
especially mixed recreation, and seems a more suitable location. | feel the deer go to the wooded area of the park east of Hwy C when people are
usingthe park, especially southeastareathatisa loweruse area (the areathat contains the IAT from the towerto Hsy 18). Again, itis a challenge
of keeping peoplesafe and harvesting asufficientnumber of deerto make a difference. | would be opentoa shorterhunting seasonin the park or
even closing the park entirely forashort period of time to allow hunting. |am not an expert,sol don’tknow whatthe solutionis. Ifeel we have
not had much successinreducingthe herdin the City of Delafield with just two areas to hunt. Would hunters need to apply for a nuisance tag?
Would there be set designated stands and signage about these stands around ashooting radius? How would this be regulated and the public
made sufficiently aware of the huntersin the area? Thank you for taking steps to address thisissue and forlisteningto our concerns. Itisa
balancingact!

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

135

While lunderstand the need to thinthe deer population at Lapham Peak, thisisalso a frequented park for day use winteractivities. My family
regularly cross country skis this park and even with restricted areas | would notrisk bringing my children to aspace where huntingisactive. The
risk of confusionforwhere huntingisallowed and where itis notis too great, and the possibilityof lethal outcomes too high of ariskto
implementthe planinthis manner. Please consider closing the park to all except huntersfor more limited amountsof time i n orderto achieve the
goal of reducingthe deer population.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

136

Please be advised that as a frequent user of Lapham Peak State Park for recreational walking and hiking through the numerous pedestrian trails, |
am totally opposed to hunting being permitted at Lapham Peak. | wish to continue full access to the park for non-hunting, recreational purposes. |
do notwish to be worried about being hit by an arrow during my recreational activities with my children and At Lapham Peak Park. Please close
the park and allow professional marksman using rifles to cull the deerherdif thatis necessary. Bow and arrow huntingisan inhumane method of
reducingthe herd. Arrows may injure ratherthankill animals, especially when itis done by amateurs. | have a season pass and use the park 2 to 3
times weekly for hiking exercise for my health. I will not use the park during any when hunting of any kind is taking place . Itis unfairto purchase a
season passto use the park and thenfind thatit cannot be used fora period of months because risky activity is being permi tted.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, in response to significant
feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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| believe bow hunting would be asafe and cost effective way to manage the deer populationinthe park. | am an avid cross country skierand do

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

137 . feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
not feel safety would be anissue. . .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
I’'mvery concerned about the idea of hunting at Lapham Peak! | walk there on many trails several times aweek. If there is huntingI’ll certainly archery huntln.g 'S allowed fordeerand turkey, in r.esponse to 5|gn|f|cant'
138 . . , . - . . . . feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
needto find anothersafe place to hike/walk. It’s very disappointing that this is being considered. Please reconsider your plans. . .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department hasremoved rule language which would have established that
Please donotopen Lapham Peakto general publicbow hunting. | have always known Lapham Peak as a place where huntingwas notallowed and | archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
139 it was safe to hike the trails. Perhapsto cull the deer, the DNR could have a very short duration hunt with the publicwell informed, i.e maybe feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
close the park fora day or two. pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
No changes are proposed inthisrule package thatare directly related to rock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45 during this public-comment period, specifically for the retraction subrmtted on thlstoplc. Requests to.cllmb atSpeCIfICSNA? will contm'ueto be
. . L S . . e considered during the master planning process, and decisions regarding
orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibitionis unwarranted andlacks a L ) . . .
. . . .. o . . . . . climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impactsto the
basisin evidence of adverse impact. Infact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the . . . .
. o . . . T conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
DNR instewardshipinitiatives to preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume thatrock climbingis . o . i .
. . . . o . . . . o . (NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
incompatible with conservation, necessitating a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsider . i o . o
140 . - i . . . o . . appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
this provision andretract NR 45.13(1)(e). Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing languagein NR 45.13(2)(c), which . . . . . .
. e S . ) . . . ; available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
prohibits off-trail hiking, so that prohibitions are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmental impact. This approach ) . . . o .
. ) . o . . judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
would ensure thatrock climbingis treated on par with other outdoor recreational activities. Thank you foryour attention to this matter, and | . e . S )
. . - . . . . . . . ) requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. Withregard to the climbing permits
hope you will considerthe merits of my argument during this publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effective and equitable . . . . .
L . provision, the departmentis committed to developing a comprehensive rock
land management policiesin Wisconsin. L . . . . . . .
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
The department hasremoved rule language which would have established that
hery huntingisall f key, i ignifi
Lapham Peak Hunting As a frequent user of the park facilities at Lapham Peak, | am opposed to opening up the parkto bow hunting. The season arenery untm‘g 158 owed ordeerand turkey, in r‘esponse tosigni |cant'
141 . . . . . feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
coincides with whatis usually abusy season forthose who ski and for hikers. Please do not endangerthose who... . .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Please donotallow hunting at Lapham. | use the trailsa ton and | am already limited as to what is available when cross cou ntry season starts. archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
142 Also, the cross country skiingis a vital part of the Lapham culture duringthe winter. Itisa huge draw and eventhroughldon’tski, | enjoy feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
watchingall the people that utilizethe trails. pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
I livein Delafield. We have been alerted that the DNRis considering a proposal allowing BOW hunting at Lapham Peak park. | personally walk the
park daily using both sides of HWY C and have done so for over 23 years: sometimes onthe Ice Age Trail or using ski trails when season permits The department has removed rule language which would have established that
access. | also have a disabled daughter who uses ther paved trails frequently. School groups make heavy use of the park during the time frame archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
143 proposedforbow hunting season. ALLOWINGANY TYPE OF HUNTING AT THE PARK WOULD ENDANGER HUMAN LIFE. In addition, itwould feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

distruptthe peacefullness that comes only with exposure to the beauty nature provides. | would invite you oryour loved ones to take a stroll
through the trails knowing there were hunters out there gunningfordeer. There HAS to be a better way to control the deerpopulationinthe
park besides using bows (orbullets). | begyouto reject this misguided idea.

pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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| am writing to express my concern that deer hunting may be opened at a highly trafficked state park with many hikersinvolved. The Ice Age trail

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

144 runs rightthrough the area where hunting will be allowed. There will not be any extensive background or skill test for these archers who wish to feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
enjoy the outdoorsinthisway. Thus, | urge that we retainthe ban on hunting at Lapham Peak and allow for huntingin other designated areas. pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| was a longtime resident of Waukesha, Wland have used Lapham Peak for 30 years. This park isunique in that the intensity of use by pedestrians
(walkers, hikers, and visitors), skiers, bikers, and snowshoersis very high, and the density of people persquare footinth e parkis much higher The department has removed rule language which would have established that
than othernearby areas (e.g. John Muir, Nordic, or Scuppernongtrails or Ottawa area). Allowing hunting of any kind while the parkis used for archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
145 otheractivityisan ultrahazardous activity. That is, it cannot be made safe. If hunting must be done, | respectfully sugge st hunting at times the feedback received during the publiccomment period. The de partment will
park is closed (nightto dawn) or to close the park on low visitor days, such as weekly on a Monday or Wednesday, and allow hunting then. Lake pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
County, lllinois Forest Preserves controlsits deer population by doingits own, non-public nighttime hunting on designated dates. | would suggest | managingdeerandturkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
you contact themto see if you could adopt that model because it works well here.
To whome it may concern: |am deeply againstthis proposal that affects especially people who use the sun to ease the painand emotional stress
of past experiences both physicaland emotional ! | personally deal with anxiety and depression and being outin nature with the sun shiningon
me and the wind blowing through me eases my anxiety to the pointthat my troubles are non existent, no pills no alcohol nothing but pure natural | The proposed rule language hasbeen reviewed inlight of publiccomments
146 remedies! | have been aNaturist/ nudist for many many years, we gatherin non sexual friendships to achieve one common goal and thatis to be received on this topic. Adecision has been made by the departmenttoretain
acceptedas we are!l have NEVER meta angry nudist we are accepting of all regardless of size, color, sexual orientation orreligion beliefs | do the language as proposed.
believethat this world needs so badly. Please don’t pass these bills it willonly be aregressionin evolution of kindness and decency @. Thank you
for listening.
| belongtothe New Fane Kettle Riders Snowmobile Club and have enjoyed usage of the trail system through the NKM Forestfor many years! As a
147 snowmobiler &trail maintenance individual, | would appreciate the benefit of the trail the way things r presently! Thank you foryourservice & Commentisnoted and has been enteredintothe record.
supportoverthe years
As aregularhikerandskierat Lapham, | am concerned forthe safety of those like myself if huntingis allowed. 1am also concerned thatif thereis The departn?entc hasremovedrule Ianguagewhlch would have.est.a.bllshedthat
TR . . , ; L . . . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
148 hunt|ng|tW|II(‘:I|scourage visits to the park for hlklng. I'g'enerallydon tgoto a parkif huntingisongoingevenif notinthe sectlf)ns‘ofthe park feedback received during the public comment period. The department will
where lam active. The more we can encourage active livingas weather starts to cool the better. |understandthe overpopulationissueso . .
. . . ) pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
perhaps a shorter window of time for hunting could be an acceptable compromise . .
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
Strongly disagree with the idea of bow hunting on Lapham Peak Grounds. Way to many people inthe park forthis to be a safe venture forall The department has removed rule language which would have established that
involved. OVER 1,000 people average daily in the park. All trails have to much foot trafficforthis to be a reasonable proposition. Very little impact | archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
149 on skiing with most done on man-made at this time of year that coincides with hunting season if skiing is possible at all. Much more appropriate feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
on the othermany openareasinthe Southern Kettle. If deer herd managmentis necessary there are other more managed waysthan open bow pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
hunting. managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
Making nudity illegal on state landsis a violation of the rights of your state's citizens. Nudity is harmless to children, and multiple studies have The proposedrule language has beenreviewed in light of publiccomments
150 foundthatitis in-fact beneficial for the development of children. I will not stand by and watch people who want to restrict the rights of hone st received on this topic. A decision has been made by the departmenttoretain
workingfolks, all to capitalize onrage for culture war clout. | strongly oppose these ame ndments, and | think you should too. the language as proposed.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
We cherish Lapham Peak duringhuntingseason asitis the only safe place to hike without worrying about becoming atargetfor hunters. Please archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
151 do notopen Lapham Peakto bow hunting! Lapham Peak is the second most used State Park. There should be enough revenue coming into hire feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will

sharp shooters. Designate specife times and dates for sharp shooters to decrease the deer population.

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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Justyesterday I said to a friend that | loved my autumn and early winter hikes at Lapham Peak because | do not have to worry aboutbeing hitbya
bulletoran arrow. Then | heard about this consideration. Allowing bow hunting from mid-September through early January would make hiking
at Lapham Peak wildly dangerous. Folks with large dogs would have to avoid that park - absolutely. Lapham Peak State Parkis rathersmall - but it
is the mostvisited park in the state. Its proximity to Milwaukeeis the reason why. From the proposal, there would be "open season" for1/3 of
each year. That's far too long. Itinterferes with all the way Lapham Peak serves people inawide variety of ways. Lapahm Peakis a bigdraw to
cross-country skiers who use the park to train for the Birkebiener Ski Race. With their snow-making equipment, skiers can and do train for many

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

12 weeks - many of which would be inyourbow hunters'season. They won't be willing to risk injury while training. While | fully unders tand and feedbackreceivedduring the publlcc.omment perlod.The'departmenthI

. . . . . . pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for

supportthe role of responsible hunting to help control the deer herd, bow hunting at Lapham - especially as proposed - is not appropriate. Asa . .
) . . L . . managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
member of the City of Delafield's Common Council,|am also concerned about the strong negative impact unregulated bow hunting will have on
our downtown businesses. Right now our city benefits measurably by the revenues generated via hunger hikers and skiers. The City of Delafield
allows both gunand bow huntingin specified areas around the city. The DNR would be wise to contact our Deer Management Commiittee and find
out how we do it. Please reconsideryouroptions. Do notdeclare "openseason" on Lapham Peak.
The proposedrule language has beenreviewed in light of publiccomments

153 | am against the anti nudity law, | enjoy nudity and others do also.Repeal the anti nudity law!!! received onthis topic. A decision has been made by the departmentto retain
the language as proposed.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| echothese concerns. There are constantly hikers on the trails and do not want hunters allowed. Please DO NOT allow bow hunting at Lapham archery huntln.g 'S allowed fordeerand turkey, in r'esponse to 5|gn|f|cant.

154 Peak feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
I’djust like to note by oppositionto bow huntingin Lapham Peak. The park is an enormous resource for xcskiingand the only park in the State archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
155 that offersreliable skiing. The parkis at capacity most Decemberweekends and could notaccommodate an additional use. I’'m all for bow feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
hunting but would encourage hunting atany number of parks which don’t offer man-made snow. pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| believethat bow hunting should be allowed inthe designated areas of Lapham Peak. Allowing huntingto PAYto harvestdeertolower archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
156 population numbers would be more fiscally responsible than the state PAYING bow-sharpshootersto cull. | believearcheryonlyinthisareaisthe | feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
way to go. Thank you for makinga common sense proposal toincrease access to publicly owned lands! pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Us hikers already loose the majority of the park due to fake snow and cross country skiing. Thiswould be more denied access to a place many archery huntm‘g |sallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to 5|gn|f|cant-
157 .. . . . L feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
people visitregularly. The accommodation forthe entitled is getting ridiculous. . .
pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measuresfor
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| supportlimited bow deerhunting at Lapham Peak—theirneedsto a balance with safety and otherrec opportunities. There are too many deerat | archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse tosignificant
158 that location and they are preventing natural regeneration of the forest. Eventually, they will destroy theirfood source and starvation and disease | feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The de partment will
will happen. pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
Hello,lam v0|cm.g my opposmon toallowing publicbow huntingin Lapham Peak. My property.dlrectly abutsthe park and.l am conc<’erned forthe The department has removed rule language which would have established that
safety of my family and friends who regularly use the park. | understand that the deer population must be controlled, butit shouldn’tbe atthe L . s
cost of publicsafety. My 17 yearold son uses the Lapham Peak park trail system on a regular basis to train for cross country and track. | don’t feel archery huntingis allowed fordeerandturkey, in response tosignificant
159 feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will

comfortable knowingthere are hunters with bows in the same areawhere he would be running. | also wouldn’tfeel comfortable enjoying my
backyard knowingthatan errant arrow could go flying by. When my son got a bow as a gift| thoughtaboutsettingup a target in my back yardto
practice, but decided againstit because | feared thatit would pose arisk to the hikersinthe park. Now | would have to worry about arrows

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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comingfrom the park. Geocaching and orienteering activities taking the publicoff trail | think also introduce the risk of a hunting accident
happening. There has to be a safer way to control the deer population. | can replace property damaged by deer, but | can’t replace my son.

| strongly objecttothe proposed bow hunting orany hunting at Lapham Peak. | visit Lapham Peak manytimesa yearand have participatedin
eventsthere aswell. | appreciate the fact that | feel safe while hiking or walking my dog there yearround because there is NO huntingallowed. |
cannot say this about Waukesha County parks like Nagawaukee which | stay away from during hunting seasons. Sadly, Itisjust a matterof time
before someone mistakenly shoots adogor personinstead of a deerinthese publicplaces where hunters are allowed atthe same time when

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant

160 people are enjoying parks. Lapham Peak is a heavily used park, especially in falland winter, and | do not think it would be prudentto allow feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
huntinginthis park any time of year. Ifthisis approved, | would definitely avoid the park duringtimes when huntingis allowed. Thereisenough | pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
otherlandin SE WI for hunterstokill deerandturkeyson. A bettersolution mightbe a building moratorium or more land conservancies managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
supporting land for wildlife preservationinstead of land being taken away from them by surburban sprawl or put out a feeding station with their
natural foods if you are concerned about them starving.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| am sending an email to express my concerns about allowing bow hunting at Lapham Peak State Forest. My husband and | enjoy walkingthe archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

161 beautiful trailand we do not want to be walkingwhen and if huntingisallowed. It sure doesn’t sound too safe. | alsodon’t wantto witnessan feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
injured deerwhile lam enjoying the beautifultrails. pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for

managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
As a frequent hiker of Lapham Peak | am strongly opposed to the idea of bow hunting. Lapham Peakis one of the very few place stogo where archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
162 hikers don't have to be worried about getting shotat. Laphamis a very busy, family friendly park. NO reason hunters need to go there. | will not feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
be goingthere if bow huntingis permitted. pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
Comments: As a longtime resident of Waukesha, and afrequentyearround user of Lapham Peak for trail running, hiking, and snow shoeing, I'm
adamantly opposedtothe proposed change tos. NR45.13(1§), Wls.Admln. .COde,V\{hICh would allow the WDNR to desgnate areas where The department has removed rule language which would have established that
huntingdeerand turkeys with archery equipment, but not with firearms orairguns, is allowed. As one of many that cherish Lapham Peak State L . .
o . . . . . . . archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
Park forits diversity of terrain, floraand fauna, and as a safe bastion to explore and commune with nature, the introduction of hunting would . . . . .

163 S o . L . . feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will

significantly diminish such attributes. The proposed encroachment of huntingin close proximity to current recreational uses threatensthe . .
. . s . . pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
tranquility forand the safety of those engagedin such activities. In due consideration of such factors and the fact that there are numerous areas . .
. L . . .. . managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
openforhunting, | urge youto maintain the sanctity of Lapham Peak State Park as an areawhere one can continue tovisitye arround without the
stress and concernfor personal safety, which would otherwise accompany the allowance of hunting.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
. . L . L . archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
:lh h h .Laph k with hik kiers. I'think I f I le pl !
164 E(:nmtments ope thisdoes nothappen. Laphamis a very busy park with hikers and skiers. | think it would be unsafe and also a terrible place to feedback received during the public comment period. The department will
’ pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
Dear DNR, your proposal for5 months of bow huntingdeerinthe above park is not an acceptable plan. Youare interruptingthe purpose and The department has removed rule language which would have established that
mission of this suburban wildlife areaforalmost a half year. You are taking away from ordinary people, the use of this sanctuary. You are not archery huntingisallowed fordeer and turkey, in response to significant

165 following yourown tenets. If you must huntdeerinthe area, you must considerhuman use as well. Establishtwo weeksin falland twoinwinter | feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
for bow hunting. Monitor numbers of deereliminated during each hunt. Only then, consideryouroptions. Keep the arearesidents fullyinformed | pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
of your progress. Ascientificapproach thatinvolves the arearesidentsis best utilized under the circumstances. managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

Th h lel hich Id h lished th
| understand the need to thin outthe heard in Lapham Peak Park but | think thisisa badidea. To many people walking dogs, hiking, ridingand | © departmenF asremovedrule language w .|c would ave‘es'Fa.b ished that
166 archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant

really don'twantto see gut pilesinthe park.

feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
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pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

We are neighbors who live next to Cushing Park's western border, and have enjoyed the natural beauty of the park, including Lapham Peak since
moving here 21 years ago. | understand the ramifications of overpopulation deer herds on the natural habitat and road hazards to drivers, but |
am againstopeningthe park up fornormal archery season fordeerand turkeysin 2024. Although | believethere should be aculling period forthe

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

167 park's excess deerandturkey, | don't believe that openingit up to normal hunting parametersis rational, safe ortimely. | would rathersee an feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
assignment of professional / qualified bow hunters (in designated areas as listed) set up with specifictimes of harvestingthatare lessinvasive and | pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
saferthan "open" bow hunting. Thiswould be more precise, trackable and timely for herd reductions and less impactfulto unaware park hikers managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
and visitors. | believe ashorter period of time, possibly two weeks in late October, would be best forall partiesinvolved in this wonderful park.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
There are too many deerinthe area and they should be reduced. You could do something likethey do at Nashota Park, where they openatone archery huntln.g 'S allowed fordeer.'and turkey, in r.esponse to 5|gn|f|cant.
168 week for bow huntin feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
& pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
We supportthe proposed limited b.ow hunting of deerat Lapham Peak. Ou.r pr.operty t?orders the state of WI V.Vales.Scho.oI propertyanditisa The department has removed rule language which would have established that
short hike alongthe old Ice Age Trail to the Tower at Lapham. We have majorissues with the deer populationincluding ticks (my husband and | L . .
. . . . . . . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
have both had Lyme disease multiple times despite dressing carefully, tick spray, etc), thousands of dollars of damage to landscapingand higher . . . . .

169 . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will

than normal potential foraccidents (we have personally had severalclose calls)on Hwy C. We have also had deercome down nexttoour home . .
. . . . . . i . ) ) pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
foamingat the mouth potentially aresult of chronicwasting disease. We have hiked for many years with noissuesin Southern Kettle Moraine managing deerand turkev populations at Lanham Peak State Forest
where huntingis permitted. We use Lapham regularly for hiking and look forward to the same experience there. ging ypop P '
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
. . . hery huntingisall f turkey, i tosignifi
There aren’t many safe places for anyone oranything (animals) due to developmentetc. While intentionstorestrict sound good; our present archeryhun |n.g|sa owed ordeerand urkey mresponse ostgni |cant.
170 . . . feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
society needstolittle advisement. Please add NO to the vote. . .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Hi there.lam NOT in favor of bow hunting at Lapham Peak. Lapham Peakis a core community recreation place and hunting of any kind would be archery huntln.g 'S allowed fordee.rand turkey, in r'esponse t05|gn|f|cant.
171 . . . . . . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
disruptive. Imagine the unfortunate accidental events that co-locating hunters and non-hunters (and their companions) in the same place. . .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Pe ak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Deerhuntinginthe State Park isa crazy idea. Who wantsto visita state park with the chance of beingkilled with an arrow. What are you archery huntm.g 'S allowed fordeerand turkey, in response to S|gn|f|cant'
172 thinkine? feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
&f pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| am writingto respectively request that options otherthan hunting be used to control/curb the deer population at Lapham Pe ak. | am a frequent
recreational user (hiker/cross country skier) at Lapham Peak. Anytime | visit Lapham Peak | find other people on the hiking and skiingin all areas of
.the parI.< trails, ngtjust in the areas close to.bU|Id|ngs, campsites, etc. | havelread that Lapham Pe_a.k isone ofthe most heavily visited state parks The department has removed rule language which would have established that
in WI with an estimated 600,000 people usingthe park each year. My experience as afrequentvisitorthereis that Lapham Peak has way too L . L
much foot trafficto allow huntersto access the park safely. Allowing huntersinto Lapham Peakis areckless action and an accident waiting to archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, in response tosignificant
173 ) feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will

happen. Ona personal note, | hike with my 80 Ib. Goldendoodle Farley who has the size and coloring of a deer. | have noticed that Archery
hunting seasonis currently runs from mid September through the first weekin January - if huntingis allowed Lapham Peak will be unsafe for
recreational users forapproximately 4 months out of the year. | would definitely notfeel safe using the park during Archery Season which
effectively closes Lapham Peak to this citizen and othercitizens like me forasignificantamount of time each year. Forthe reasonslisted above |
am imploring that Lapham Peak not be opened for hunting at anytime of the year.

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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Too many deernot many Spring ephemeral wild flowers no wolves or cougars in park main predatoris Hwy 83 trafficl see two dead deera month

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, in response to significant

174 i feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
there All hunters | know are ethical . .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
I live in Delafield W153018. Where | live now, | consider Lapham Peak our family’s “backyard.” | grew up in Delafield, right off of Cushing Park
Road. Growing up, goingto Lapham Peak and hiking to the observation towerwas ayear-round activity. Now thatI’m backin Delafield, |lam so
happy to visit Lapham Peak. Currently, | walk/run/hike Lapham Peakafe\‘/vjcim‘es aweek. The beauty of Lapham Peak i.s that ifc isa wonderful Yvay The department has removed rule language which would have established that
to get back to nature-l have a sense of peace there. | take my daughter hikingin Lapham Peak. | see my neighbors taking their dogs on the trails at L . .
. . . . L . o archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
all hours of the day. By allowing bow hunting, | would lose that sense of peace. While my family participatesin bow hunting in asafe manner, Ido . . . . .
175 . . . . . . o ) feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
not trust other people to do the same. Especiallyinan areawhere we utilize the trails so frequently inthe northwest region. Additionally, the city . .
. . . . ) ) pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
of Delafield offers permits to bowhunters, in fact, my dad has one. Last week, | saw a gentleman loadingup a deerhe had shoton city of Delafield managine deerand turkev populations at Laoham Peak State Forest
property, lessthan a mile away from Lapham Peak. | am comfortable with this because Lapham Peak is currently off limits. At the very least, ging ypop P '
please do notallow hunting onthe northwest region of Lapham Peak. There are too many trails, too many people, too many dogs that would be
putindanger.
I've recently learned about the proposal of bow huntingto the area of Lapham Peak. Please reconsider this. Lapham Peak is such a heavily used
park in which tons of people use the trails regularlyand can feel safe doing so. There are more than enough hunting options available and us The department has removed rule language which would have established that
runners and hikers shouldn't have to feel atrisk due to the overlap. We should get to enjoy a space without havingto wear bright colorsand trust | archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
176 hunters to not accidentally cause us accidental movingtargetsinjury oreven potential death. We already have to be very mindful for the majority | feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
of othertrails thatallow hunting, pleaseletus keep one worry free safe space. If you wantfurtherinputor contact feel free to contact me. | use pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measures for
Lapham Peak trails as my primary training grounds forraces due to the beautiful sights, nature, and challenging terrain and it gives me great stress | managing deerandturkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
thinking | may need to rely on the judgement of others with weapons for my own safety on these trails that are so close to my heart.
| amend my original comments that | submittedin my firstemail msg. Now | understand the proposal would allow bow hunting within all Park
areas westof Hwy C. | oppose the proposal asitis too broad and will have the mostimpact on otherPark usersfortoo long, forthe proposed
fourmonth period. The highest concentration of deerare found east of Hwy C and thisis the areawhere the hunting should take place. Thereare | The departmenthasremovedrule language which would have established that
too few placesforhunterstolocate on the west side of Hwy C without conflicting with the numerous otherPark users. We don'twantto archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
177 unknowingly walkin front of the hunters and theirweapons. We don't want to give up our enjoyment of the Park for four monthsincluding the feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
entire Fall season. | suggestyou limitthe huntingtothe last two weeks of the season. There are no parking areas along Cushing Park Road and pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
the adjacent Town roads, exceptthe very north end with the very limited parking lot, usually full with hikers. Please pare down this proposal asit | managingdeerandturkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
istoo broad and has the maximum impact on other Park users west of Hwy C. | believe we have a coyote problem, notadeer problem. NOTE: See
comment#131 forcommenter's orginial submission.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Please...nobow huntingin Latham Peak. Thisisa horrible decision and an accident waitingto happen. Also, the deer need som ewhere tostayin archery huntln.g 'S allowed fordeerand turkey, in r‘esponse to 5|gn|f|cant.
178 . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
this mellow area. . .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| heard that the DNR is considering opening Lapham Peak to bow deer hunting. Yikes! Terribleidea! | hike Lapham Peak almost every week The departn?enfc hasremovedrule Ianguagewhlch would have'est.a.bllshedthat
; . . archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
through all the seasons and know all the trails. It rare that you are ever more than 100 to 200 feetfrom anothertrail, they wind and wrap around . . . . .
179 , . . . . . , feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
so much. It's absurd to think this could be safely hunted without an errant arrow endangering hikers. There’s plenty of othe rareas for hunters . .
. . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
and othermeansto cull deerherdsif thatis truly necessary. . .
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
Ith ionthatthe DNRi idering allowi hunting at Lapham Peak k h lation of deer. . .
t has comg to my attention thatthe is consideringa .owmg bow huntingat Lapham Peak State par tc? addresst ‘e overpopulation of deer The department has removed rule language which would have established that
As alongtime park user, and currently a memberof the Friends of Lapham Peak, | do not want to see hunting of any kind allowed on that land. L . .
. . . . . archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
This would effectively eliminate the multitude of uses by thousands of non hunters every year. How? Because | do not believethe DNR could . . . . .
180 feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

manage the regulations and behaviors of hunter adequately, safely, and effectively. It would be unsafe for othervisitors to enjoy the park during
the verylongbow season. There are many ways to manage a deerherd with allowingthe randomness of publichunting tointrude into that space.
Please considerthose options and study their effectiveness before surrendering the land to a few to enjoy, and eliminating as a safe place for

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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children, families, hikers, campers, skiers etc.

I am in complete shock the DNRis even consideringthis! Please stop ruiningourstate. Firstthe hunting of wolvesand bears and now this. My

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

181 . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
children will be playing next to Bow Hunters? . .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
Please see my concern about the proposal to allow now hunting at Lapham Peak. While | am concerned about wildlife, | doubt one human injury The departn?enfc hasremovedrule Ianguagewhlch would have.est.a.bllshedthat
. . . . . . o, archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
or death equatestosavinga wild turkey ordeer. It does not make logical sense toincrease the dangerlevelforhikers, skiers, family’s and park . . . . .
182 . . . . . . . feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
users of all ages when there are many state lands within 15 minute of Lapham Peak. | officially object to this proposal on the basis of public . .
<afet pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
v managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
Th h lel hich Idh lished th
| learned recently thatthe DNRis proposing opening parts of Lapham Peak to bow hunting. 1am strongly againstthisidea! My family and | have € departmenF asremovedrule language w . ichwould ave'es'Fa.b ished that
. . . . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
hiked, skied and enjoyed the quiet nature at Lapham Peak for decades. My daughters learned to cross country skithere. We go there regularly for . . . . .
183 . . . : . feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
years. One of my favorite aspectsisfeeling safe from hunters. | have hiked in many forests that are open to hunters and hav e always felt . .
. . . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
uncomfortable needingto be extravigilant. Please keep all of Lapham Peak free from hunting. . .
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The departmenthasremovedrule language which would have established that
Please do notallow huntingin Lapham Park. Fall is a favorite time to spend time in the woods and we are very appreciative of WISDNR postingno | archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
184 huntinginselect parks. Lapham Park is not only close, but a favorite due to the diversity of trails. During huntingseason, we do notvisit State feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
Parksthat allow hunting. Thank you for considering our thoughts to continue non huntingin Lapham Park. pursue a separate processtodetermine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
In regards to the updating of NR 45 it isrequested thatall snowmobile trail related items for the Northern Kettle Moraine State Forestremain
185 status-quo and unchanged. A strong history of partnership betweenthe DNR and local snowmobile clubs has effectively managed these assets Commentisnotedand has been enteredintothe record.
underthe current protocols established by the existing Administrative Code. No changes orupdates are needed.
| strongly objectto this proposal and DO NOT want any part of Lapham Peak open to bow hunting. | have nothingagainst hunting or hunters but
wantto keep this urban park gem accessible asis for non-hunting activities,,, hiking, skiing, bikingand horseback riding without interference and The department has removed rule language which would have established that
concern about hunters, We have few places to safelyrecreate outdoors during hunting seasons. Unlike gun deerseason, bow huntingisan archery huntingisallowed for deerand turkey, in response to significant
186 extended amount of time. Also, In Syracuse NYwhere myinlaws live, they have a HUGE urban deer problem. They use avery specificand very feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
brief cull period where bow hunters come into the area and take care of business. This method could be employed on several sp ecificdays as pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
needed at Lapham Peak with the park closed fora few days rather than dangerous for hikers fora full season, especially during peak beauty of the | managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
fall leaves. Thanks for your consideration.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
To whom it may concern: This email is to voice my opposition to bow hunting at Lapham Peak. The park sees a huge number of visitors and this archery huntln.g |sallowed fordeer.'and turkey, in ljesponse t05|gn|f|cant.
187 . ) . . . feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
will be an unsafe change. While | understand the need to control deer populations, | believe alternative methods should be used. . .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| think opening Laphamto archery is a great id'ea andcan’t Waittg utilize thisland!!  know alot of runners/hikers'have safety concerns, b.ut I think The department has removed rule language which would have established that
theyare unfounded. Asabow hunter, we don’tshoot running animals. We follow rules that we must know what lies beyond ourtarget with the herv huntingis all dford dturkev i ionifi
expectation of missing. There is very little publicaccessible land for hunting and mostis private so having this state land available is great for archery huntingisallowedfordeerand turkey, In response to significant
188 : feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will

animal population control and future generations of hunting conservation. Arrows from abow travel a limited distance evenin an openfield;if it
hits a branch it’s significantly shorter. Ithinkthe risk to people onthe trailsis very minimal and hope you take these commentsinto
consideration.

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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| am a frequentrunnerat Lapham Peak (along with runningthe IAT and othersoutheastern Wi state parks), and saw the Facebook post about the
proposed allowance of bow hunting on certain areas of the park. | fully supportthis proposal to allow bowhunting, as the majority of the current
hiking trailsthatthe publicuse at Lapham Peak state park are not even goingto be impacted by this proposal. The fear mongering of the non-
huntingrunners & cross country skiers are probably driving alot of rejection emails, however, if they took the time to see where exactly the

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

189 . L . . . . o . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
proposed areas are, they would realize thisis not abig deal, since the trailsthey are mainly usingin the park are in the non-hunting proposed . .
. . . oo . A L ) pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
areas. They also likely don'trealize that bowhuntingis not the same as gun hunting (distance to targetis significantly smaller, etc.). Thatbeing . .
said, there are a lot of deer & turkey within the park boundaries (population is getting significantly increased with each ye ar), and wildlife managing deerand turkey populations atLapham Peak State Forest.
population managementis anecessity. | hope that this proposal passes, and hope that my email helps push this forward.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
190 Lapham Peak deerhunting- |strongly oppose. feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
I'm writingin the hopes that you may consideropeningthe Coulee Experimental Forestin La Crosse County to snowmobile traffic. Several years
ago, | reached out to our local representative who informed me that this use is not currently permitted, but that use would be open for public
commentina couple years. | asked to be onthe email list forthe nexttimeit's openedto the public so that our group could weighin. This tract of
land comprises about 3000 acres of forestthat stretches several milesinthe heart of La Crosse. Asa person responsible forlocal snowmobile
trails and theirexpansion/maintenance, having 3000 continuous acresin the center of our County/trail system denied snowmobile trail access has
made it impossible to build another corridor from our Great River State Trail to points/Counties south. Ourclubs are already looking at the ble ak
future of new snowmobile trails runningin the ditches, as more and more properties are broken down forsale orinheritance. Several forestsin Hello and thank you forwritingin. While the subject of youremail is not
the state of Wisconsin currently share natural wonders like the Coulee Experimental Forest with other recreational activities like cross-country contemplated by the package of administrative code proposals currently
skiing, hunting, and hiking without incident. The Chequamegon Forest actually holds a giant CC Ski Race every yearwhere the 2 sports playside by | solicitingcomments to this email address, | am passing along your comment to
side. Atrail could easily be planned through this huge forest that doesn'tinterfere with other uses, and further utilizes this property to another property and program staff on the Coulee Experimental Forest. | do believe also
191 group of people thatwould enjoy and protectit. Furthermore, the snowmobile clubs help maintain their trail systems, meaning that the other that the propertyisin the Western Coulees and Ridges ecological landscape that
groups could actually benefitfrom cleaner, more maintained trails. A little about me. I'm the son of a lifelong Barre Mills family. My fatherand iscurrently being master planned by the department. | believe there would still
motherhave been active inlocal governmenttheirwholelives. My father Gene was even aBarre Mills Town Supervisor for many years until be time to propose this as part of the master planning process, and | have
takinga job with the town as their patrolman. |am very active in our local community as a Lions Officer, Barre park board member, and a coach copiedthe planneronthis email. More information about the planning process
for my children's school sports. | currently hold the positions of La Crosse County Snowmobile Alliance Secretary, and West Salem Table Rock can be found here:
Riders Snowmobile Club President. | grew up on Loging Road. A dead-end road that nearly abuts the Coulee Experimental Forestin the town of https://dnr.wisconsin.gov/topic/fl/PropertyPlanning/WesternCouleesAndRidges
Barre. Asa child, we'd huntand horseback the forest, and as an adult, my family still frequentsit. Itistrulya gemand1'd like nothing better than
to expandits use toanotherhobby that I'm quite passionate about. I've copied our Alliance President Steve Falkenberg onthis message aswell.
Please reach outto any of us with questions you have. We'd love to help!
Response from 12/7: Thank you so much Brigit! Any help we can get is greatly appreciated. Yoyi, Paul, and Prichard, Please let us know what we
can do to beincludedinthe discussion, and please feel freeto reach out to Steve and | as well with any questions. Thank y ou again foryour
efforts on getting us on the right path!
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Lapham peakisthe largest outdoor recreational resource forthe large populations of Waukesha county and surrounding. Thousands of people archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
192 including youth sportteamsvisitevery week to hike, enjoy nature, ski, train for otherathleticendeavors. Thisisaplace where there shouldbe no | feedback received during the publiccommentperiod. The department will

hunting.

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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My name is Kelcy Boettcher, | reside at 834 Criglas Rd, Wales, WI53183, and | am a life member of the Friends of Lapham Peak. The Friends sent
out an email notifying theirmembership of the proposal by the DNR to open certain areas of Lapham Peak to bow hunting. | visit Lapham Peak on
a nearly daily basis, accessing park property via the Ice Age trail south of the property, whichis barely a mile from my home, as well as by Lapham
Peak's parkinglots withinthe park and the lot off of Cushing Park Rd. | hike at Lapham with my dogs, run at Lapham, ski at Lapham, mountain bike
at Lapham, orienteer at Lapham, participate intrail running races and adventure races at Lapham and have covered nearly every square inch of
the property, on and off trail. There are far too many deer at Lapham, that is obvious toanyone that uses the property. The deerare not
particularly bothered by humans and are overpopulated within Lapham's boundaries. However, bowhunting - and according to the map of the
very limited areas of Lapham that will be open to bowhunting - cannot possibly be aviable option to control the deer populationin my opinion.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant

193 Lapham Peakissimply too high use of an area to have animals that have been shot - and not immediately killed - by an arrow. | live witha feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
bowhunterand am aware that even the best hunterdoes not generally kill an animal instantly with abow and arrow. Those animals pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
not immediately killed willrun - and will run through every part of Lapham, includingaround and in sight of families that will be horrified by this managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
instance - and must be tracked by the hunter - through every part of Lapham Peak. With the incredibly high population of visitors to Lapham Peak
- eveninthe areas off trail that are proposed to be opento bow hunting - | can onlyimagine the conflicts of interest and the publicoutcry this will
cause. While I have no experience with land management, would it not be possible to close the park to the publicon certain days during the week
and allow sharpshooters to manage the population of whitetail deer? Perhaps the deer could be donated to local food pantries and create amore
favorable opinion by the public of managing this overpopulation? Thank you for reading my comments and good luck with the management of the
overpopulation of whitetaildeerat Lapham Peak. | hope you are able tofind a viable option.
| do notagree with the proposal to allow bow hunting at Lapham. As one of the most popular hikingand running parks that draws many people, |
wouldthinkthatit would not be a great environmentforhunting. There are plenty of areas that are not as populated and draw as many people . .

. o . . The d t th drulel hich Id h tablished that

that allow hunting. | do not see the need to put so many people atrisk just for a few hunters. Despite havingto be closertoyourtarget and have a ¢ department nasremoved ruie language which would have establishedtha
. . L L . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, in response to significant
goodsightline and such, bow huntingis dangerous and an errantarrow can be fatal. | thinkit was last year that a horse was shot with an arrow in . . . . .

194 . - . . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
a nearby State Park. A beautiful newshelteris beingbuiltto encourage even more peopleto enjoy what the park has to offer. More people will Ursue a separate brocess to determine the most appropriate measures for
come and therisk will increase. Assoon assomeone s hitor killed, lam thinking the park population will drastically decline and we could lose a fnana in dzerandpturke ooulations at Lanham PF()EZkS?cate Forest
wonderful escape fromthe stresses of lifeand the city just so a few hunters have a 10 minute less drive timeto dowhattheydo...| hope one ging ypop P '
special interest group does not have the powerto destroy such a wonderful park...

. L - Thed t th drulel hich Idh tablished that
| am deeply opposed to any hunting at any time in Lapham Peak State Forest or Park. Over 600,000 people visitthe park each year. Over 50,000 © department nas removed ruie langage which would have estavlishedtna
. . o . . . archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
visiteach month. The western end of Waukesha County, commonly known as Lake Country, is experiencing rapid residential growth. More . . . . .

195 L S . . . . o ) feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
families and individuals will be accessing the park year-round. Autumn and winter are favorite seasons for many to hike in the park/forest. Asking Ursue a separate brocess to determine the most anbrooriate measures for
hikers towearblaze orange and be on the lookout forhuntersisa terrible idea. P . P P . pprop

managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
. . . . . . . Thed t th drulel hich Id h tablished that
Please reject the proposal to open Laphamto hunting. This park is one of the few places where | can count on beingsafe duringthe long hunting © aepar ”7e”. asremovedrute anguagewilc wou ave.es.a. 'shedtha
. . . . ) ) . . archery huntingisallowedfordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
season for hiking, skiing, and running with my family. Laphamisa greatand popularoption forus because it’s one of the closest state parks to . . . . .

196 . . . . . . . . \ feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

Milwaukee. There are a myriad of other hunting opportunities nearby and this parkisin close proximity tohomesandis bustlingall year. | run all . .
. . . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
yearlongon the black loop andice age, and urge you to keep park regulation asit currently stands. . .
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

As aregularvisitorto Lapham Peak with my fouryear old son, | am askingyou to reconsiderthe proposal to allow bow huntingthere.lcan't . .

. . . . . . Thed t th drulel hich Id h tablished that
believehow close the permitted hunting areas are to the butterfly garden, purpletrail loop and otherareasthatare accessible and appealingto € depar rr.\en. asremavedruie fanguagew .IC wou ave.es.a. Ishedtha

. . o . . .| archeryhuntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
children. We would not be comfortable sharing such close proximity with hunters as we know accidents do happen even when every precaution is . . . . .

197 ) . e . . feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
taken, and would be sad to miss out on Lapham Peak's beauty and accessibility inthe fall. If it must be done for deer control, PLEASE limit the . .
hunti . . . . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for

untingtoa short part of the seasonand communicate the dates very clearly. Lapham Peakis a beautiful, accessible area close to the most managing deerand turkev pobulations at Lanham Peak State Forest
densely populated parts of the state. Allowing hunting there does notseem like the way to go. ging ypop P )
. . . o . . . . Thed t th drulel hich Id h tablished that
As a friend of Lapham Peak, | feel thatthisisa good ideatoallow archery huntingin the park in designated areas. Where itwouldallowittobe © cepar rr.men' asremavedruie fahguagew .|c wou ave'es‘a. shedtha
. . . . . . archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
doneina safe mannerallowing more users of a valuable resource Wisconsin State parks. Everyday Wisconsindeerand hunterslose landtonew . . . . .
198 feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

subdivisions. So by opening up parts of the park to control the growing population of deer, atthe sametime giving hunters a place to hunt sounds
like agreatidea.

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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199

| am in favor of bow huntingin Lapham Peak State park. | understand the issue with overgrazingand herd health. Asamember of the Lapham
Peak skiclub I’'m also concerned with the number of deerthat nonchalantly cross trails when I’'m flying downhill!

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

200

Please, forthe safety of citizens, NO HUNTING of any kind should be allowed within Lapham Peak!!

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, in response to significant
feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

201

For safety, any kind of huntingin Lapham Peak will require closing down the area entirely for the duration of the hunt. Bow huntingindulges the
wishes of a few, probably unskilled hunters, foran unproven and probably ineffectual solution to too many de er. | understand the problem of
overpopulation of deer, but surely there mustbe aless dangerous way of solving the problem.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measuresfor
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

202

Please...nobow huntingin Latham Peak. Thisisa horrible decision and an accident waiting to happen. Also, the deer need somewhere to stayin
this mellow area.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, in response to significant
feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

203

| am a neighbor of Lapham Peak State Park on the North side off Lapham Peak Rd. Another neighbor nextto me advised me of the proposed bow
huntingtothe park. | have lived here forclose to 30 years and | typically feellike | know whatis going on. This pro posal caught me off guard and
uninformed. lam askingifit’s possible to get on a future communication listif possible. Please advise Thank you

Email #1: There are two ways | would suggestyou can best keepinformedinthe
future. Oneisto work with property manager ColtonKelleytobeincludedin
property stakeholder communications and the second is to sign up for DNR
news releases. Email #2:1 have more information foryouonsigningupfor DNR
news releases. If you would like to be signed up, we can do that here using your
name and email address. Or, you can do ityourself at this link:
https://public.govdelivery.com/accounts/WIDNR/subscriber/new. Email #3:
Done! And thanks for the response. The department has removed rule language
which would have established thatarchery huntingis allowed fordeerand
turkey, inresponse to significant feedback received during the publiccomment
period. The department will pursue a separate process to determine the most
appropriate measures for managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham
Peak State Forest.

204

Lapham peakisvery crowd all year round, we use this for hiking, party picnic, trail run, xc ski, mountain biking, especially very very crowdin
Autumn season. It will postserious risk to publicsafety to allow bow huntingin the park or nearby.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate processto determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

205

| understand thatthe DNR is considering allowing bow hunting at Lapham Peak. This iswonderful news. |live within walking distance to the park,
and | know that the area is overrun with deerandturkeys. Thankyoufor considering. Please vote yes!

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

206

There are multipleadultvotersin my household and we all oppose opening Lapham Peak up to huntinginany way. We go there for hikes year-
round, with pets and small children. More than justthe safety concern we also do not wish to be around such activity, endorse orsupportit. This
park isthe main reason we purchase our state park stickerevery year, and one of the things we love most about that parkis the wildlife. We have

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
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so many memories of walking within mere feet of gentledeer, and the idea of paying to be at a park that would allow the hunting of those
creatures, letalonerisk being exposed toitis repulsive. Pleasedo notallow this change. We do notsupport huntinginthese areas. There are
plenty of places elsewhere for hunters to go to kill things.

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

| saw thatthe DNR is possibly thinking of having bow hunting for deerand turkeys at the park. | just wanted to chime in and say I’'m against this. |
hike at Lapham Peak at least once a week with my dogs forthe past 20 years, | would go more but | live a half hour away. It’s one of the parks|

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed for deerand turkey, in response to significant

207 . . . . , . L . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
can go to during hunting season and feel safe. | like to do the Ice Age Trail but don’tfeel safe on thatanytime any sort of huntingis goingon. Ursue a separate brocess to determine the most apbropriate measures for
Lapham bringsin so many people forfall hikingand the Mammoth Challenge, | think hunting would be such a disservice. Please reconsider. P . P P . pprop

managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The DNR proposed deerbow huntzone borders our property inthe Meadows of Delafield subdivision. We and our child regularly walkand playin . .
the park. We also regularly spend time outdoors in ouryard. We oppose the proposal. You neve rknow where an arrow will fly when it misses its The departn?entc hasremovedrule Ianguagewhlch would have‘es'fa.bllshed that
. . . L archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
mark. We deserve to feel and be safe beingoutin our yard as well as within Lapham Peak State park. We are not bothered by the deernibbling on . . . . .

208 . . . . . - feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
our plants;instead, we plantthings they are notinterested in. We really enjoy all the wildlifethat comes nearand onto our property. We have Ursue a separate brocess to determine the most apbropriate measures for
lived here forsevenyearsand do notsee an increase oroverabundance inthe deer population at Lapham Peak. We request that any such iﬁana in dZerandpturke ooulations at Lanham Pzzksrfcate Forest
proposal discussions be made publicand communicated directly to us ging ypop P '

The department hasremoved rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant

209 Hi I am all for this. Looking forward to beingable to hunt there feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for

managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| believe Lapham Peak should not be openedto bow hunting. The park currentlyis a safe haven for hikers and skiers since the re is no hunting. archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

210 There is plenty of state land nearby for hunters withoutthe crowd. Also, Lapham is more residential and attracts many people whodon’tneedto | feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
navigate hunters. Thank you forreceiving comments on thisissue. pursue a separate processto determine the most appropriate measuresfor

managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
Regarding the consideration to allow Bow hunting at Lapham, | am very much againstit. | run, hike and ski at Lapham and am at the park multiple . .
times a week, and have done so foryears. | believe the quantity of people at the park, the multiple crossing of paths along with the Ice Age The departn?enjc hasremovedrule Ianguagewhlch would have_est.a.bllshed that
. . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
running parallel to other trails would create confusion for hunters as to where they can and cannot hunt. The fact thatthe deerare not . . ) . .

211 . . . . . feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
particularly scared of humans mean thiswouldn't be a hunt, but more of a slaughter. Having bow hunted foryears, populated locations were Ursue a separate brocess to determine the most appropriate measures for
places | stayed away from. There are plenty of hunting groundsin the areato choose from, Lapham should not be one of them. The lastthinga pmana in dZerandpturke ooulations at Lanham Pzzksrfcate Forest
family hiking thru the park needstoseeisa deerstumblingthruthe treesasit gaspsit's last breath. ging ypop P '

Writing to express my concerns overdiscussion of opening Lapham Peak fordeerhunting. l understand that there will be restrictions forthe areas The departmentc hasremovedrule Ianguagewhlch would have'es’Fa.bllshed that
. . . . . . . . archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
able to be hunted but this seemsto me to be a disasterwaitingto happen. Laphamis extremely busy with skiers, snowshoe -ers and hikers during . . . . .

212 . . . X L T, feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
the months of bow hunting season. | honestly cannotsee how allowing bow hunting willnotresultininjury orworse. This will impact many Ursue a separate brocess to determine the most apbropriate measures for
familieswho used to enjoy these activities with children who will no longerfeel safe at Lapham. Please reconsider. P . P P . pprop

managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| am a resident of Delafield and |am strongly against bow hunting or hunting of any kind on the grounds of Lapham Peak stat e park. | take my . .
Th h lel hich Id h lished th
dog there regularly for hikes, especially in the prairie off of Cushing Park Road and enjoy the quiet and serenity of the trails, especially seeing © departmenF asremovedrule language w .IC would ave'es'Fa.b Ished that
e 1k . ) . . . . . archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
natural wildlife like birds, squirrels and deer. Allowing hunters to occupy this land will change the natural chemistry of this protected state park . . . . .

213 . . . . . . . . . feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
and invite unwanted risk to hikers, school groups, dogs, horse riders, runners, bikers and everyone in our community that enjoys this sp ace Ursue a separate brocess to determine the most appropriate measures for
without havingto calculate the dangerthey could face. My hope is that you take this comment, and those of our residents, very seriouslyin P . P P . pprop
making this vote managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

The department hasremovedrule language which would have established that
My husband, dog and | enjoy hiking at Lapham peak especially during the hunting seasons. We do thisfor to avoid places where huntingis archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse tosignificant
214 allowed forasafe hike. People hike and skiin this state park. There are plenty of publichuntingsites. Please nonotallow huntingat Lapham Peak | feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

- asafe havenforindividuals, families, pets and wildlife.

pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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| have partipatedin naturist activities since 1980. Montara Beach and Grey Whale Cove in California offered relaxing opportu nities to enjoythe
Pacificocean and coastal areas. Wisconsin has beautiful areas that enrich the lives of residents and visitors. Please don't hastily withdrawstate

The proposedrule language has beenreviewed in light of publiccomments

215 land from publicuse and enjoyment by naturists. We always leave the sites betterthan we found them,.and we ourselves are betterforhaving receivedon this topic. A decision has been made by the department toretain
. the language as proposed.
enjoyed your resources.
No changes are proposed inthisrule package that are directly related to rock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
. . . . . submitted on this topic. Requeststo climb at specific SNAs will continueto be
Dear Members of the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, | am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR . . P d . P .. .
. . . . o . - . o . considered during the masterplanning process, and decisions regarding
45 duringthis public-comment period, specifically forthe retraction orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which prohibits rock climbing on most State L . . ) .
. . e . . . L . climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibitionis unwarranted and lacks a basisin evidence of adverseimpact. In fact, the climbing community is . . . .
. ) . . . . e . conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage withthe DNRin stewardship initiatives to preserve the natural areas they enjoy. . L . . - .
. . N . . . o . . (NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
There isno compellingreason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with conservation, necessitating aspecial regulation beyond what . . o . L
216 . . L > . . . appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
appliesto otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsiderthis provisionand retract NR45.13(1)(e). Alternatively, the code should be : ) . . . .
. . . . . . L oL M . . available science, the conservation values of the particular site, and professional
rewrittentoalign with existing languagein NR 45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off-trail hiking, so that prohibitions are appropriately implemented ) . . . o .
. . . . o . judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteria regarding
based on evidence of adverse environmental impact. This approach would ensurethatrock climbingis treated on par with other outdoor . e . L )
. . ) . . . . . . . requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. Withregard to the climbing permits
recreational activities. Thank you foryour attention to this matter, and | hope you will considerthe merits of my argument during this public . . . . .
. . . . . e . provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
commentperiod. | appreciate your commitment to effective and equitable land management policies in Wisconsin. - . . . . - . .
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
Hi there, I’'ma member of the Lapham Peak ski club and I’'m always up in Wisconsin at a variety of parks skiing, campingand hiking. | also love The department has removed rule language which would have established that
hunters, as — like me — theyrespectthe land and are just out enjoyingthemselves the way they like to. That said, | think ti’d be great if hunting archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
217 with archery equipmentwould notbe allowed at Lapham Peak. | justlove that there’s one park that | can go to where | don’t have to worry about | feedbackreceived duringthe publiccommentperiod. The department will
beingshot. | mean, | wearthe orange, | check with the folks at the parks to find out where people are huntingand try to avoid that area, but part | pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measures for
of what makes Lapham so wonderful isthatyou can just get outand enjoy nature. managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
I live in Watertown. We love Laphem Peak and frequentaloton the "off" months because of how accessible and easy to hike during winter. We archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
218 would be absolutelydisappointed if hunting was allowed close to trails we love and walk. Especially the trail that runs through homestead hallow | feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
and the butterfly garden. This would heavily influence and alter our usual hikes. Please consider other options! pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| have been using Lapham Peak both for hiking, cross county skiingand even fishingfor20 yearsor so. | really enjoy the park!! The fall season
which of course runs inline with deer bow seasonis agreat time to hike and enjoy the park. While |do somewhatunderstand deer management | The departmenthasremovedrule language which would have established that
issuesin WI, fairto say | would preferto use the park without havingto worry about the huntingrisk. It seems to me we are perhaps heading for archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
219 deermanagementissues throughout the state with deer harvest declining as many people my age and baby boomers are retiring from the sport feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
and many millennials are not taking up the sport. Perhapsin 5-10 years we will have deer managementissuesin the all Wisconsin and hopefully pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
there are solutions that can be entertained. Considering Manis likely the only major predator of deer, itisvery concerningthe number of deerl managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
see andrisks they will cause all of us on deervehicle crashes and of course no one wants any animal to starve because of ov er population.
Aftervisiting Lapham Peak on horseback with agroup on numerous occasions, we have noticed that there are deerseemingly everywhere. With
the knowledge of harmful diseases such as CWD, we feel that hunting should be permitted (in designated areasis fine) at Lapham Peak. Asa more . .
. . , . . . . The department has removed rule language which would have established that
humane option before diseaseruns rampantor before snipers are needed to come in and reduce population, ultimately not provi ding sustenance L . .
for anylocal families that bowhunting harvests provide forour huntersinthe area. The specificsection states: (18) KETTLE MORAINE STATE archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, in response tosignificant
220 ) ' feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

FOREST, LAPHAM PEAK. No person may take, catch, kill, hunt, trap or pursue any wild animal, or discharge any firearm orair gun, bow, crossbow,
slingshot, or spring-loaded device designed for shooting a projectile while on any departmentlands designated by posted notice within the
Lapham Peak Unit-Kettle Moraine state forest. The department may designate areas where hunting deerand turkeys with archery equipment, but
not with firearms orairguns, is allowed.

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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As a homeowner with property adjacent to Lapham Peak, we see alot of daily deeractivity throughout our property, raiding each of our bird
feeders, and congregating together. We do not want to see disease throughout the community and feel strongly that opening bow hunting will

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

221 assistinreducingthe numbers ultimately creating less vehicle collisions, occurrence of disease, and astrongerdeer herd with ample resources feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
and feedingareaavailable forthe population. We are FOR ethical bowhuntinginthe areaand appreciate the DNR keeping track of populationsfor | pursue a separate processto determine the most appropriate measures for
local homeowners who do not have property to assistin managing populations appropriately themselves. managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Please do notallow bow huntingat Lapham peak. It isa extremely busy park all seasons and bringsin agreat amount of revenue now, hunting archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
222 would decrease this, there are many nearareas that allow hunting. Thank you . Please listen to my voice | am a voterand sup porter of politics s feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
wholistentome pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse tosignificant
223 I aminfull support of allowing bow huntingin Lapham Peak. feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measuresfor
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| live inJefferson. Ithink havingabow seasonis a great ideaforthe park and the community. As an avid bow hunter, havinganotherareaforthe
blicto hunt only benefits hunters, th k, and dingfa [l. Withth kbeingsowell loved, family friendly, and with . .
pUblic untonty (?ne 'ts NUNTers, epar sanasurroun .|ng rmersas we ! & parkheing s \.Ne .ve sramily r!en ¥, anawithan The department has removed rule language which would have established that
abundantdeerherd, it would be a fantastic place to teach kids the love of the sport. Many people alsofilltheirfreezers during deerseason to L . C
. . . . . . . archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
feed theirfamilies forthe year, another opportunity means more families fed! Many people who don'tunderstandbow hunting are goingto . . . . .
224 . . . . . ) . . , feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
immediately say notothis. | think the publicwould need education that bow season is much differentthan gun deerseason. P eople don't shoot . .
. . . . . pursue a separate processto determine the most appropriate measures for
more than 30-40 yards with a compound bow (if even), maybe 50with a cross bow. It's a very safe way to control the deerpopulationinabusy managing deerand turkev populations at Lanham Peak State Forest
area. Many subdivisions also allow bow hunters to harvest deerwithin city limits now because the deerare so over populated. | hope thisisideais ging ypop P '
given a fairshake and not immediately shot down.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
225 Please do notopen Lapham Peak fordeer hunting. Too many hikers, joggers, skiers count on this park. Thereisa lotof huntinglandinthe area. feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
Please do notallow hunting at Lapham Peak. It isso verynice to have a place duringthe hunting season with so many outdoo rrecreation options, . .
. ; . b . . ) Y p. & , 8 . y i P The department has removed rule language which would have established that
and not havingto worry aboutinterferingwith anyone’s hunt. lam an avid geocacherand I’'m takinga group of 5 new people specificallytoone L . s
. . . . , . . archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
of the areasthat is proposed forfurther huntingtomorrow to geocache. lintentionally chose the areabecause of they’re not being huntingand | . . . . .
226 . . . . . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
have beenthere several timesinthe pastas well forthatspecificreason. Ourfamilyisalsoinvolvedin Scouts BSA. My daughteris currently . .
X o . . . | pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
workingon a hiking badge which we have used areas at Latham foras well that are now on the proposed draft for hunting. | do not think this . .
. . . . managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
would be a positive change for our community, there are so many other outdoorrecreation, groups, and hobbies that use the area.
| have beenvisiting Lapham Peak on a regular basis since | was a child (30 yrs +). My family would walk there (including our dog) almost once a
week. My mom visited multiple times aweek and it was hersafe, go to place when she needed some personaltime. My grandmotherwasa
frequenthikeratthe parkas well. | have started taking my childrenthere onaregularbasis as hikingis my own form a therapy. When | livedin
Milwaukee | would drive 40mins just to hike at Lapham Peak specifically. |lam so sad at the idea of part of the park being openedto bow hunting.
| am very confident thatif my mom were still with us she would be deeply saddened as well. Bow hunting or gun huntingto me makesa small The department has removed rule language which would have established that
difference - it's still hunting. It still leaves visitors with a sense of uneasiness. | understand there isadeer population topicto considerbut one of archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
227 the most beautiful things about Lapham Peak is visiting at dusk and seeing the deer and how peaceful they are. Which we know would become feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

much more of a rare experience if huntingis opened up. | have often chosen Lapham Peak as my destination for hiking knowing that otherareas
inthe Kettle Moraine allow hunting. There are so many parks and areas in Southeast Wi that allow huntingand it has beenablessingto have
Lapham Peak not be one of those locations. | understand that hunting could be a new way to bringinrevenue forthe parks systembutwe needto
find anotherway so that nature lovers who need asafe, peaceful place to spend time have that option. | would be willing to pay more for a state
park stickerfora huntingfree option. | don't know how many people feel the same butl would pay $50 peryear fora sticker ifit helps
supplement park revenue enough to keep huntingout. While I respecteveryone's differencein beliefs, | personally am against hunting. Livingin

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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WI during hunting season is difficultand | honestly think hunters have enough options both publicand private | ocations. | will be devastated if |
have to withdraw my support and frequentvisits to Lapham Peak as it will end the generationalimpact the beautiful park has had to my family for
4 generations.

| would like to register my objectionto bow huntingin Lapham Peak. |live nexttothe park and can see the Ice Age Trail. Itis heavilyused

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

228 especially during the fall colorchange. |feel huntingwould endangertrail users. If youallowitcould you add additional signagetothe trail area feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

warning hikers and hunters. Also ban huntingin October. pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

| am writingto oppose the proposed change to allow bow hunting at Lapham peak. While there are plenty of deerat Lapham peak, itis alsofilled | The departmenthasremoved rule language which would have established that
with hikers, runners, bikers and skiers duringthe fall and winter. Lapham peakisthe closest parkin the Kettle Moraine to most parts of archery huntingisallowed fordeer and turkey, in response to significant

229 Milwaukee and surrounding areas and It seemsill advised to allow huntingin such a popular park. There are other placesto huntand closing parts | feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
of the part for some of the seasonis not fairto those who use it heavily. Personally, | go there every week, sometimes multiple times aweek, all pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
yearround and use both the eastand westside trails frequently. managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

530 In regards.to NR45 | think everything should stay the §ame.We have.algreat relationship as faras snowmobiletrails are conce rned and wantitto Commentis noted and has been entered into the record.
keep runningsmoothly. Thanks, New Fane Kettle Riders snowmobile club.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that

| strongly oppose opening up any portion of Lapham Peak for bow hunting. The parkistoo busy with hikers, skiiers and othereventsforthistype | archeryhuntingisallowedfordeerandturkey,inresponse tosignificant
231 of huntinguse. It would very likely have disastrous results. | come from a family of hinters, sol understand the need and the desire forhinting... | feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
but Lapham Peakis NOTa good choice. please reconsider. pursue a separate process todetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
232 No comments at this time.
It would seemyou are over regulating the human body with regards to the anti nudity law you are attemptingtoinact. It had beendecidedin . - .
. . . The proposedrule language has been reviewed in light of publiccomments
many states and furthermore countries thateven topless bathingis ok because women are equal to men. Many feel you are overreachingand . . . - .
233 . . . . . . - R . received onthistopic. Adecision has been made by the departmenttoretain
going backwards on this matterand | hope you will reconsider. Many love being unencumbered by clothing while campingin Wisconsin and they
. . . the language as proposed.
will definitely choose to spend their money elsewhere.
Hi,| am not a fan of huntingat Lapham Peak. It isa VERY busy park with many connecting trails within range of a stray bolt from a crossbow. If it . .
! . 8 P . YP y - & . 8 . v . The department has removed rule language which would have established that
isdeemed necessary tothinthe deerheard, | would hope itcould be done ona very limited timeframe - 3 daysin the middle of the week? And L . L
. . . archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
well posted of the event. Currently, Laphamis one of the few State propertiesinthe areato go without fear of a stray shot from a hunter. Other . . . . .
234 L . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
local trailsinthe Southern Kettle Moraine have bow hunters and small game hunters. | amon regularalertand wear blaze from September . .
. . . . . . . . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
through January and do cross paths with various hunters during my frequent hikes. So farall have been safe, butitis always a bit of relief goingto . .
. ) . managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
Lapham and letting my guard down. Thanks forall you do and listening to my concerns.

No changes are proposed inthisrule package that are directly related torock
| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45 during this public-comment period, specifically for the retraction | climbing. The State Natural Area(SNA) program has reviewed the comments
or revision of NR45.13(1)(e), which prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibitionis unwarranted and lacks a submitted on this topic. Requests to climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
basisin evidence of adverse impact. Infact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the considered duringthe master planning process, and decisions regarding
DNR instewardship initiatives to preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingis climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the

235 incompatible with conservation, necessitating a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsider conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation

this provision andretract NR 45.13(1)(e). Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing languagein NR 45.13(2)(c), which
prohibits off-trail hiking, so that prohibitions are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmental impact. This approach
would ensure thatrock climbingistreated on par with other outdoorrecreational activities. Thank you foryour attention to this matter, and |
hope you will considerthe merits of my argument during this publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effective and equitable
land management policiesin Wisconsin.

(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
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climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.

| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR45 during this public-comment period, specifically for the retraction
orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibitionis unwarranted and lacks a
basisin evidence of adverse impact. In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage withthe
DNR instewardshipinitiatives to preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume thatrock climbingis
incompatible with conservation, necessitating a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsider

No changesare proposedin thisrule package thatare directly related to rock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted on this topic. Requeststo climb at specific SNAs will continueto be
considered during the master planning process, and decisions regarding
climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding

236 . .. . . . . L. . . appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
this provisionandretract NR 45.13(1)(e). Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing languagein NR45.13(2)(c), which pp. b ) . & . . .
. e S . ) . . . . available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
prohibits off-trail hiking, so that prohibitions are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmental impact. This approach ) . . . o .
S . . N . . judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
would ensure that rock climbingistreated on par with other outdoorrecreational activities. Thank you for your attention to this matter, and | . e . L .
. . ) . . . . . . . . requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. Withregard to the climbing permits
hope you will considerthe merits of my argument during this publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effective and equitable . , . . .
o . provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
land management policiesin Wisconsin. L . . . . I, . .
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
No changes are proposed inthisrule package that are directly related to rock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
. - . . . . . . . submitted on this topic. Requeststo climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45 during this public-comment period, specifically for the retraction . . P q . P .. .
- . L S . . e considered during the master planning process, and decisions regarding
or revision of NR45.13(1)(e), which prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibition is unwarranted and lacks a . . . . .
. . . S o . . . . . climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impactstothe
basisin evidence of adverse impact. Infact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the . . ) .
. o . . . P conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
DNR instewardshipinitiatives to preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume thatrock climbingis . . . - .
. . . . - . . . . o . (NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
incompatible with conservation, necessitating aspecial regulation beyond what applies to other recreational activities. | urge you to reconsider . . o . L
237 . - . . . . . . . appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
this provision andretract NR 45.13(1)(e). Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing languagein NR 45.13(2)(c), which . . . . . .
L L S . ) . . . . available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
prohibits off-trail hiking, so that prohibitions are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmental impact. This approach ) . . . o .
L . . o . . judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
would ensure thatrock climbingis treated on par with other outdoor recreational activities. Thank you foryour attention to this matter, and | . e . S .
. . ) . . . . . . . . requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
hope you will considerthe merits of my argument duringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effective and equitable .. . . . .
L . provision, the departmentis committed to developing a comprehensive rock
land management policiesin Wisconsin. . . . . - . . .
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
The department hasremoved rule language which would have established that
.. . . . . . L archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
I'm a frequentvisitorto Lapham to hike and to ski all the trails there. | have serious concerns forthe safety of all hikers and skiersifthereachof Y .g . . y . P 8 .
238 L o . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
arrows where huntingis allowed can reach any of the many trailsin that park. Please stop this proposal. . .
pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department hasremovedrule language which would have established that
N . . . archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
I thinkitwould be great to allow bow hunting at Lapham Peak. A hobby/sport that families need more of. Of course safety pre cautions would be Y '8 . . ¥, INTESP & .
239 made feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
' pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
Thank you for takinginput on bow hunting at Lapham Peak State Park. | live nearthe park and I'm actively involved with several usergroups, and The department has removed rule language which would have established that
240 oftenvisitthe park several times aweek. My great grandfather owned part of the land that is now within the park, soI'm very familiar with it. | archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant

strongly supportthe reduction of the deerherd and my own property in Delafield isinthe City's nuisance deer permit program; thereisablind

feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
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and stand just behind our home (though what| really needis an Apex predator.) As you are hopefully aware the City already o ffers public bow
huntingadjacentthe Park at Ethan Allen and the municipal yard. | have strong reservations about permitting bow huntingin the park fortwo
reasons. The first deals with safety and the onus put upon non-hunting users. Isitthe expectation that park visitors will wear hunting orange
duringthe entire bow season? Itis not reasonable to expect runners and skiers to gear up with blaze orange at the state's signature venue. The
performance clothingrequired forthese sportsis noteven availablein that particular color. We hosta top ranked youth ski program with nearly
200 students. They run and skion these trailsintheirteam uniforms several days per week and advisingthem to do so in hunting vestsisan
undue burden. We also have skiers visiting the park from lllinois, Madison, Green Bay, etc., many of whom will clearly not be aware of the
situation until they arrive. They're going to ski anyway of course. West of Hwy C, in the horse/hike/mountain bike prairie, there are often dozens,
and on some weekends hundreds, of users at any given time during these months. I think you are perhaps greatly underestimating the potential
for conflict - and definately underestimating those users' preparedness regarding safety clothing. Secondly, as one of the state's preeminent
Nordicskivenues the effortand expense putinto groomingthe trailsis extensive, and the effort putinto educating hikers about avoiding trail
damage isongoing. It seems highly likely that hunters would, through ignorance as much as disregard, use the groomed trails to access hunting
areas. It's human nature. No one is going to bushwack with theirgearwhenthere's atrail available. Most pedestrians have noidea how easily the
ski trails are damaged or how much work goesinto groomingthem. | believe, generally, that hunters are safety-minded and huntingis safe. That
does notchange the fact that sharing the space with hunters can be anxiety-provoking. Whatever their chosen activity, users come to the state
parks to relax. If a runner, skier, hiker, biker or snowshoeris required to be constantly vigilant about a potential interaction with ahunterwhois
scanningformovementonthe trail, the relaxing nature of the outingis clearly degraded. | embrace the shared -use concept, but with 600,000
annual uservisitstothis highly developed ex-urban property, Laphamisjust not suited to hunting. Let's find another solution.

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

| would like to register my opposition to openinglap and Peake to bow hunting. | believe that would create an unsafe environment, and that other

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

241 . . . feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
options forcontrolling the deer population should be explored. . .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
I’'ma userof the Lapham Peak trails, and | am adamantly opposed to the proposed hunting areas within Lapham Peak. It doesn’t matterifit’s archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
242 “archery” equipment only; hunting should never be allowed on trails that cross paths with skiers or hikers! Please reconsider this proposal and feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
keepthe policy prohibiting hunting on the Lapham Peak-Kettle Moraine State Forest grounds. pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Please do notopen Lapham Peak state park to bow hunting. It’s bad enough that other parks allow hunting, as the hunters do notrespectthe archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
243 hikers. lhave seenit plenty overthe years. There are plenty other hunting spots available. The main draw to Lapham isthat huntingis notallowed | feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
currently. And if there was an agreement that hunting would not be allowed it should be honored. pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| justlearned aboutthe proposal to open Lapham Peak to bow hunting during turkey and deerseason. Whilel’'m not opposed to hunting, | think
this particulararea is not a good choice, and wouldresultinalot of conflict between hikers, skiers, and hunters. | have hiked, run, and snowshoed . .
. L . . - - - The department has removed rule language which would have established that
at Lapham Peak many times, the last time justa few weeks ago, and that is one of the busiest hikingareas | visit regularly, second only to Devil’s L . .
. . . ek ax . . archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
Lake. | purposefully hike Lapham during hunting season forthe very reasonthat| know itis *not* open to hunting, and there are many beautiful . . . . .
244 . . . . . ) , feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
trails. | also reviewed the proposed hunting map, and it’s very confusing. There are small carve -outs where hunting wouldn’t be allowed, and large . .
. , . ) . ; pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
swaths where itwould be allowed. It’s already so difficult to tell as a hiker where we can hike and stay out of th e way of hunters, and this would managing deerand turkev populations at Lanham Peak State Forest
just make it more difficult. Inshort, | am writing to express my disappointment that opening such a busy area to huntingis the first (only?) ging ypop P '
proposedsolutiontoasurgeinthe deer population. lurge youto reconsider.
| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45 during this public-comment period, specifically for the retraction | No changesare proposedinthisrule package thatare directly related to rock
orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibitionis unwarranted and lacks a climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
245 basisin evidence of adverse impact. Infact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the submitted on this topic. Requeststo climb at specificSNAs will continueto be

DNR instewardshipinitiatives to preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingis
incompatible with conservation, necessitating a special regulation beyond what appliesto other recreational activities. | urge you to reconsider
this provision andretract NR 45.13(1)(e). Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing languagein NR 45.13(2)(c), which

considered duringthe master planning process, and decisions regarding
climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
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prohibits off-trail hiking, so that prohibitions are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmental impact. This approach
would ensure that rock climbingistreated on par with other outdoorrecreational activities. | would also like to point out that removingor
banning climb can affectan areas economicactivity because of the facts that rock climbers are will to spend money on things like

campsites/ hotels and things likefood and water wetherthat would be at a local restaurant or even agrocery store. Also | have yetto meet, see,
or hear of any climbers that are more than will to destroy an ecosystem justforfun and everyone of the climbers that | have met have been will
to volunteerfor community cleanups and are willing to do the basics of leave no trace. Thank you for yourattention to this matter, and | hope you
will considerthe merits of my argument during this publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effective and equitableland
management policies in Wisconsin.

(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions onthe best
available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.

Thisis nota goodideaand will ultimately affect the many trail runners that utilize that area. Thisis one of the few safe areas during huntingand

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant

246 ask that vou would preserve that feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
Y P ' pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
No changes are proposedin this rule package that are directly related to rock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
" - . . . . . . . submitted on this topic. Requests to climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
I am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45 during this public-comment period, specifically forthe retraction considered durin thpe mas'?er lannin rocesi and decisions reeardin
orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibitionis unwarranted and lacks a climbingat a artigcularsite wiIFI) be basgch)I on the'assessment ofirﬁ actsgtothe
basisin evidence of adverse impact. Infact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the & . P . . P .
. R . . . ..o conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
DNR in stewardshipinitiatives to preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume thatrock climbingis (NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regardin
incompatible with conservation, necessitating a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsider . oy p - _yp P . . g & 8
247 . . . . . : o . . appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
this provisionandretract NR 45.13(1)(e). Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing languagein NR 45.13(2)(c), which available science. the conservation values of the particularsite and professional
prohibits off-trail hiking, so that prohibitions are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmental impact. This approach ‘Ldeement NHC;sinthe rocess of developin er\)/aluation critériarep ardin
would ensure thatrock climbingistreated on par with other outdoor recreational activities. Thank you for your attention to this matter, and | Jre iests to.climb ats eci?icSNAs With rep argd to the dlimbin errrgﬂts g
hope you will considerthe merits of my argumentduring this publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effective and equitable q . P . " g . &p .
land management policies in Wisconsin provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
& P ) climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
No changes are proposedinthisrule package thatare directly related to rock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted onthistopic. Requeststo climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
considered during the master planning process, and decisions regarding
climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
As a climber, University of Wisconsin student, and climate conscious individual | would like to imploreyou to remove orrevise NR45.13(1)(e), conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
effectively banning climbingin most State Natural Areas. |, along with the rest of the climbing community, believe this ban to be unwarranted (NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
248 giventhe climate conscious attitude of the climbing community. Me and the rest of the community would greatly appreciatethe abilitytoclimb appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best

thisincredible rockin State Natural Areas and would try our level best to maintain these areas to the point whe re ourimpact would go essentially
unnoticed.

available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteria regarding
requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. Withregard to the climbing permits
provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
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| am an 18 year old Wisconsin climber. | really enjoy the sport and would love the opportunity to climb at more placesinthe future. So, | am
requesting the retraction orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibitionis
unwarranted and lacks a basisin evidence of adverseimpact. Infact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and
climbers engage with the DNRin stewardship initiatives to preservethe natural areas they enjoy. There isno compelling reas on to assume that
rock climbingisincompatible with conservation, necessitating aspecial regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you

No changes are proposed inthisrule package thatare directly related torock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted on this topic. Requests to climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
considered duringthe master planning process, and decisions regarding
climbingat a particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding

249 . . .. . . . . L. . appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
to reconsiderthis provision and retract NR 45.13(1)(e). Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing language in NR pp. b . . . . . .
. - s . . . . . available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off-trail hiking, so that prohibitions are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmental ) . . . o .
. . o . . L . judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
impact. This approach would ensure thatrock climbingis treated on par with other outdoorrecreational activities. Thank you foryourattention to ) e . S .
. ) . . . . . . . . ) requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. Withregard to the climbing permits
this matter, and | hope you will considerthe merits of my argument during this publiccomment period. | appreciateyour commitment to effective .. . . . .
. R . provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
and equitableland management policies in Wisconsin. S . . . L i, . .
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
L . . . . ) The department has removed rule language which would have established that
I'm an avid hikerand Lapham Peakis one of my go-to's being hilly, peaceful, and only 20 minutes from home. It's the one Park | feel safe during P L guag . L
. . . . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
huntingseason because huntinghas notbeen allowed there. | oppose bow hunting at this park. Instead, how about huntingdeerand turkeysa . . . . .
250 . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
few days a month but make it knownto people using the park? Maybe offer orange vests to people when they enterthe parkand returnthem . .
when they leave? pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
' managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
It is my understandingthatyou are the responsible party entrusted to maintain adiverse use of publiclands. Your position is to use public
commentand researched publicopinions, with polls, to make your decisions. Thisis so youractions reflect the interests of the peopleand users of
publiclands. Have you taken note of the respectable polls contracted by The Naturist Society Foundation (TNSF) and Naturist Education
Committee (NEC) on this matter of changing the traditional role of nudity on publiclands? These pollsshow averyreal and strong public majority
that approves of designated use of areasin nudity. They also reflect an attitude accepting and even particip atory nudity amongst avery large
section of the American population. In my personal inquiries of 30 active nude hikers online, itis obvious that those who might objecttosimple
nudity in natural surroundings are a significantly small population, less than 5%. People tend to perceive majority opinions by the opinions of The proposedrule language has beenreviewed in light of publiccomments
251 peersthat they associate with. Forexample, an alcoholicwho hangs out with drinkers in bars would assume that most everyone drinks, yetthe received onthistopic. Adecision has been made by the departmentto retain
actual numbers reflect that only 10% of the population drinks 90% of the liquor. Those who hike nude in my sample unanimously have found the language as proposed.
through experience thatonly avery fewinone hundred hikers object to nude hikers. As a mental health professional, | have researched the
studies of the effects of nudity on children. There is just no evidence, no scientificinquiry that supports any harmto a child viewinganother
member of his/herown species without coverings. What | surprisingly found, actually suggests thatit may be beneficial. If a parentraisesachild
to fear, then that child will unjustifiably be fearful. If you look at the polling research, you will conclude that there is support forclothing options. If
you proceed to the change in nudity policy, you are imposing minority moral values upon the rest of us. Thiswould be undemocraticand in my
mind un-American.
| am infavor of thinningthe herd. Deerrun across the road 9 times out of 10 when | drive down Cushing Park Road and lastw eekaherd (6 deer) . .
N . . . . . The department has removed rule language which would have established that
crossedrightin front of me on C afterleaving Lapham Peak. However, | am not in favor of opening Lapham Peak to hunting the entire bow L . .
. . . . . . . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
huntingseason given we and so many other people use itto trail runand hike during this season, and to cross country ski sh ould there be a snow . . . . .
252 . h . . . . . \ feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
storm duringthis period. Althoughrare, it would be areal deterrentto skithe outertrails knowingastray arrow could take me out. | would like to . .
: . . . o . . . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
see designated periods (days in the week, oralternating weeks) when huntingis allowed, andaruleto preclude huntingwhen thereis sufficient managine deerand turkev populations at Lanham Peak State Forest
snow to ski the trails. For the man made snow portions, | would like to see hunting precluded anywhere close to the those trails. ging ypop P )
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
. . L - . . archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
What a great opportunity forthe WDNR to show that it cares about the minority group of huntersin Wisconsin, Bowhunters...especially those . . . P .
253 g PP y ygroup P ¥ feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

residingin urban areas who normally have to travel hours for quality hunting opportunity’s.

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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I would like to comment on the proposed bow huntingin Lapham Peak. | am opposed to thisidea. There are so many people utili zing Lapham

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

254 peakand there will be even more on the ice age trail for the mammoth challenge during that time. Lapham peakis agoto spot for many hikers feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
that are uncomfortable hikingin hunting areas. pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
I’ll start by saying | am absolutely in favor of controlling the animal populations with hunting! | would like to propose thisideaeventhoughit’sa
longshot. | am president of the Kanati company (Kanati club). We have worked with the dnrforyears with our learn to bow hu nt turkey program
every spring. Hosted at Whale tales archery in dousman. We recently officially filed as a nonprofit. Ourfocusis still the same, make people aware
of everything the outdoors has to offerin many ways. | saw this proposal of maintaining herd health with archery hunting atlapham peak and The department has removed rule language which would have established that
thoughtrightaway how awesome of an opportunity it would be to be able to partnerup with our group and utilize ourteam of passionate archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
255 mentors/ outdoorsman and women. It would provide excellent opportunities for us to mentor new huntersin the pursuit of deerand turkeys! feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
Furthermore, with our group of mentors huntingand beingthere whileintroducing new hunters. It may provide some peace of mindtonon pursue a separate processto determine the most appropriate measuresfor
hunters thatthere are not justany random people outthere. It could be a group of selected individuals somewhatin control. Giving peoplea managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
little bit of peace of mind that there is a structured group out there thatis all communicating and working with one another. Helping keep the
animal numbersin check while keepingit safe still inthe park for non huntingvisitors. | understand thisisalongshotbut| would love to chat
more about the possibility if interested. | will attach my personal numberand the Kanati email address.
The departmenthasremovedrule language which would have established that
| thinkthisisa greatideaand longoverdue. There are plenty of examples throughout the area whichillustrate that thisis both safe and effective.| archery huntm.g 'S allowed fordeerand turkey, in r.esponse to S|gn|f|cant.
256 . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
supportthisideacompletely. . .
pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
257 | fully support archery and crossbow huntingin Lapham Peak as outlined inthe rough draft map. It seems safe and effective feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, in response to significant
258 | am insupportof archery hunting being legalized at Lapham Peak park. Thanks feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
As an avid hunterand huntersafety instructor, You & | know there is no legitimatereason to restrict Lapham Peak from arche ry season. (Other The departmenF hasremoved rule Ianguagewhmh would have‘es'fa.bllshedthat
. . . . . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
259 than antl—huntlng hysterla).The currentusers of.the par.k will rarely eyen notice archery hunters. Man.y state lands combine dog walkers, cross feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
country skiers, birders and hikers and hunters with few issues and an impeccable safteyrecord. Openingthe the areato thos e of us that pay the . .
lions share of the wildlife fundingis not only fair, butitwould bringeven more attention and use to the area. pursue‘a separate process todeter‘mme the mostappropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| learned todaythatthere may be a possibility of the DNRallowing bow and crossbow hunting within Lapham Peak State Park. Thiscame as a
surprise tome as | am an adjacent neighborto one of the proposed huntingareas and have lived here for over 39 years, even before Dr. Hausman
and hiswife donated their 550 acres of land to the park. | recall the deedrestriction of havingno hunting on the land donated howeverinthe
spiritof the donation | believe Doctor and Mrs. Hausman expected the no huntingwould apply to the entirety of the park. Yes, | knew them. | The department hasremoved rule language which would have established that
reviewed the draft map of the potential hunting areas, areas with deed restrictions, areas of closure around campgrounds, the observation and archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
260 communication towers, maintenance buildings, ranger residences and private lands. In my analysis | must question whatthe DNRissafelytrying | feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

to accomplish? Howisthe DNRgoingto manage and keep hunters within boundaries meant to protect buildings, residences, deed res tricted
areas and places where park goers have had a safe haven fordecades? Doesthe DNR have the staff to patrol what appearsto be a patchwork of
hunting areas overshadowed by a higher percentage patchwork of non hunting areas? When | purchased my home in 1984 the park was closed
afteran individualfellto his death fromthe observation tower. Overthe nearly 40years | have see n many great improvements made to the park,
some by private groups donatingtheirtime to help make Lapham Peak a real gem. Many of the amenitiesincluding snowmaking e quipment,

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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special programs and buildings were by the efforts of volunteers raising money and doing some heavy lifting. The park and staff have always been
great neighbors. Through all of the cooperative efforts Wisconsin has a shining star, Lapham Peak State Park. | have watched a success story
evolve with the amphitheater, trails, lodges, butterfly garden, Halloween events and paved handicapped accessible trails that draw 600,000
visitors annually, averaging 50,000 per month, or nearly 1700 perday. Thisisthe park that Dr. and Marie Hausman envisioned and it would make
them proud. Giventhe number of visitors, the irregular areas proposed for hunting, the ongoing dawn to dusk management of keeping hunters
withinthe boundaries and the potential risk of having an unfortunate hunting accident, in my view, hunting does not fit within Lapham Peak. The
park has evolved overtime beyond the new proposed use through the help of many hands to be much more than most State Parksand it would
be bestto leave well enough alone. Ifitworks, don’tfix it. You have a success story here.

As much as | like bow hunting, I’'m notin favor of bow huntingin Lapham Peak. | read the proposal and was surprised thiswould be considered,

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant

261 especiallyin some of the areas marked. Thisis highly trafficked by children and families and bow hunting would not be agood fitfor Lapham Peak. feedbackreceived during the publlcc.omment per|od.The.departmentwﬂl
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

This provision establishes by rule the boundaries of fish hatchery closed areas.
. . . . Regulati h ion of fi inthis rul hatth
Comments: 1. Why doesn't: "NR 11.24 State fish hatchery closed area. Each of the followingareasis established as aclosed areathat no pe rson ceu agons onthe possession of firearms are restated in t I.S rulesothatthe
. . . . . . . L . " readerisaware of them. However, the language related to firearms also occurs
262 may huntor trap or have intheir possession or undertheir control a firearm unless the firearmis unloaded and enclosed wit hin a carrying case: . . .
. . . . . . ins. 29.089, Wis. Stats. The statute does allow possession of aconcealed
have an allowance forlegal CCW? Whichis obviously differentthan hunting. Furthermore, why can'tthe gun just be unloaded ratherthan cased? . . .
handgun by people who are properly licensed and requires that otherfirearms
be unloaded and enclosed within a carrying case.
| don't have any comments but| do have questions that | hope you address. 1. Will you need a special permitto huntthere andif so will there be
a lottery system orother mechanismto get this special permit? Willvolunteers be able to have some sort of priority? will there be aspecial sign
263 up periodfora permit? 2. If you shoota deer, what will you have to do with the gut pile? 3. Since the park closes at 9:00 PM, will there be some HELP | AMNOT SURE HOW TO RESPONDTO THIS ONE
ability tosearch for a wounded deerafterthattime or do you have to come back duringregularhours. | know you won'tbe able to hunton
regulartrails, but can you trail a wounded deeron regular hiking trails? 4. Can you set up a huntingtentor blind?
Why does the Wisconsin DNR want to surrenderto MAGA-fundamentalist republicans? They are too scared to impeach Justice Janet Protasiewicz.
The gerrymandered districts will be thrown out. DeSantisislosing. When Israel defeats Hamas. in a few weeks Biden will regain hislead inthe . - .
. . . . . . . . The proposedrule language has beenreviewed in light of publiccomments
polls. Trump loses! The anti-nudity rules would have alot of unintended consequences. Just likethe anti-draglaws.I'm a seniorwholivesin . . . .. .
264 . , . . o . . received onthistopic. Adecision has been made by the departmenttoretain
Minneapolis and don't go out at night. | feel safe at our beach. MN and WI are so similar. We're a trans refuge state. We could be a nudistrefuge the laneuage as proposed
state and take the tourists Wl doesn't want. There will be civil disobedience and court challengesin Wisconsinif you do this, I'm sure. Wisconsin guag prop '
isn'ta southern MAGA state I'm a mainstream Democrat who doesn'tlike anti-American, anti-Israel progressives. Keep yourlaws off our bodies!
The department has removedrule language which would have established that
As a frequent userof Lapham Peak, | am very opposed to opening Lapham up forbow hunting. | understand the problemsthatdeer archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
265 overpopulation pose, butwould much rathersee astructured deerabatement program like we have here in Brookfield instituted. Havingtrained | feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
snipersinto cull the herd during certaintimes seems much saferand more humane. Thankyoufor considering other options. pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

266 Please don’tallow huntingif any kind at Lapham. feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

| wanted to express m.y.thoughts.on the proposal o.fhavmg.bow huntcmg ngar Lapham Peak. Lapham pe:.jk during huntingseasonis a refug?. For The department has removed rule language which would have established that
people and there families who hikeand run the trails. And justto enjoy being outin nature and not havingto worry about bow or gun hunting L . .
beingtoo close. Would really hope that the realization of keeping Lapham peak safe from huntersis high onthe table. There are so many places archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

267 g : yhop pingLap P g ' yp feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

for hunting. Atthis pointitseemslike huntingnumbers are down, soit’s very unusual to me that thisis being brought up now. During this time of
year|’m at Lapham all the time training. l also bring my dogs during the weekend. Thisis the only place that | feel safe to continue training on
trails. Please consider keeping this beautiful place hunting free.

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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| wanted toreach out to express my support of expanding bowhunting to regions of the Lapham Peak State Forest. Hunting publiclands has
becomeincredibly popularin the pastfew years. Our publiclands have become more crowded, and this has reduced the ability for people to

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

268 enjoy the outdoors without payingfor high dollarleases or owning private property. Expanding publiclandsin Wisconsin willhelp reduce feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
hunting's monetary barrierto entry and get more people involved in the outdoors! Please go forth with expanding publicland bowhunting to pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
Lapham Peak. managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
I’'m 72 yearsold and an avid outdoor person my entire life. |lived within 10 minutes of Lapham Peak for 60 years. We then movedto Iron
Ridge/45 minutes away but continue to go to Lapham Peak at leasttwice aweek. The park islocatedina very populated area/Delafield. Irunin
Colorama, cross country skiregularlyand doraces. |absolutely cannotimagineopeningup this parkto bow hunters. With the hills, trafficof ice
age use, hikers, etc.;it’sarecipe fordisaster. Asyourecallin Scuppernopg State Par.k; a bow huntershot a horse W|th§ rlderorT it duringbow The department has removed rule language which would have established that
season. Really? How crazy wasthat. Many bow hunters heara little noise, get excited and release the bow. Plus Freight Festisavery popular L . L
o L . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
269 week longactivity and thisisright during the rut. Dfeerare corTfused and hunters.frequentlytake fastandlongshots att.he .rlfnnlng deer.Bythe feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
way, | have beena bow hunterfor 25 years along with my family......three adult kids and husband. Everyone of them thinkit’s atroublesome . .
. . . . o . . . .. pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
move. Nobody would considerthis option. Then add youngerhunting age limits/youth hunting, the cross bow that shoots like arifle? Thisis not managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest
the area for bow season. An option can be like Nashotah Park, whenthey had too many deer; park officials held alottery and advertised a5 day '
huntto eliminate some of the deer. Everything was posted and seemed logical. You may wantto considerchecking with Waukesha County to
heartheirsuccess rate. | am definitely against this possibility. PLEASE CONSIDER AREAS OF LESS POPULATED ACREAGE.......MCMILLER,
WHITEWATER OR EAGLE AREA. If you have any questions, feelfree to getin touch with me.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| believethere are enough huntinglandsinthe state of Wisconsin thatallow hunters to have ample access. With Lapham being the small tract of archery huntm‘g 'S allowed fordeerand turkey, in r'esponse to 5|gn|f|cant‘
270 . . . . . . . . . feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
trail accessible land to the publicthatitis, | see huntingonitas a potential problem. | do notwishto see Lapham Peak available to hunters. . .
pursue a separate processto determine the most appropriate measuresfor
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
To Whom It May Concern: | live in Delafield. My family uses Lapham Peak State Park year-round, primarily in the winter months. We can often
be found on the ski trails and riding our fat tire bikes through the snow on the mountain bike trails. We have had State Park and Trail Passesforas
longas we have livedin Delafield. lunderstand that thereisa proposal to openthe park to bow huntingand | am opposedto this. Inreviewing
the map, the mountain bike areais not protected from hunters. When | am riding onthe mountain bike trails | encounter many other peoplealso
usingthetrails. | encounter hikers; some with unleashed dogs (whichis notanissue forme), and some who are pluggedinto their noise-canceling
headphonesthatare completely unaware of whatis happening around them. Every now andthen, | see people on horseback (I know they are The department has removed rule language which would have established that
there as well based on the footprintsin the dirt/snow and poo), butwhen I do, itis a treat and a reminder of how lucky lam to live in Delafield. archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
271 Somethinglrarely see onthe mountain bike side of the road —deer. What happenstothe arrows lyingonthe ground from missed shots? Are feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
they goingto sitthere fordogs to slice theirpawson? Or me tofall on (fallingis common forme whenridinginthe snow) orslice atire? Last pursue a separate processto determine the most appropriate measuresfor
year| was hiking out at the Lowe Lake Unitwhena horse was hit with a stray arrow and had to be euthanized. Thisis notsomethinglwanttosee | managingdeerand turkeypopulationsatlLapham Peak State Forest.
on the trailsthat I love. If | saw huntersonthe mountain bike trails, | would ring my bellin hopes of alertingthe deerthat | neversee. Also, what
happensifsomeone weretokilladeeronthe trails? Do we all have to look at a bloody kill spotand drag throughthe snow? If a four-wheeleris
required, the tires from that vehicle are enough to destroy the trail for cycles. If the overpopulation of deeris a problem, stop approving all the
new subdivisions and taking their habitat. If deerare a problem, hire professionals to cull the herd and close the park for a day. Attachedisa
photo of usat Laphamon Jan. 1, the trails are used by cyclists through the winter!! Thank you
Hi just sending amessage regarding the proposal to allow bow hunting at Lapham peak. |am avolunteerwiththe blaze babes throughthe The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Waukesha/ Milwaukee chapterof the ice age trail. | live In Wauwatosa and it isso nice to have a place like Lapham where one can hike not far archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
272 froman urban area. Thissection ofthe ice age trail is one of the few areas that has not allowed huntingand that has been reassuringforme. | feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
would justlike to express my desire to keep this areaaplace where huntingis notallowed inany formto assure yearround safe hikingforour pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
community. Thanksforyour consideration. managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have establishe d that
| understand you are considering allowing bow huntingin Lapham Peak for the upcomingyears from Sept - January. Thisis very disheartening as archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
273 he park hosts many publiceventsandisagreat family place for hikingand skiing. We frequent this park since itissoclose to our homein feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

Delafield. There are other parksin the area that already allow hunting (Nashotah Park and Kettle Moraine) so why doyou need to disturb the
atmosphere of this one too? It doesn't seem safe! Please reconsider orat least shorten the timeframe of the huntingtoa one or two week period

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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of time.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

274 It should be openedtobow and crossbow feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
. . . . . . . archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
Lapham Peakis such a busy trail system, and the amount of land proposed open for hunting of such minimal impact to the deer population. This y 'g . . v . P 8 .
275 ) . . . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
proposal makes little to nosense. The benefit does not outweigh the downside. | do not supportadding bowhuntingtothe Lapham peak unit. . .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
As someone that purchases an annual sticker each yearand frequents the park, my concern would be that people orotheranimal swould getshot | The departmenthasremoved rule language which would have established that
by an arrow. Also alot of hunterswon’t adhere to certain areas.It will be afree forall and | am truly upset that the DNRwould even consider this archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
276 because of how many people frequentthe park. Way too many people are there onthe weekends, trying to enjoy nature and take hikes. We do feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
NOT need toworry about gettinginjured fromirresponsible hunters. Thisis NOT a good idea. Andif it isallowed | will not be purchasingany more | pursue a separate processto determine the most appropriate measuresfor
annual state park stickers, norwould anyone else. | am spreading the word on this subject. managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
. . L . . archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
To whom it may concern- regarding bow huntingin the kettle moraine state forest. | support Wardens to cull the deer herd during the parks Y 'g . . v . P 8 .
277 feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
closed hours - NOT hunters. Thank you . .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

278 If| had a vote itwould be NO to deer hunting on park property. feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

| am againstthe proposal to allow limited areas of Lapham peak for bow hunting of Deer. The areasyou are planningto allow are heavily used by The departrr.menfc hasremovedrule Ianguagewhlch would have.es'ga.bllshedthat
. . L . e . . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
hikersandrunnersinthe fall and also cross country skiersif thereissnow. |believeitwould be unwise toallow huntinginthe park, it has always . . . . .
279 . ) feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
been a safe havenforthe people who use the parkto not have to worry about hunters. There are better waysto thinthe deerherdthenletting . .
. pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
huntersintothe park. . .
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| myself ama bow and gun hunterforboth deerand turkey. |am also a frequent visitor of Lapham peak and when | saw that hunting may be open
at the park, | wasn’tsuperexcited aboutit. Part of the reason | choose to exercise and walk dogs at the park is because of the wildlife. | can see
how hunting may be allowed, butlam curious as to if there will only be select dates forall seasons hunting is open? Knowing there are huntersin
the woods | would notbe able to do as | do and honestly | would worry | would be messing up someone’s hunt. Now as thatis u p to the hunter Thank you for takingthe time to write. As the proposal currently stands,
280 knowing people may be movingthrough...| would appreciate as a hunter myself and avisitor, that specificdates only be opento huntingthe land, | Lapham Peak could be openforall bow deerandturkey seasons. Hunters are
and those dates be posted clearso us patrons are aware. Havingit openan entire season seemsalittle much and | can imagine the areawould be | requiredto paythe admission fee.
floodedif people are justwelcometo come in. Do those huntingthere as well need a park pass? Or would it be anotherreason forpeople to
come in and not pay a fee and say - oh | was hunting. Thank you for openingup and welcoming comments. | can see how this has pluses and
minuses.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
. archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, in response to significant
281 Please be aware | supportthe proposal to allow an archery deer huntin Lapham Peak State Park. yhunting! W UTKEY, 1 P 'entt!

feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
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managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

Im infull support of opening as much of lapham peak as possible to bowhunting. Formore than 20 years| lived on the edge of Laham peak

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant

282 (Meadows of Delafield Sub Divison) there are fartoo many deerand theirnumbers need to be reduced. feedbackreceivedduringthe publlcc.omment per|od.The.departmentwnl
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

| oppose thisidea100% | have been hikinginthe South Kettle South of Eagle where some bow huntingis allowed. The hunters are often hidden, The departn?entc hasremovedrule Ianguagewhlch would have.es'Fa.bllshed that

e . . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
yes, a good way to geta deer.lam always shocked by it. It is jarring. After doing that twice and encountering bow hunters, | do not go to state . . . . .
283 . . . . . feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
parks thatallow hunting during hunting season. There must be otherwaysto control the deerherd. The last thing Lapham Peak needsis hunters. . .
. ipes s . ) pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measuresfor

I don't care ifitis nota gunand only a bow. Hunters and hikers do not mix. . .
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removedrule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

284 | am not opposed to allowing hunting of the Park decrease trafficaccidents decrease sickness provide sport and food for hunters feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| very much so supportthis. | livein Walesand frequentthe parkand see numerous deerand turkey and definitely think that populationneedsto | archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant

285 be controlled. There are certainlyis numerous areas where hunters could safely huntaway from the crowds and the trails. | sincerely hope this feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

happens. pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| am opposedtoallow huntingin the Lapham Peak unit. The boundaries of the patchwork of permitted hunting areas will be nearly impossible to The departrr)entc hasremovedrule Ianguagewhmh would have.es’Fa.bllshedthat
. " wo . . . . . archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
enforce inthe popular"park" with over 50,000 visitors per month. There are plenty of publichuntingareas in the much large r Southern Unit (I . . . . .
286 - . . . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
have hunted there myself). The Lapham Peak deer herd can by culled using Rangers during non-peak times. The risk of ahunting accident does . .
o . o . . . . . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
not justify the reward of more huntingland in this situation. Please consider withdrawing the proposal for huntingin Lapham Peak. . .
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
hery huntingisall f key, i ignifi
Openitup!!!! Wisconsin publiclands are the reasoni can go hunting, among thousands of other Wisconsin hunters! More publi cmeans better arenery untm.g 158 owed ordeerand turkey, in r‘esponse tosigni |cant.
287 heard control ! feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
N pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| am writing regarding the proposal to allow bow huntingin State Parks, most specifically at Lapham Peak State Park, which is used by my family The department has removed rule language which would have established that
almost every day of the year. We live 5 minutes away, love to hike the trailsand my children are both on the Peak Nordiccross country ski team- archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

288 several times over state champions. My concernis with the proposed areas allowed for hunting on the map provided to the public. Some of them | feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

are overlapping ski trails that are heavily used during the proposed hunting period. | supportallowing bow huntingin the park, but pleas make pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
sure the allowed areas are far away from recreational use trails. managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| live in Oconomowoc Wi | have been hiking at Lapham Peak for over 30 years and am now taking my grandchildren there to hike aswell. Itisa archery huntingisallowed for deerand turkey, in response to significant

289 jewel of a park and one of the only places left where no huntingis allowed. Itis a safe and sacred place for 1000’s of non hunters. Please keep feedback received duringthe publiccommentperiod. The department will

Lapham Peak safe and free from any kind of hunting. pursue a separate processto determine the most appropriate measuresfor
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that

290 Thisis a greatideaand will help reduce the number of accidents caused by wildlife on 194 and other surrounding highways. archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
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pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

Dear Sirs, The WDNR Mission Statementincludes the following objectives (emphasis mine): To provide a healthy, sustainable environmentand a
full range of outdooropportunities, To ensure the right of all people to use and enjoy these resourcesintheirwork and leisure, To work with
people, tounderstand each other’s views and to carry out the publicwill. I respectfully request you ask yourselves if you are fulfilling your own
stated mission with respectto the proposedrule changesto Section 37 - NR 45.04 (3) (am) Nudity? Please considerthese points: (1) A full range of
outdooropportunities would includethe use of lands, paid for by tax dollars, and used by tax -paying naturists in areas set aside for that purpose.
(2) All people would include naturists, both residents of the state of Wisconsin and visitors to your state, who bring you fi nancially beneficial
tourismdollars. (3) Understanding each other's views includes fully informing yourselves about naturism and those who enjoyits benefits. (4)
Carrying out the publicwill should be heavily influenced by responses gathered at publichearings (both in-person and virtual). Your department
held a virtual hearing recently during which the majority of publiccomments opposed these changes. Remember, you are representative of those
people - nottheirrulers. Furthermore, | offeryou these verifiable facts regarding the benefits of naturism and naturists: Naturist tourism brings
tangible economicbenefits to Wisconsin and its local communities. As asimilar, but concrete, example, the economic benefits of naturist tourism
dollarsto Florida (my home state) is $7.4 billion at last count. Mazo Beach, part of Dane County’s Mazomanie Bottom State Natural Area, has
existed as aclothing-optional beach for many years with no appreciable negativeimpact tothe general publicor users of that beach. In fact, |

The proposedrule language has been reviewed in light of publiccomments

291 would argue the benefits of naturism are so numerous as to be a net positive to those users (above average sensitivity to environmental concems, | received on this topic. A decision has been made by the departmenttoretain
promotion of body-positivity, tangible improvement to self-esteem, health benefits (stronger bones, strongerimmune system, natural VitaminD | the language as proposed.
absorption), respect forall people regardless of body type, race, disability, and opinions about nudism). As one of 50 members of our Union,
Wisconsin’s government (including youragency) assents to the line written in our Declaration of Independence from England, t o wit: Our Creator
grants every humantherightto life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness. The proposed rule changes are in direct opposition to thatidea. They
are unnecessarily and arbitrarily restrictive to the liberty and the pursuit of happiness of naturists, specifically. Do not be swayed by the
sophomoricargumentthatthe “rights of the majority overrule the rights of the minority.” That thinkingis antithetical to the U.S. Constitution and
everythingwe all stand for as proponents of civil rights. In summary, the proposed rule changes are notin keeping with your agency’s own
mission statement, risk ignoring the civil rights and liberties of the minority (naturists) in orderto (supposedly?) appease the majority (non-
naturists), and are, de facto, destructive to the rights and liberties of a significant portion of Wisconsin’s citizens to which you have a sworn duty
to upholdasrepresentative (notrulers)of the people you serve. limplore you, before proceeding with this rule change, FULLY inform yourselves. |
highly recommend the people and resources of the Naturist Education Foundation in your very own state. Call (920) 415-2900. They will provide
you with a wealth of information about the benefits of naturism and the people who enjoy naturism. Thank you for carefully an d thoughtfully
considering my factual arguments against changing Section 37 of your rules.
| am againstallowing bow huntingin Lapham Peak during the normal archery season. The reasonisthat Lapham Peak State Park isincredibly bus . .
. 8 g L & . P & . . y o P YOUY | The department has removed rule language which would have established that
with people all the time (hiking, running, school groups, skiing, snowshoeing, biking, etc.). So, much more so than most otherstate parks/areas L . s
. . . . . . archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
and this would just be too dangerous. | do howeverunderstand the overpopulation of deerisalsoa problemsolwould think thatdoing . . . . .
292 L . . . . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
somethinglikelocal suburbs do could be a solution. |livedin Brookfield for 20 years and | know that several timestheydid have tocull deer, | . .
. . . g . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
don't rememberifitwas by bow or gun, but itwas on a couple of very specificdays and done by a small group. So perhapsthatis a way to managing deerand turkev pooulations at Lanham Peak State Forest
control the deer but not have the risk to the high number of users of Lapham Peak during4 months of the year. ging ypop P '
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
. . . . . . . . . archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
| justwanted to commentthat| think thisisan amazing, great idea! It will help with population control and hopefully make less deerbe in the Y 'g . . v . P 8 .
293 road causine accidents feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
& ) pursue a separate processtodetermine the most appropriate measuresfor
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| am a local outdoorsman who has hunted all over Wisconsin and afterreading the article mentioning the possibility of opening deer huntingto The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Lapham peak, | am here to say that | would be forthis change. | have hunted several different state managed land in Wisconsin such Devils lake archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
294 state park and Point beach state forest. Both parks are opento publicrecreationand| have neverseenadocumentedincident of an danger feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

between bow hunters and people frequenting the areaforotherrecreational activities. Based onthese experiences, I’'m confident Lapham peak
would be able support hunting in specified areas of the park. Opening Lapham peak would be greatly appreciated by local outdoorsman looking

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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for achance to bag a deerclose tohome. And what betterplace than Lapham peak! Hope you get positive feedback from all yourresponses and
hope to see this change inthe near future! Below you can find my contact information. Thanks!

Please do notallow hunting at Lapham peak. | hike there often anditis one of only a few places where you can hike safely. Huntingwould

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

295 X > 9F =C ) ] feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
change that. Itisa very family friendly place and it needs to stay no hunting. pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
296 | wantto say | supportthe opportunity to allow bowhunting at Lapham Peak 100%. feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
297 | support huntinginthis unit. Thank you. feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
298 Please allow Hunting at Lapham Peak. feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
Out of safety and respect for residents who visit the Lapham Peak state park for its peaceful recreationaltrails year-round, | am sending this
requesttoask that hunting of any form does not become permitted on any parts of the park property. Hunting of any kind introduces a safety risk
to those who enjoy the park for a number of recreational activities. Making the assumption thatall who planto hunt on park grounds will abide by
only huntinginthe designated areasisabad assumption. Every yearin Wisconsin, thereare reports of trespassing by those unauthorized to hunt . .
on properties. | personally witness unauthorized hunting on the Lapham Peak property on Thanksgiving Day 2019. Myself and a friend were The departrr)enjc hasremoved rule Ianguagewhlch would have‘est.a.bllshed that
returningto our vehiclesinthe homestead hollow parking lot aftera mid-morning hike. We heard gun shots and saw a hunteronly about 100 feet archery huntln.g |sallowed fordeerandturkey, " response t05|gn|f|cant.
299 . . . L . . S feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
offthe tree line onthe westside of the parkinglot. Thisincident further demonstrates that rules and regulations are simply suggestions in the eyes . .
. L . ) . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
of those who may not care to understand them orneverintend to follow them. If huntingis permitted in any area of the park property, it creates managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest
room forinterpretation on whatis allowed or notallowed. Additionally, creating confusion on which areas may be designated for hunting versus ’
otheractivities, makingit more of a safety risk for all visitors. If visitors feel unsafe, support of the park will decline. In closing, | strongly encourage
the DNR to reconsiderthe current hunting proposal. Please leave this beautiful park safe for everyone to enjoy and do not move forward with
permitting hunting of any kind on the Lapham Peak state park property.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
300 | vote no for hunting or cullingdeerat Lampham peak. feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate processto determine the most appropriate measuresfor
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically forthe retraction orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which | No changesare proposedinthisrule package thatare directlyrelated torock
prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibition is unwarranted and lacks a basisin evid ence of adverse impact. | climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
301 In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitmentto conservation, and climbers engage with the DNRin stewardship initiatives to submitted onthis topic. Requests to climb at specificSNAs will continueto be

preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with conservation, necessitating
a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsider this provision and retract NR45.13(1)(e).
Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing language in NR45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off -trail hiking, so that prohibitions

considered during the master planning process, and decisions regarding
climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
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are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmentalimpact. This approach would ensure that rock climbingistreated on
par with otheroutdoorrecreational activities. Thank you foryour attention to this matter, and | hope you will considerthe merits of my argument
duringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effectiveand equitable land management policies in Wisconsin.

(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions onthe best
available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.

| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically forthe retraction orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which
prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibitionis unwarranted and lacks a basisin evidence of adverse impact.
In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the DNR in stewardship initiatives to

preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with conservation, necessitating

No changes are proposedinthisrule package thatare directly related torock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted on this topic. Requeststo climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
considered during the master planning process, and decisions regarding
climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding

302 a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsider this provision and retract NR45.13(1)(e). appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing language in NR45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off-trail hiking, so that prohibitions available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
are appropriatelyimplemented based on evidence of adverse environmentalimpact. This approach would ensure thatrock climbingistreatedon | judgement. NHCisinthe processof developingevaluation criteriaregarding
par with otheroutdoorrecreational activities. Thank you foryour attention to this matter, and | hope you will considerthe merits of myargument | requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
duringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effectiveand equitable land management policies in Wisconsin. provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock

climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
No changes are proposed inthisrule package that are directly related to rock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted on this topic. Requests to climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically forthe retraction orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which | considered duringthe master planning process, and decisions regarding
prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibition is unwarranted and lacks abasisin evid ence of adverse impact. | climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impactsto the
In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the DNRin stewardship initiatives to conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with conservation, necessitating | (NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding

303 a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsiderthis provision and retract NR 45.13(1)(e). appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing language in NR45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off -trail hiking, so that prohibitions available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmentalimpact. This approach would ensure that rock climbingistreatedon | judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
par with other outdoorrecreational activities. Thank you for your attention to this matter, and | hope you will considerth e merits of my argument | requeststo climb at specificSNAs. Withregard to the climbing permits
duringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effectiveand equitable land management policies in Wisconsin. provision, the departmentis committed to developing a comprehensive rock

climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically forthe retraction orrevision of NR45.13( 1)(e), which | No changesare proposedinthisrule package thatare directly related to rock
prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibition is unwarranted and lacks a basis in evidence of adverse impact. | climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the DNR in stewardship initiatives to submitted onthis topic. Requests to climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
304 preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with conservation, necessitating | considered during the master planning process, and decisions regarding

a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsider this provision and retract NR45.13(1)(e).
Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing language in NR 45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off-trail hiking, so that prohibitions
are appropriatelyimplemented based on evidence of adverse environmentalimpact. This approach would ensure that rock climbingistreated on
par with other outdoorrecreational activities. Thank you foryour attention to this matter, and | hope you will considerthe merits of my argument

climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
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duringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effectiveand equitable land management policies in Wisco nsin.

available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.

| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically forthe retraction orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which
prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibition is unwarranted and lacks a basisin evidence of ad verse impact.
In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the DNRin stew ardship initiatives to

preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with conservation, necessitating

No changes are proposedinthisrule package that are directly related torock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted on this topic. Requests to climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
considered duringthe master planning process, and decisions regarding
climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding

305 a special regulation beyond what applies to other recreational activities. | urge you to reconsider this provision and retract NR45.13(1)(e). appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing language in NR45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off -trail hiking, so that prohibitions available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmentalimpact. This approach would ensure thatrock climbingistreatedon | judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
par with other outdoorrecreational activities. Thank you for your attention to this matter, and | hope you will considerthe merits of my argument | requeststo climb at specificSNAs. Withregard to the climbing permits
duringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effective and equitable land management policies in Wisconsin. provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock

climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
No changes are proposedinthisrule package thatare directly related to rock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted onthis topic. Requests to climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
I am writing to advocate for proposed changestothe administrative code NR 45, specifically for the retraction orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which | considered duringthe master planning process, and decisions regarding
prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibition is unwarranted and lacks a basisin evid ence of adverse impact. | climbingata particularsite will be based onthe assessment of impactstothe
In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the DNR in stewardship initiativ es to conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with conservation, necessitating | (NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding

306 a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsider this provision and retract NR45.13(1)(e). appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existinglanguage in NR45.13(2)( c), which prohibits off-trail hiking, so that prohibitions available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmentalimpact. This approach would ensure that rock climbingistreatedon | judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
par with otheroutdoorrecreational activities. Thank you for your attention to this matter, and | hope you will considerthe merits of my argument | requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. Withregard to the climbing permits
duringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effectiveand equitable land management policies in Wisconsin. provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock

climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will

engage ina processthat includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific

administrative code proposals.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Hello, lam a concerned homeowner nearthe park. | love to go to the park often. | am notin favor of the general publichuntingin this popular archery huntmg |sallowed fordeerand turkey, in r‘esponse t05|gn|f|cant'

307 . . . feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will

park. | would be in favor of sharp shooters thinningthe deerand turkey population. . .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
My husband and | frequentlyuse the Lapham Peak areafor hikingand Summer Stage. | find the “proposed” bow hunti ng map unsettling. The The department has removed rule language which would have established that
amenities the area offers to family outdoor enjoyment would be impacted negatively. We personally avoid all State land use d uring hunting archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
308 season. | wasborn and raisedinthe UpperPeninsula of Michigan and come froma longline of avid hunters. This proposal will limit the feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

enjoyment of numerous residents of the area. The area was created for family enjoyment forthe immediate community and beyond. Hunting
has it’s place and is beneficial for species control but not at the cost of safety forthose enjoying our beautiful Wisconsin outdoors.

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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| write to urge the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (DNR)to reconsider its proposed changes to administrative code NR 45,
particularly regarding NR45.13(1)(e). This provision effectively bans rock climbing in most state natural areas, a restriction | believe is unjustified
and lacks any concrete evidence of harm. The rock climbing community has along-standing commitment to conservation. Climbers actively
engage invarious stewardship initiatives alongside the DNR, ensuring the preservation of the natural areas they enjoy. This dedication to
environmental responsibility undermines the rationale behind the proposed ban. Without compelling evidence of adverse environmental impact,

No changes are proposed inthisrule package that are directly related torock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted on this topic. Requests to climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
considered during the master planning process, and decisions regarding
climbing at a particularsite will be based on the assessment of impactsto the
conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding

309 it's unreasonabletosingle outrock climbing for special restrictions beyond those applicable to otherrecreational activiti es. Therefore, | strongly appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
urge the DNRto withdraw NR45.13(1)(e) entirely. Alternatively, consider revising the code to align with existing language in NR45.13(2)(c), which | available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
addresses off-trail hiking. This approach would ensure that restrictions are based on demonstrable environ mental harm, ensuring fairness and judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
consistency across outdoorrecreational activities. | urge you to carefully consider my arguments during this publiccomment period. | firmly requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
believethatallowingresponsible rock climbingin state natural areas aligns with the DNR's commitment to effectiveand equitable land provision, the departmentis committed to developing a comprehensive rock
management policiesin Wisconsin. Thank you foryourtime and consideration. climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
Hellothere, lam a avid outdoorsman and hunter. I think it would be a greatideato allow bowhuntinginside the park. I can tell from when I drive The departmenF hasremoved rule Ianguagewhmh would have.est.a.bllshedthat
. . : . archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
310 that there are to |.'n.any dt.eer|.nthatarea dueto all the roadkill I see on1-94 east and west by Delafleld.Itwould.g|veus.huntersachanceto harvest feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
meat for our families while simultaneously help the herd get down to a more manageable numberthatthe dnris lookingfor. Thank you foryour . .
time. God bless pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
! managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
. . L . archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
311 Great idea... supportit 100% win win situation greatfordeerherd..greatforauto safety greatforthe local bow hunters...thank youfor your feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
work pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed for deerand turkey, in response to significant
312 | would want there to continue to be no huntingat lapham peak. That is the only no hunting state park that | know of in the area. feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| am writing concerningthe issue of deerbeing bow hunted/culled in Lapham Peak State Park. It is quite obviousthatthisis somethingthatthe
publicdoes notwantto happen. The notice came out inthe paperjusttodayin whichitgave an email address which did not work. Most people
getand read their paperinthe eveningafterwork, so they might easily miss the article and as Sunday, the 10, is the due d ate to address this
issue, givesonly 2 days to react. Most people that would address thisissueas my husband and myself have done, would not even be aware of it.
We hadto call the DNR to getthe correct email address. How many people evenwould know todothat? Plusbeingjusttwoweeksbefore
Christmas, whichis a very busy time of yearfor most people. We listentothe news every nightand have not heard anythingaboutthis changein
the usage of our favorite State Park, Lapham Peak. Itisobviousthisisbeing pushed thru atthistime when most people will notknow what is The department has removed rule language which would have established that
beingdonetoour lovely park, Lapham Peak until itis too late. We have read that the number of huntersis down from previousyears, so archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
313 obviously we don't need more woods or more deerfor hunterstohunt. Plusthe factthat most of the deerin Lapham Peak Park are mostly tame. | feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

They will stand a few feet away and allow people to take pictures of them as long as the person does not move quickly and scare them. As Tax
payers and people who also purchase Sate Park Stickers, changes of thisvolume should be puton a referendumto geteveryone'sinput. Right
now, | believethereis anotice that the park closes at a certaintime and I'm quite sure thatis when the bow huntingis proposedto take place.
Thisis a park and people bringtheirchildren and theirdogsto enjoy a peaceful walk onthe trailsin the park. No one wantsto see bow huntersin
theirpark, preparingto "cull"the herd. And no one wantsa child or dog or even adultshot by an overly anxious bow hunter gettinginalittle
before the "hunt" practice inthe park. My husband and myself are very much against this change!! Our state parks belongtous! We wantthem
to stay as parks where adults, their children, theirdogs and the deerare free to be safe and enjoy a little bit of whata park should be! Safe and
woodsy forboth us and our deer!

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically forthe retraction orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which
prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibitionis unwarranted and lacks abasisin evid ence of adverse impact.
In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the DNRin stewardship initiatives to

preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with conservation, necessitating

No changes are proposed inthisrule package that are directly related torock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted on this topic. Requests to climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
considered during the master planning process, and decisions regarding
climbing at a particularsite will be based onthe assessment of impactstothe
conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding

314 a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsiderthis provision and retract NR 45.13(1)(e). appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing language in NR45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off -trail hiking, so that prohibitions available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmentalimpact. This approach would ensure thatrock climbingistreatedon | judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
par with other outdoorrecreational activities. Thank you for your attention to this matter, and | hope you will considerthe merits of myargument | requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
duringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effectiveand equitable land management policies in Wisconssin. provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock

climbing policyincluding potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina processthat includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
- . . . . . . . . The department has removed rule language which would have established that
[l live in] Delafield with my wife, threekids. would liketo suggest that allowing hunting at Lapham Peak would completely ruinthe draw of the P L guag . .
. . . . . . . . . s . archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
park inthe first place. At any time of year| am able to bring my childrenthere to enjoy safe hiking while always greatly enjoying the wildlife. Itis . . . . .

315 . . . . . . . ) feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
full of people bringing their dogs as well, and school field trips with young children. Itis AMAZINNG to have access to a park yearround without . .
any worry for hunters etc pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for

' managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
No changes are proposed inthisrule package that are directly related torock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted on this topic. Requests to climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically forthe retraction orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which | considered duringthe master planning process, and decisions regarding
prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibition is unwarranted and lacks abasisin evidence of adverse impact. | climbingata particularsite will be based onthe assessment of impactstothe
In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the DNR in stewards hip initiatives to conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with conservation, necessitating | (NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding

316 a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsider this provision and retract NR45.13(1)(e). appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing language in NR45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off -trail hiking, so that prohibitions available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
are appropriatelyimplemented based on evidence of adverse environmentalimpact. This approach would ensure that rock climbingis treatedon | judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
par with other outdoorrecreational activities. Thank you for your attention to this matter, and | hope you will considerthe merits of my argument | requeststo climb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
duringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effectiveand equitable land management policies in Wisconsin. provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock

climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
No changesare proposedin thisrule package thatare directly related to rock
. - . g . . . climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically for the retraction or revision of NR45.13(1)(e), which . & . . ( )_p & e . .
L A . . e . . . submitted on this topic. Requests to climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibition is unwarranted and lacks a basis in evid ence of adverse impact. . . . .. .
L o . . ) ) . ) e considered during the master planning process, and decisions regarding
In fact, the climbing community is known for its commitment to conservation, and climbers engage withthe DNRin stewardship initiatives to L . . ) .
. . . R . . . . climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with conservation, necessitating conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
317 a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsiderthis provision and retract NR45.13(1)(e). ) &

Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing language in NR45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off-trail hiking, so that prohibitions
are appropriatelyimplemented based on evidence of adverse environmentalimpact. This approach would ensure thatrock climbingistreated on
par with other outdoorrecreational activities. Thank you foryour attention to this matter, and | hope you will considerthe merits of my argument
duringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effectiveand equitable land management policies in Wisconsin.

(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. Withregard to the climbing permits
provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
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climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.

| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically forthe retraction orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which
prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibition is unwarranted and lacks a basis in evidence of adverse impact.
In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the DNRin stewardship initiatives to

preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with conservation, necessitating

No changesare proposedin this rule package thatare directly related to rock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted on this topic. Requests to climb at specific SNAs will continueto be
considered during the master planning process, and decisions regarding
climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding

318 a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsider this provision and retract NR45.13(1)(e). appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existinglanguage in NR45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off -trail hiking, so that prohibitions available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmentalimpact. This approach would ensure thatrock climbingistreatedon | judgement. NHCisin the process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
par with otheroutdoorrecreational activities. Thank you foryour attention to this matter, and | hope you will considerthe merits of myargument | requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
duringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effective and equitable land management policies in Wisconsin. provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock

climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will

engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific

administrative code proposals.

No changes are proposed inthisrule package thatare directly relatedto rock
| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically forthe retraction orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which| | climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibition is unwarranted and lacks abasisin evid ence of adverse impact.| | submitted on this topic. Requeststo climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitmentto conservation, and climbers engage with the DNR in stewardship initiatives to considered duringthe master planning process, and decisions regarding
preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with conservation, climbingat a particularsite will be based onthe assessment of impactstothe
necessitating aspecial regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsider this provision and retract NR conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
45.13(1)(e). Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing language in NR 45.13(2)(c), which prohibits o ff-trail hiking, so that (NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding

319 prohibitions are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmental impact. This approach would ensure that rock climbing | | appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
istreated on par with otheroutdoorrecreational activities. Thank you foryour attention to this matter, and | hope you will considerthe merits of| | available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
my argumentduringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effective and equitableland management policiesin judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
\Wisconsin. requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits

provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
| see that the Caledonia Conservancy land is also Knowles-Nelson Stewardship land. lam wonderingif the DNR has prohibited huntingas an . - . .
320 . y P & P & At thistime, the DNR has not prohibited hunting on these properties.
NBOA on these properties?
Please do notallow hunting of any kind at Lapham Peak. Asa runner, hiker, skier, and mountain biker, | use the park quite frequently. | have . .
. . 8 y P L L ’ ’ o parkq L g v The department has removed rule language which would have established that
experienced running through areas where huntingis allowed and it creates a fear that takes some of the joy out of the activity. | have some blaze L . L
. . ) - L L archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
orange clothing to wear, but many do not. My kids do not. They also use the parkand tryingto navigate where huntingisallowed vs. whereiitis . . . . .

321 . . : . o o V1 feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will

not would be very confusing for them. Accidents happen while hunting. The deer populationissue should not take priority overanyone’s lifeor . .
o . ) . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for

theirenjoyment of our parks. Let nature take care of itself. If the deerherd getstoolarge, food sources will run shortand they will move on, or . .

. . . managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
die naturally. Please, lets not have arrows flying through the airin our parks.

. . . . I L . . The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| would not be in favor of any type of hunting at our beautiful state park. Ourfamily has been enjoyingall seasons of hiking, skiing, birding, and P L guag . .
. o ) . archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
322 relaxing at Lapham Peak State Park for almost 30 years. We do not wantto see hunters or theirkills or be afraid of hunters beinginthe park.

Please do notallow huntingto take place in Lapham Peak State park.

feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
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managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

323

It has come to my attention thatthe Wisconsin DNR wants to open the Lapham Peak Park to bow hunting. | understand thatthe intentisto lower
the deerpopulation. As someone who visits Lapham Peak Park 3 times a week | strongly disagree with this proposal. The parkisvery popular; any
type of hunting will affect visitor’s safety and comfort. Allowing any bow hunterwhois not a trained marks man presents dangerto visitors of the
park. The deer populationis notrestricted tothe park. Any deereliminated inthe park will be replaced by an animal from the surrounding area.
Again| feel thatallowing huntingin Lapham Peak Parkisa very badidea.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

324

| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically forthe retraction orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which
prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibition is unwarranted and lacks a basis in evid ence of adverse impact.
In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the DNRin stewardship initiatives to
preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with conservation, necessitating
a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsider this provision and retract NR45.13(1)(e).
Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing language in NR45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off -trail hiking, so that prohibitions
are appropriatelyimplemented based on evidence of adverse environmentalimpact. This approach would ensure that rock climbingis treated on
par with other outdoorrecreational activities. Thank you for your attention to this matter, and | hope you will considerthe merits of my argument
duringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effectiveand equitable land management policies in Wisconsin.

No changes are proposed inthisrule package that are directly related torock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted on this topic. Requests to climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
considered during the master planning process, and decisions regarding
climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
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The commentsindicate concern that changing the approval process forrock
collecting from a permitto written permission from the property manager will
make it easierforthis activity to happen, and thus, better facilitate the removal
of these resources. In the experience of department staff, on department lands,
the publicdoes not participate in rock collecting on awide scale. The change in
language represents the reality that DNR has not had a permit forthis activity
overthe time in which the previous code was active; DNR property managers
have allowed for this under written permission on a case by case basis. The
department does not monitorrock collecting at a statewide scale and written
permissionisthe best way to manage this activity at the property level. The
comments alsoindicate concernabout what appearsto be a proposal to
remove anumber of property types from what was a prohibition of collecting of
these resources. Howeverthe department feels that most of those property
typesthat have been removed can facilitate this activity. Regardless of property
type, individual property managers will evaluate collecting requests for
potential impacts. Regarding State Natural Areas (SNA), arevision was needed
to acknowledge that whilecollectingis generally prohibited, it can happenif
part of a research projectandis subjectto our SNA research permitting process.
It now states: “NR 45.04 (b) 3. No person may collect rocks, minerals or fossil
materials on state natural areas without first obtaining a state natural area
scientificcollector permit.” Thissection had to be movedintoa subsequent
section becauseitisa subdivision creation ratherthananamendmentforthe
publicreview process, butitwill stillend upinthe same place once

60




Thank you for the opportunity tocomment onthe rulesrevisions package regardingNR 1, 11, 45, 51, 115, and 116. | testifiedin personwithan
oral statement provided atthe Tuesday, December5,Zoom meeting hearing that took place at 4:30 pm. | am offering written comments here as
follow-up, and perhaps clarification, to the positions | presented at the hearing. lappreciate the WDNR’s efforts to take publiccomment on this
subject matterbothin personandinwriting. My comments will be centered on5issuesregardingrevisionsto NR45 only. Revision 11wishto
commenton: Regarding rocks, minerals, and fossil collecting on state lands, NR 45.04 General Rules currently states: On state property, rocks,
minerals orfossil materials may be collected fornoncommercial purposes, such as educational uses and personal collections, by hand or usinga
hand held rock hammer or similar device in accordance with the terms of a written permitissued by the manager of the property on which the
collectingis done. A collector may not remove more than 5 pounds of rock, mineral or fossil material per day from any property with a maximum
total of 50 pounds peryear. The permit may furtherlimitthe allowable methods and amounts of material collected. The proposed revision
(Section 27) reorganizes the provisions relating to rocks, fossils and mineralsinto a new collecting subsection and clarifies that they may be
collected with written permission of the property manager rather than a permit, which provides more flexibility to property managers and
prospective collectors. Inaddition the revision strikes the bold-typed wordingin the next paragraph from current rules and regulations:
Notwithstanding subd. 1., No person may collect rocks, minerals, or fossil materials on state natural areas, state wild rivers, state parks, state
trails, Havenwoods state forest preserve, state recreation areas, Point Beach and Kettle Moraine state forests, and any specificsite whichis
designated asanon-collectionsite by the department. The preceding paragraph, with its proposed, deleted bold-typed wording, opens
numerous state properties to more convenient collection of rocks, minerals, and fossils on state lands. Here are my thoughts on these revisions
regarding rock, mineral, and fossil collecting on state lands. Like otherfeaturesof our state,publiclands, rocks, minerals, and fossils are natural
resources worthy of protection from over-exploitation by individuals that threatens the greater publicinterestin preserving these natural assets
for generationstocome. Rocks, minerals, and fossils can all be considered non-renewable and once removed from publiclands, their place on
the natural landscapeislostforever. Itappears written permission will still be requiredin orderto remove rocks, minerals, and fossils, butifa
permitrequirementis more restrictive and provides more scrutiny asto whetherornot permissionis granted, | favor retaining the permit
requirementto preventthe removal of these items from state lands. It also appears that the new rul es revision will remove state natural areas,
state wild rivers, state parks, state recreation areas, and two southern state forests from their designation as non collectionssites and reclassifies
these areas as collection sites with written permission...if thisisthe case | strongly oppose that revision in the status for these lands. Revision 21
wish to comment on With the removal of trail cameras from listing as a personal property under NR45.04 General Rules, 3) Personal Conduct,
(m) Structures, the state is attempting to codify a policy of allowing the use of trail cameras on state lands that has beenin place andinaction for
overa decade, underthe guise of NRBapproval. Currentlaw’s wording regarding personal property no state lands reads: (1) Inthis paragraph, “
personal property" includes stakes, markers, orany otherobject which is placed with the intent of marking the location of a trap site except when
the season establishedins. NR10.01 forthat speciesisopenandalawfullysettrapis placed with the stake or marker. (2) Except as authorized by
the department, no person may construct, place, occupy or use structures or store personal property on lands subject to this chapter. This
paragraph does notapply to tents or canopies which are less than 100 square feetin area or othertemporary structures which are used for
recreational purposesandremoved by 11:00 p.m. of the day they are placed on the property. As current law stands, personal property would
include trail cameras. The proposed revised wordingto allow trail cameras on state lands reads: SECTION 44 reorganizes the personal property
provision to allow for trail cameras to be left on department property. SECTION 45 establishes that trail cameras are not considered personal
property for purposes of the prohibition onstoring personal property on department land. SECTION 47 establishes the policy for overnight use
of trail cameras on department lands, specifying that cameras must be properly marked with the operator’s contactinformation, that camera
placementand use cannot damage vegetation ordepartment property and that cameras cannot be placed in such a way to monitor other
property usersin certain areas designated for publicuse. SECTION 47. NR 45.04 (3) (w) is created to read: NR45.04 (3) (w) Trail cameras. A
person may place and leave trail cameras unattended overnighton departmentlands when all of the following conditions are met: (1) Trail
cameras are permanently and legibly marked in the English language with the name and address or department customeridentification number
of the operatorina mannerthatis clearly visible on the outside of the camerawithout needing to move or adjust the camera. (2) Placement, use,
or installation of the trail camera does not damage vegetation or otherdepartment property. (1) The camera’s location and entire availablefield
of view isonlyareas where huntingisallowed and is outside of designated use areas including designated trails, beaches, campgrounds,
buildings, roads, wateraccess points, and parking areas. Here are my thoughts on these revisions to exempttrail cameras from designation as
personal property and the limits placed on the storing of personal property on state lands. It appearsthat state policy has allowed trail
cameras on state lands where huntingis permitted forabout a decade, and this revision merely codifies that policy by removingtrail cameras
from consideration as personal property on state lands, since personal property can not currently be “stored” on state lands. | oppose this

incorporatedintoadministrative code. Thisshould address the confusion.
Concernisalso indicated about the removal of bones and specifically antler
sheds. While itis clearthat small mammals will chew on antlersand bones, itis
not clearifantlers are abundantenough (above othertypes of bony materials
and mineral-rich foods) to have asignificant effect on rodent populations, and
the department has notidentified research that has actually examined this
issue. Further, itisalsonotclearif antlercollecting, as popularasitis, has a
significantimpact onthe number of sheds remaining onthe landscape. Given
this, along with the enforcement difficulties associated with this activity, the
potential issues are not believed to be significant enough to warrantregulating
this activity at this time; changes to the proposed rules allowing this activity are
not suggested. The comments also note concern overthe removal of the
prohibition of petsin observation towers. However, that provisionis only
moved to anothersection of the code, so that prohibitions on where pets are
allowed are now in one location: the prohibition on petsin observation towers
will remain, justin a differentlocation. Finally, opposition to allowing trail
cameras on departmentlandsis noted.
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revision because | generally oppose the use of trail cameras as a tool to assistin the hunting of game species. Trail cameras, especiallyin their
most recentform, run counterto fair chase philosophies, like so many modern technologies that have changed how we huntand fish. Theirrapid
growthin popularity has outpaced any attempts toregulate their use and design, though some states like Arizona and Nevada h ave banned their
use during hunting seasons and at least5 more states regulate the wireless remote forms of these cameras. |1oppose Wisconsin rubber stamping
theiruse on state lands, and oppose exempting trail cameras from personal property status underthe current NR45 restrictions on storing
personal properties on state lands. Trail camerasare personal property thatshould be restricted on state lands asis currently dictated by existing
state law. Revision 31 wishto comment on The state is proposing that the prohibition of pets (dogs, cats, etc.) in observation towers on state
lands be removed from law. Currently, NR45.06 Animals. (3m) reads: No person may allow the person's dog, cat or otheranimal on an
observation tower. The proposed revision,in SECTION 68, eliminates the prohibition of petsin observation towers (moved to SECTION 66). Here
are my thoughts on this revision that would allow pets in observation towers on state lands. | oppose the delisting of “observation towers” on
state lands from their current status as facilities off limits to pets. Like buildings, restrooms, etc., observation towers are limited, confined spaces
where the potential for “petto pet” or “pet to person” conflictsis high and the elevated platforms and stairways pose increased risks forinjuries
should such confrontations occur. Current state law requires petleashes be no more than 8 feet on state properties. An8footleash allowsapet
to wander an area of about 200 square feet (20ft x 10 ft, if you need to picture that). Evena 6 footleash allowsforapet to wander 113 square
feet (alittle overa 10ft X 10ft). Though|am not privy tothe dimensions of every tower that exists on state lands, the math here would seemto
tell usthat a leashed pet’s “range to roam” on a stairwell or platforminvites unsafe conflict. Revision 4| wishto comment on Regardingthe
collecting of clean skulls, antlers, and bones on state lands, | was unable to find specific mention of the collection of these natural items currently
in NR45.04 General Rules. Underthe state’s proposed revision, SECTION 34 reorganizes the provision on collection of stems for trapping
purposes, establishes that both willowand aspen stems may be collected, and restricts the purpose of the collection to trap stakes and bait sticks,
which are the two predominate uses. This section also allows collection of stems for these purposes without written permission from the
property manager, as this type of collectionisvery limitedin scope. This section also requires a person who wants to colle ct seeds from
herbaceous orwoody plants to obtain a seed collecting permit from the department, as restructured from the note which was repealed (SECTION
25). This section also allows a person to collect the clean skulls, antlers and bones of wild animals from department lands, as long as an open
hunting season has been established forthat species and the speciesis not otherwise covered by state and federal laws protecting them from
collection and possession, such as endangered and threatened species and federally protected migratory birds. Here are my thoughts on this
revision that would allow the collecting of clean skulls, antlers, and bones on state lands. It appearsthereisno currentwritten, legal policy
regardingthe collection of sheds and other animal bones on state lands, atleast none that| uncovered. |couldn'tfind anything specifically
mentionedinthe current NR45, but | may be wrong.lam not necessarily opposed to the collection of bones from the landscape in general, at
least| wasn’tat one time when | taught science courses and occasionally collected specimens foruse inthe classroom. But like trail cameras, the
collection of bones, primarily antler sheds, has exploded in popularity to the point thatat least 2 states, probably more, limitand regulate the
practice. Concernswiththe stress placed on wintering wildlife as shed hunters comb the landscape regularly in areas of high wildlife use, coupled
with the impacts of the removal of this bony material so valuable as a mineral source to numerous small mammals, warrant we e xamine this
human activity forits ecological impacts. Therefore, until furthernotice, | would like to see the state explorerestrictions or regulations to such
collecting on state lands and would support prohibiting such collecting.Revision 51 wish to comment on My concludingcomments consider the
revisionin SECTION 143, which adds Kohler-Andrae state park and Point Beach state forest to the existing provisions for protecting the dunes at
\Whitefish Dunes state park. |applaud and supportthis move that extends provisions forsand dune protectionto additional state properties and
increased state-owned acreage. Thank you once again for the opportunity to commenton thisrulesand revision package forNR.1, 11, 45, 51,
115, and 116.

I’'m writing on behalf of my husband, two children, and myself to voice support for the proposed planto allow hunting at Lapham Peak State Park.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

326 Huntingisan important WI tradition and controlling the deer populationinthisareaisa huge need. CWD is prevalentinthe areaand we can feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
help manage it by hunting. pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
No changes are proposed inthisrule package thatare directly related torock
397 climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments

submitted on this topic. Requests to climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
considered duringthe master planning process, and decisions regarding
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| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically forthe retraction or revision of NR45.13(1)(e), which
prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibition is unwarranted and lacks a basis in evid ence of adverse impact.
In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitmentto conservation, and climbers engage with the DNRin stewardship initiatives to
preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with conservation,
necessitating aspecial regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsider this provision and retract NR
45.13(1)(e). Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing language in NR 45.13(2)(c), which prohibits o ff-trail hiking, so that
prohibitions are appropriatelyimplemented based on evidence of adverse environmental impact. This approach would ensure that rock climbing
istreated on par with otheroutdoorrecreational activities. Thank you foryour attention to this matter, and | hope you wil | considerthe merits of
my argumentduringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effective and equitableland management policiesin
\Wisconsin.

climbingat a particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisionson the best
available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
provision, the departmentis committed to developingacomprehensive rock
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
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| am writing to express my deep concernregardingthe proposed amendments to chaptersNR 1, 11, 45, 51, 115, and 116 of the Wisconsin
Administrative Code, particularly the prohibition of public nudity on state-managed lands. As an engaged citizen who values personal freedoms,
body positivity,and the cultural heritage of Wisconsin, | believe itis essentialto address the potential impact of these rules. Historically, naturist
spaces like Mazo Beach have played acrucial role in promoting body positivity, acceptance, and freedom. These areas have provided a platform
forindividuals to connect with nature, fosterasense of community, and embrace theirbodiesin anon-judgmental environment. The closure of
Mazo Beach in 2016 and the proposed amendments, signal adeparture from the values of inclusivity and cultural diversity that Wisconsin
cherishes. Asanindividual who resides outside the state butfrequently spends tourism dollars within Wisconsin, | must express thatthese
proposed amendments would reduce my inclination to visit. The allure of Wisconsin lies notonly inits natural beauty butalsoinits opennessto
diverse recreational activities. Restricting such activities may impact the state's attractiveness to visitors like myselfwho seek awelcomingand
diverse environment. Theserules have the potentialtoinfringe upon personal freedoms and recreational choices that Wisconsi nites hold dear.
The state has a rich tradition of respectingindividual liberties and embracing a diverse range of recreational activities. The proposed changes
conflictwith the principles that make Wisconsin unique, undermining the notion of personal responsibility and trustin our citizens to engage in
responsible recreational practices. Itis crucial to recognize that naturist activities are often characterized by asense of responsibility, respect, and
adherence to established norms. Such activities foster asense of community and camaraderie amongindividuals who share commo ninterests,
contributing positively to the cultural fabric of Wisconsin. During the recentvirtual hearing, a majority of publiccomments opposed the proposed
nudity ban, particularly Section 37. Thisindicates alack of publicsupportforthese rule changes. As engaged citizens voice their concerns, itis
imperative to considerthe diverse perspectives and values that contribute to Wisconsin and it's tourismindustry. | urge the Wisconsin
Department of Natural Resources to reconsiderthese proposed amendments and to engage ina more inclusive dialogue with th e public. By taking
into account the historical significance of naturist spaces, the impact on personal freedoms, and the responsible nature of naturist activities, we
can arrive at policies thatreflect the values of the state and preserve the diversity of recreational options available toits residents and visitors.
Thank you for yourattention to this matter. | hope that the department will considerthe concerns expressed by the publicand work towards a
solution that balances the preservation of the state's cultural heritage with the evolving needs and values of our community.

The proposedrule language has been reviewed in light of publiccomments
received on this topic. Adecision has been made by the departmenttoretain
the language as proposed.
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This property should be opento hunting. Over populationisahuge issue in this area. Being surrounded by private land, thes e animals will have
very little success surviving a harsh winter.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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No changesare proposedin thisrule package thatare directly related to rock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted on this topic. Requests to climb at specific SNAs will continueto be
considered during the master planning process, and decisions regarding
climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
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| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically forthe retraction orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which
prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibitionis unwarranted and lacks a basis in evidence of adverse impact.
In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitmentto conservation, and climbers engage with the DNR in stewardship initiatives to
preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with conservation,
necessitating aspecial regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsider this provision and retract NR
45.13(1)(e). Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing language in NR 45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off-trail hiking, so that
prohibitions are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmental impact. This approach would ensure thatrock climbing
istreated on par with otheroutdoorrecreational activities. Thank you foryour attention to this matter, and | hope you wil | considerthe merits of
my argumentduringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitmentto effective and equitableland management policiesin
\Wisconsin.

judgement. NHCisin the process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.

| am writing to advocate for proposed changesto the administrative code NR 45, specifically for the retraction orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which
prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibition is unwarranted and lacks a basis in evid ence of adverse impact.
In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the DNR in stewardship initiatives to
preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with conservation,
necessitating aspecial regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsider this provision and retract NR
45.13(1)(e). Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing language in NR 45.13(2)(c), which prohibits o ff-trail hiking, so that

No changes are proposed inthisrule package that are directly related to rock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted on this topic. Requests to climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
considered duringthe master planning process, and decisions regarding
climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding

331 prohibitions are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmental impact. This approach would ensure that rock climbing | | appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
istreated on par with other outdoorrecreational activities. Thank you for your attention to this matter, and | hope you will considerthe merits of| | available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
my argumentduringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effective and equitableland management policiesin judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
\Wisconsin. requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.

lam concerneq about hunt{ng |r.1 Lapham peak. | not against hunt_mg, my husband and 3 sons are all hunters..We livein Delaf|gld and myson’s The department has removed rule language which would have established that

house abuts with the park rightin the area that would allow hunting. We have several concerns. (1) The parkis often used by hikers, cross L . o

. . archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, in response to significant

country skiers and those on snow shoes. (2) A compound bow is deadly at 50 yards, crossbow can be deadly at 100 yards. (3) Hu nters may be . . . . .

332 . . . . ) feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
going through our neighborhood to track the wounded deer. (4) Hunters may choose to park in our neighborhoodand use our neighborhood . .

. . . . . pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
trails to accessthe park. (5) The huntingseason is 1/4 of the year. That isa verylongseason to be concerned about huntersin the woods and managing deerand turkev pooulations at Lanham Peak State Forest
safety of our dogs and children playingintheir own back yards. If huntingisallowed, please considerashortseason like they did at Nashota Park. ging ypop P )

Please reconsiderthe hunting plans for Lapham Peak.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
hery huntingisall f key, i ignifi
Who intheirright mind thinks thisisa good idea? Do yousee how many people and pets are at Lapham on any given day, atany arenery untmg 158 owed ordeerand turkey, in r‘esponse tosigni |cant'
333 . . . . . . . . feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
giventime? Thereisplenty oflandinthe lake country areafor hunting, there isabsolutely noneedforthisto be allowed in astate park! . .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
My family lives in Delafield which has direct access to Lapham. We have enjoyed many years of using the beautiful trailsin Lapham without the
worry of hunter’s possibleerrantarrows or bullets. | am requesting that you continue to NOT allow huntersin Lapham. | view ed the map of the
areas that hunting would be allowed and see that much of the ice age trails would be available. Thisisan areawhere hikers are allowed when The department has removed rule language which would have established that
there issnow on the ground so as not to damage the CC ski trails! Openingthisupto hunters posesadangerous condition forhikers and their archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, in response to significant
334 leashed pets! Whilethere are areas that would be restricted, the map is very confusing to navigate for both groups (hunters and hikers) - where feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

huntingisallowed, where it's not. Andwithoutthe map, most people don’tknow where the boundaries are between deeded land, the proximity
of private residences to Lapham, etc. lunderstand that, in general, thereis an overpopulation of deerhoweverlam requesting you do not open
Lapham to bow hunters and find an alternate means to decrease the heard due to the possible injury this could cause to hikers whichinclude
many children who should be allowed to explore the park withoutfear! | appreciate you taking my opinion into consideration and hope you

pursue a separate processtodetermine the most appropriate measuresfor
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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reevaluate your position!!

| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically forthe retraction orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which
prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibitionis unwarranted and lacks abasisin evidence of adverse impact.
In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitmentto conservation, and climbers engage with the DNR in stewardship initiatives to
preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There isno compelling reason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with conservation,
necessitating aspecial regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsider this provision and retract NR
45.13(1)(e). Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing language in NR45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off-trail hiking, so that

No changesare proposedin this rule package thatare directly related to rock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted on thistopic. Requeststo climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
considered during the master planning process, and decisions regarding
climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding

335 prohibitions are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmental impact. This approach would ensure that rock climbing | | appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
istreated on par with otheroutdoorrecreational activities. Thank you foryour attention to this matter, and | hope you will considerthe merits of| | available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
my argument duringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effective and equitable land management policiesin judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
Wisconsin. requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. Withregard to the climbing permits

provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock

climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.

No changes are proposed inthisrule package that are directly related to rock
| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically forthe retraction orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which| | climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibition is unwarranted and lacks abasisin evid ence of adverse impact.| | submitted on this topic. Requeststo climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitmentto conservation, and climbers engage with the DNRin stewardship initiatives to considered duringthe master planning process, and decisions regarding
preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with conservation, climbing at a particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
necessitating aspecial regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsider this provision and retract NR conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
45.13(1)(e). Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing language in NR 45.13(2)(c), which prohibits o ff-trail hiking, so that (NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding

336 prohibitions are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmental impact. This approach would ensure that rock climbing | | appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
istreated on par with otheroutdoorrecreational activities. Thank you foryour attention to this matter, and | hope you wil l considerthe merits of| | available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
my argumentduringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effective and equitableland management policiesin judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
\Wisconsin. requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits

provision, the departmentis committed to developingacomprehensive rock

climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| hike at Lapham Peak 4 times a week on both sides of HWY C. If you allow hunting, | don'tsee how | can continue to hike safely. So, | absolutely, archery huntingis allowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

337 positively objectto hunting of any kind in Lapham Peak Park. Please donotdo this horrible act. Sincerely, P.S. Why don'tyou have the feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
professional Rangers cull the deerherd? pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measuresfor

managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

Thisis a replytothe proposed resolution to open hunting at Lapham peak state park. Why only bow hunting? Why not rifle as well. We all know The department has removed rule language which would have established that
that the deerherdinthe areais way out of control. Near by business are suffering tremendous dollarlosses due tothe deer feeding habitsasare | archeryhuntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse tosignificant

338 home ownerslandscapes. All of these cost substantial dollaramounts to replace and are not covered by insurance. Sharp shooter have beenused | feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
inthe recent pastto control the herd. The use of firearms is the only effective means of control. Please state why bow hunting aloneisthe only pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measures for
thought on this problem managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

Hi, | justwanted to express my concernaboutthe DNR proposal to allow bow huntinginthe Lapham Peak. While itappearsthatthe DNR has a The department hasremoved rule language which would have established that

339 few safe places for normal park visitors to hike, etc., it doesn’tfeel safe forthe visitors. We all have learned of horrible mistakes that hunters archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant

have made with devastatingresults. Some hunters get overly excited by the huntand are desperate to geta deer my any means. That’swhenthe

feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
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results become disastrous. Hi, | just wanted to express my concern about the DNR proposal to allow bow huntinginthe Lapham Peak. While it
appearsthat the DNR has a few safe places for normal park visitors to hike, etc., it doesn’t feel safe forthe visitors. We all have learned of
horrible mistakes that hunters have made with devastatingresults. Some hunters getoverlyexcited by the huntand are desperate togeta deer
my any means. That’s when the results become disastrous.

One of the reasons forthe DNR’s proposal isthat there isan over population of deer. Whitnall/Root River parks had a simil arproblem afew years
ago, and hired trained sharp shooters to hunt deerat night. Many signswere posted anditseemsthatthe deerproblem was eliminated. My
husband and | love Lapham Peak and enjoy being able to hike in many of the parks trails. We feel safe and peaceful there. Rememberthatthere
are a lot of childrenthat hike in the park, along with dogs. It would be very distressing if any of the kids or pets were accidentally shot with abow.
Please reconsideryour proposal and don’t allow bow huntingin Lapham Peak. Thank you foryour consideration.

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant

340 | fully support allowing huntingin the park. feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

| live nexttothe park.| am opposedto openingup the park for bow hunting due to significant safety concerns. Asanimmediate neighborto the . .

park, | see the large number of individuals walking through the park on a daily basis. To suggest everyone should wearabrightvestor coat is The departmenF hasremoved rule Ianguagewhmh would have'es’Fa.bllshed that

. . . . . . . . ; . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

simply not practical. If there is a way to allow hunting only afterthe parkis closed would be a possible option but whois going to monitorthisif . . . . .
341 . . . . . . . feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

the parkis closed? Peoplewalkintothe parkall the time, notjustthrough the main entrance. The afterclosing option would have to be ; to det e th A ot ;

restricted toindividuals specifically designated and licensed. Delafield tried this afew years ago but was found to be cost prohibited. | guess fnuarri:eii Szre)ael;aasdp’crjflfes‘s % ilgiirg:wr;it L§ qu;iig;oszg:eiggsfures or

another possible option would be to designate a couple of days when the park would be closed forthe specificand only reason of hunting the ging ypop P '

deer.

| am writingto comment on the proposed bow hunting at Lapham Peak unit. If the DNR has determined that the deerpopulationistoolarge then

| support controlling the population. In generall do not support bow huntingat Lapham and | do not support the duration proposed. Ifit must be . .

. . - . . . . The department has removed rule language which would have established that
done | thinkthatit should be reduced to the minimum required to achieve the goal. If possible 2-3days. | am at the park to recreate 1-2 timesa P L guag . o
L . . ) archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant

week most of the year. | volunteerto make snow amongotheractivities andinthe fall and winterlam at the park 5-7 daysa weektoski. The . . . . .
342 - . . . . S . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will

deerare sotame | can't imagine thatyou won'tachieve the goal ina day or two. | also know that mountain biking was at one time allowed East of Ursue a separate brocess to determine the most abpropriate measures for

Hwy C. | believe partofthe reasonthisisno longerallowedis because of the large number of hikers and wanting to maintain asafe and enjoyable pmana in dZerandpturke ooulations at Laoham Pzzksr';ate Forest

environment. |wouldfeel unsafe running orbringing my kids to the park duringthis time. This park (unit) has been asafe place to recreate ging ypop P '

during huntingseason. Itwould be a shame tolose this.

Legislative members of DLNR Thank you foryour consideration of the following concerns. Overthe years | have spenttime In Wisconsinin the

enjoyment of the publicand private lands in Wisconsin. Some in nude activity, some clothed. Many in the more remote parts of publicland of

northern part of the state. | currently am in medical practice in Hawaii and have text books and personal experience of using the natural elements

of sun ,light, freshair, sound, and beingin natural areas naked for healing. Such conditions as tuberculosis, better control of diabetes, The probosed rule laneuage has been reviewed in light of bublic comments

autoimmune disorders, and mental illness, as well as maintaining general health and wellness can be managed with complete exposure of the 'p P . . & g‘ . 8 P .
343 . s L . received onthistopic. Adecision has been made by the departmenttoretain

body to natural elements. While some would be able to avail this treatment and self-healing in private locations, others would not have the the laneuage as broposed

access to private areas due to cost, time, orlimited location. Publicland access for being without clothingisimportant forfamilies, and guas prop )

individuals for health and well being. A legal question could also be developed. Would alimitation orrestrictions foraspecificgroup(those

desiringto be nudeina location where-by legal standardsit could be possible to be nude) be construed as a possible constitutional violation and

opento legal challenge. Please do notindiscriminately criminalize the normal natural opportunity forthe unclothed human body to obtain health

and well-beingin natural publiclands! Please do not made laws criminalizing being naked on publiclands! Thank you for yourtime.

| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically forthe retraction orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which | No changesare proposedinthisrule package thatare directly related torock
344 prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibitionis unwarranted and lacks a basisin evidence of adverse impact. | climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments

In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the DNR in stewardship initiatives to
preserve the natural areas they enjoy.There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with conservation, necessitating

submitted onthis topic. Requeststo climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
considered duringthe master planning process, and decisions regarding
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a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsider this provision and retract NR45.13(1)(e).
Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing language in NR45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off -trail hiking, so that prohibitions
are appropriatelyimplemented based on evidence of adverse environmentalimpact. This approach would ensure that rock climbingis treated on
par with other outdoorrecreational activities. Thank you for your attention to this matter, and | hope you will considerthe merits of my argument
duringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effective and equitable land management policies in Wisconsin.

climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteria regarding
requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

345 Thisis a great idea! Il hope it passes! (Note: this email was attached to a forwarded email about bow huntingat Lapham Peak.) feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate processto determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

Hi, | am a resident of Oconomowocand holder of two state park passes. | am writingto requestthathunting notbe allowed at Lapham Peak
State Park. It is difficult to find recreational lands in the fall that are not multi-use for hunting and hiking, etc. Lapham Peak State Park currently . .

. . . . . The department has removed rule language which would have established that

provides asafe area for both huntersand outdoorrec users. In thatthereis nohuntingallowedinadense and heavily used areaand therefore L . .
. . - . ) . . . archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
hunters cannot accidentally harm orkill someone. I specifically use Lapham Peakin the fall and winter because there is no hunting. The potential . . . . .
346 . . . . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
area marked for hunting onthe south side of the towerisa segment of the ice age trail that has heavy winteruse and would be dangerous for . .
. ) . . . . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
both huntersand rec users. Thisistoo dangerousand takes away usage from hikers like myself. 1already give up state forest, ice age trail . .
. . . . . ) . , . managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
segments, etcdue to huntinginthe fall. | am ok withthat- butwhere can | hike during hunting season that doesn’t put myself at risk? I’'ve paid for
this usage and now it is being put at risk.
No changes are proposed inthisrule package that are directly related to rock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
. . - . — L submitted onthis topic. Requeststo climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
Please acceptthis message infavor of proposed changesto Administrative Code NR45 that seek to protect access for rock cli mbing within State . . P d . P - .
S . . ) considered during the master planning process, and decisions regarding
Natural Areas. Members of the climbing community serveas strong advocates and stewards of conservation and the protection of natural lands. L ) . . .
. . . e . o . . climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
The current prohibition encoded in NR45.13(1)(e) imposes an unwarranted prohibition against climbing, which is not supported by evidence that . . . .
N . X . . R . . conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
climbing has an adverse impact onthe protection of these areas. There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with . L . .- .
. - . . . . L . ) - (NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
conservation, necessitating aspecial regulation beyond what applies to other recreational activities. | urge you to reconsid erthis provision and . ) o . L
347 . . . . - ) . e s appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
retract NR 45.13(1)(e). Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existinglanguagein NR45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off-trail hiking, . ) . . . .
L . . ) . . . available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
so that prohibitions are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmentalimpact. This approach would ensure that rock . I . . S .
L . . - . . . . judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
climbingistreated on par with otheroutdoor recreational activities. Thank you foryour attention to this matter, and | hop e you will consider the ) e . S .

. . . . . . . . . L requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
merits of my argument duringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effective and equitable land management policiesin . . . . .
Wisconsin provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock

’ climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| ; llow bow hunti fwhi 1d dturk thin Lapham Peak. Pastdue. butb | h archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

348 ease accept my vote of supportto allow bow hunting of white tail deerand turkey within Lapham Peak. Past due, but betterlate than never. feedback received during the public comment period. The department will

Count my vote as YES, allow bow hunting.

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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Dear DNR, | am writing to state my opposition to allowing bow hunting at Lapham Peak State Park. | walk with my dogin the park 3-4 timesa
week, and eachtime we find many families, older couples, and individual hikers on the trails. [t would be incrediblyunsafe forall of uswho enjoy

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

349 the park to allow hunting of any sort within park boundaries. It would also seem that hunters have plenty of otherland availableto huntdeer. feedbackreceivedduringthe publlcc?omment penod.The‘departmentwnl
Please do not allow bow hunting at Lapham Peak State Park. pursue.a separate processto deter.mme the mostappropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
No changes are proposed inthisrule package thatare directly related to rock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted on this topic. Requeststo climb at specific SNAs will continueto be
| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically forthe retraction orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which | considered duringthe master planning process, and decisions regarding
prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibitionis unwarranted and lacks a basisin evidence of adverse impact. | climbingata particularsite will be based onthe assessment of impactstothe
In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the DNR in stewardship initiatives to conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
preserve the natural areas they enjoy.There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with conservation, necessitating | (NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
350 a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsider this provision and retract NR45.13(1)(e). appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existinglanguage in NR45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off -trail hiking, so that prohibitions available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
are appropriatelyimplemented based on evidence of adverse environmentalimpact. This approach would ensure that rock climbingistreatedon | judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
par with otheroutdoorrecreational activities. Thank you foryour attention to this matter, and | hope you will considerthe merits of myargument | requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. Withregard to the climbing permits
duringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effective and equitable land management policies in Wisconsin. provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
351 | would definitely like to see lapham peak opened to bow hunting. feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
No changesare proposedin this rule package thatare directly related to rock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted on this topic. Requeststo climb at specific SNAs will continueto be
I am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically forthe retraction orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which | considered duringthe master planning process, and decisions regarding
prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibition is unwarranted and lacks a basis in evidence of adverse impact. | climbingata particularsite will be based onthe assessment of impactstothe
In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the DNR in stewardship initiatives to conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
preserve the natural areas they enjoy.There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with conservation, necessitating | (NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
352 a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsider this provision and retract NR45.13(1)(e). appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existinglanguage in NR45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off -trail hiking, so that prohibitions available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmentalimpact. This approach would ensure that rock climbingis treated on | judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
par with otheroutdoorrecreational activities. Thank you foryour attention to this matter, and | hope you will considerthe merits of myargument | requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. Withregard to the climbing permits
duringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effectiveand equitable land management policies in Wisconsin. provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
The photos below.taken at 1:45 PMon December7, 2023, der..nc.ttf.\e parkinglot at Hc?r.nest(_ead HoIIow§tthe tr:iulhead of the plantation trail at The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Lapham. The parkinglotappears 90% full and the area around it isfilled by young families with a gathering of children who appeared to be of L . .
kindergarten age.The area proposed for bow hunting, appears accessible from the plantation trail. How are dead deergoingto be removed from archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, in response tosignificant
353 ’ feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

the park? Will Young children see deerbeing dragged from the woods and loaded onto pick up trucks? How does killing turkeys improve things for
deer? Many current and past donors forimprovementsinthe park may have assumed thatit will not be a hunting ground. For many of us,
permitting hunting will be avery big change, notone for the better.

pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measuresfor
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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Please, please, please!! Maintain NO HUNTING throughout Lapham Peak. It’s the one safe and relaxing place | hike and ride my horse duringthe
many hunting seasonsin Wisconsin. Hunters have PLENTY of other places to do their “sport.” Can’t the rest of us have a sanctuary in this stressful

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

354 . - . ) . e feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
world? Mental healthisa bigissue these days. Lapham Peakis an enhancement to mental health. Please don’tturnitinto anotherkillingfield. We g P . P . P
. . . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
have enough of those. There must be other ways to control the deer population. Contraception an option? . .
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| am commenting on NR45 inregards to snowmobile trailsinthe Northern Kettle Moraine State Forest and request that they remain unchanged.
This great assetto snowmobilinghas beenin place since the 60’s and has served the community in many ways including bringin gin snowmaobilers
355 from otherareas to the NKM State Forest and surrounding businesses. The trails are maintained and groomed for winter use by our snowmobile Commentis noted and has been enteredintothe record.
clubas well as others. We work undera strict contract that has worked well as a partnership between the clubs and the NKM Stake Forest
management.
| reside in Waukesha. | saw in the Freeman that the DNR wantsto open Bow huntingat Lapham Peak. | am very opposed to thisventure. luse . .
. ) p g P . . yopp ) The department has removed rule language which would have established that
the park weekly to walk and hike with my dog, all yearlong. | specifically use Lapham asthereis no huntingthere and | don't have to worry about L . L
. . . e s . archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
someone shooting me or my dog. We enjoy comingacross deeras well, as well as otherwildlifelikethe turkeys. The parkis well managed, clean, . . . . .
356 . ; o . e . . . . feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
convenient, closetohome, andis well maintained. | don't wantto be hikingin the park with my dog if any person can be in there at the same time . .
. . . pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
withtheirbow. | would be very fearful for my safety. lunderstand that most hunters are safe, butthat is the problem, most, butnotall.... Please . .
. . . . . . managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
don't allow hunting forthe general publicat any time (including deer season).
No changes are proposedinthis rule package thatare directly related to rock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted on this topic. Requests to climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically for the retraction or revision of NR45.13(1)(e), which | considered duringthe master planning process, and decisions regarding
prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibitionis unwarranted and lacks abasisin evid ence of adverse impact. | climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impactsto the
In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the DNR in stewardship initiatives to conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
preserve the natural areas they enjoy.There isno compelling reason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with cons ervation, necessitating | (NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
357 a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsider this provision and retract NR45.13(1)(e). appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing language in NR45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off-trail hiking, so that prohibitions available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
are appropriatelyimplemented based on evidence of adverse environmentalimpact. This approach would ensure thatrock climbingistreatedon | judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
par with other outdoorrecreational activities. Thank you foryour attention to this matter, and | hope you will considerthe merits of my argument | requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. Withregard to the climbing permits
duringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effectiveand equitable land management policies in Wisconsin. provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina processthat includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse tosignificant
358 I am infavor of allowing bow hunting on parts of Lapham Peak. feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
359 feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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Hello. lam a resident of Waukesha County. Specifically, | in Waukesha8. | am writing to express my support to allow the rule change to allow
Archery huntingin Lapham State Park. | express this support with first-hand knowledge of the burgeoning deer herd in the Delafield area, as|
currently serve as the volunteer coordinator of the Town of Delafield Deer Management Program and | am the Waukesha Community Liaison for
the Waukesha County CDAC. | have participatedinthis programforthe lastfive years, and eventhough we have harvested in excess of 20deer
for each of those five years, we barely make adentinthe deerherdinand around Lapham Park. | will say, that while laminfavor of hunting the
Park, | can offersome cautionary insightsif you allow this to move forward. First, whilein our Town of Delafield Program, we try extremely hard
to make things as “Idiot-proof” as possible, people are still people and they do some dumb stuff. If there is any way to place some type of
“Restrictions” on participants who will hunt the Park, | would strongly encourage it Restrictions | would recommend; Mandatory in-person
training to hunt the Park Limited lottery or other meansto pre-screen participants, so thatthe general publicthatis against hunting doesn’t have
more ammunition based on bad behaviorfrom afew bad actors inthe huntYou could also do a “Pre-registration” of participants, so you know
who will be hunting. Second, because |l am certain you will be getting push-back fromtheill-informed, Safety-freaked, dog-walking crowd, you
could require a proficiency test to make sure people who huntthe Park are skilled enough to make clean, quick kills sowound ed animals do not
cause trouble forotherusers of the Park. Third, | would REQUIRE that hunters REMOVE ALL GUTS/ENTRAILS from the property upon harvest.
Again, based on the dog-walking crowd, | can’timagine that they would enjoy coming upon gut piles on the property, especially because no
hunting has happenedthere before. Lastly and probably mostimportantly, only allow huntinginthe Parkin areas that are away from dog-
walking, cross country skiing, and hiking trails to avoid user conflicts. NOTE: This will also allow for bettersuccess forthe hunters because people
won’t be walking through while they are hunting, thus causing animals to flee the area As | stated previously, | fully support the rule change to
allow Archery hunting fordeerand turkeys at Lapham Park and | am hopeful that this rule change moves forward. Additionally, | would welcome

an opportunity to discuss this further with anyone that would like my opinions.

Concerningthe DNR’s proposed deer hunt; | am totally against thisideaforthe following reasons: (1) A deer (in the majority of cases) will run well
over 100 yards when struck. Assumingitis a perfectkill shot. (2) A deerwill run much furtherwhen hitwith a non-lethalshot. (3) In both cases
there will be ablood trail, which will cross hiking trails at some point. (4) The gut and blood pile will draw otheranimals including Coyotes. (5)
NONE of thisis what the 600,000 visitors to the park each year would wantto experience, especially on afall or winter outing. DNRwardensora

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

360 professionalhuntercould remove what ever quotayou have setina matter of nights. | am knowledgeable of professional huntersthatare usedin feedbackreceived during the public c.omment per|od.The.departmentwnl
. . . . L , . pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
our county and how effectivethey are. | have beenandstillam an avid deer hunterand outdoorsman. | spend a | ot of time hiking Lapham’s trails managing deerand turkev populations at Laoham Peak State Forest
(yearround) with family and or my Black Lab. | realize the DNR has the obligation to offer whateverthey canto the license d deer hunters of ging ypop P '
Wisconsin. However, if common sense is used, thisis not the location andisa very disappointing plan suggested by our DNR!
As alongtime neighborand volunteer of Lapham Peak state forest I supportthe DNR’s positionto begin cullingthe deerherdinthe parkviaa The departn?entc hasremovedrule Ianguagewhlch would have.est.a.bllshedthat
. . . . . ) . archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
hunt. It should be determined by the DNR as to whetheritshould be carried out by DNR employees or by issuing permits to the public. Special . . . . .
361 . . . . . . e feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
attention should be given to the opinions of local DNR employees Colton Kelly, Jay Abts and Brian Fitzpatrick. They have intimate knowledge of . .
. pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
the park as well as many years of personal deer hunting. . .
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
I live in Milwaukee, WIwhichisfairly close tolapham peak and | agree with you guys foropening some of the park for archery only. However, | archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
362 think you guys should do a lottery style foraselectamount of hunters because of how limited the opento publichunting with archery only land feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
acreageis. pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
Hello, lam writing to you about the proposed huntingin Lapham Peak. This link https://laphampeakfriends.org/hunting/ states that the deerare The departmenF hasremovedrule Ianguagewhlch would have.est.a.bllshedthat
. . . . L . s archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
overpopulatedinthe parkand starving. lam not sure how turkey's go into the mix with starving deer, but| am writing to you to express my . . . . .
363 . . . ; . . . . . feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
opinion thatl am againstthisidea. This park is used by so many people for hikingand huntingis not suitable with the amount of peoplethat . .
. . . L . . . . pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measuresfor
could wanderinto harm's way. Please note that | am against huntingin Lapham Peakin Delafield, Wisconsin . .
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| understand thatthe DNR is proposing that Lapham Peak be opened to bow hunting during the normal archery season fordeerand turkeys. The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Currently, no hunting of any type is allowed at Lapham Peak. | am sending you this note to let you know that | am opposedto this proposal. archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
364 Lapham Peakis a busy park, enjoyed by countless individuals and families participatingin various activities. |would hate tothinkthatthe people | feedbackreceived duringthe publiccommentperiod. The department will

enjoying the park would be negatively impacted by open bow season. | understand that the reason the DNRis proposingthis actionisto prevent
starvation and overpopulation. |feel sorry forthese animals. We continue to develop land and push them out of their habitats. Then we want

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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them gone from our parks too. If you are certainthat such action is necessary because of starvation and overpopulation, won’t you please limit
these killing activities to certain time periods, and close the park at those times, sonooneishurt? Thisis done at Whitnall parkin Milwaukee, and
though notideal, al least peopleare not putin harms way.

| fully support the openingof archery hunting at Lapham Peak. | supportthe DNR’s effortto open more lands to archery hunters, especially in this

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

365 . ; R . . L feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
area. | frequent Lapham Peakinthe summertimeand believeitwould be agreat use to the publicto expand hunting opportunitiesin the fall. . .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
Please do notallow bow deer hunting at Lapham Peak State Park. There are so many people that use the trails, including myself and thatappears | The departmenthasremoved rule language which would have established that
to be a dangerthat none of us would like to be subjected to. Unbelievable to think that as we hike and ski through our favorite trails that we archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
366 would be riskinginjury orworse. Veryscary. Thereisa deerprobleminthis partof the state. | would think you could come up with other ways feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
to take care of this problem. I have deerin my yard in Hartland, but that doesn't mean hunting should be allowed here. Please use common pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measures for
sense and considerthe populous when attempting to solve problems. Thankyou. managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
To the DNR Board, | firstwould like to give you athumbs up on this opportunity forall huntersand citizensin Wisconsin. The more responsibility The department has removed rule language which would have established that
giventothe outdoorsmanand women will only create astrongerbond between wildlife, conservation, repopulation and agreater understanding | archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
367 of ourfragile environment. lamin agreement with the opening of Lapham Peak's west territory for bow hunting; with 2requests. (1) All deeror feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
turkey shotinthis special zone need toreport within 12 hours. (2) All gut piles will be bagged and taken out of the woods to a properdisposal pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
container. Thank you for yourtime. managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department hasremovedrule language which would have established that
Please donotopen up Lapham Peak to bow hunting. There is enough land available elsewherein the state already for this. Please keepitasafe archery huntm‘g 'S allowed fordeerand turkey, in r‘esponse to 5|gn|f|cant'
368 L feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
space for hikingwhere stray arrows are not a concern. . .
pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department hasremoved rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
369 | am currently the City of Delafield Chairman of our Deer Committee and strongly encourage bow and archery hunting at Lapham Peak. feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| live directly across from the park on Lapham Ln. "I Do Not Want To See Hunting AT THIS AWESOME PARK". Please do not make this parkinto archery huntm‘g |sallowed fordeerand turkey, in r‘esponse t05|gn|f|cant.
370 L , . e " feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
somethingitwas not meantto be....It'sawonderful parkjustasitis. |I'm proud of the way it's kept up by the rangers. . .
pursue a separate processtodetermine the most appropriate measuresfor
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The departmenthasremovedrule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
371 We are opposed to bow huntingat Lapham Peak Park. feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| am opposed tothe allowance of bow hunting within the bounties of Lapham Peak state park for many reasons. The biggestreasonisforthe
safety of hikers and pets. | own property adjacent tothe park and the proposed areathat isidentified for bow hunting, and regularly walk from The department has removed rule language which would have established that
my house to the park with my dogs, who look remarkably similarto a small deer. Hunting accidents happen all of the time and the loss of justone | archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse tosignificant
372 pet, or god forbid, one human, is not worth the risk. Allowing hunters access to the park would also likely mean cars and tru cks parking on feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

Lapham Peak Rd, whichisalready a narrow road. | also worry that hunters will wander onto my property mistakenly. | should not have tofeel
unsafe on my own property. | would suggest an alternate solution to the deer population problem, which is allow additional bow hunting tagsin
the existing hunting areas for doe only.

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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On behalf of the Consumer Technology Association (“CTA”), attached are comments opposing the proposed amendment to NR 45.04(1)(c) that
would add uncrewed aircraft systems (“UAS” or “drones”) into the list of flying related activities that are restricted in state parks and recreational

The department has reviewed the CTA comments and taken them under

373 areas. Asdiscussed below, the proposal is overbroad and preempted to the extentit prohibits drone operations over state parks and recreation ?:i\;':ﬁnrzent butdoes not plan to make any changes to the proposed language at
areas. See attachment, "CTA Comments NR45.04(1)(c) (120823)" '
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
I am hopeful youdon’topen lapham peak to hunting. The number of places people can safely hike during hunting seasonisvery small. This archery huntm‘g 'S allowed fordeerand turkey, in r‘esponse to 5|gn|f|cant.
374 . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
would take away one of the few options. Thank you for your consideration. . .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Hello. If Iheard my neighbor correctly, are you seriously going to enact this? | find this totally absurd & dangerous with all the trafficthere. I sure archery huntm.g 1S allowed fordeerand turkey, in r.esponse to 5|gn|f|cant.
375 . . e . feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
will notwalk norride across the road til thisis addressed. ..Cushing Park Rd. . .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| have bt.een an aV|d‘Lapham Peak Payrk userfor the past 31 years. Our property Ilpe isagainst Lapham Peakf property. The excessive gver The department has removed rule language which would have established that
population of deerin Lapham Peakis out of control. There israrely a day that | drive down Hwy C that | don’tsee a dead de eronthe side of the L . L
. . . . archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
road caused by a car/deercrash. The deereatthe pumpkins off my frontstep and ALL our landscaping. | am adamantly in favor of bow huntingin . . . . .
376 . . . S feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
the park to reduce the deer population. Itisinthe bestinterest of the deer, otherwildlifeand those of us who have to travel down Hwy Con a . .
) L, S . S . . . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
daily basis. I’'m happy to cooperate and assist with this projectin any way possible. This decision should not be up to those of us who use the managine deerand turkev populations at Lanham Peak State Forest
park, this decision should be inthe hands of the DNR who are trained to do what is best for the park property and the animal sthatit supports. ging ypop P '
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, in response to significant
377 | vote yesinagreementtoopen Latham Peak to bow hunting. feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measuresfor
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| am happy to have a chance to respondtothe proposed solution to the problem of too many deerat Lapham Peak. As one of the busiest parksin The departrr.\enjC has removedrule Ianguagewhmh would have'es’Fa.bhshed that
. . . . . archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
the state, the idea of allowing bow hunting seems like avery bad idea, and one that could cause great harm to the users of the park. | strongly . . . . .
378 . . o o . ) feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
oppose hunting at Lapham Peak when peopleare hiking, biking or skiingin the park. Could an alternate solution of closingdown the parkfora . .
couple of days and inviting hunters into the park be possible? pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
' managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Please support opening this property up to bowhunting. Wisconsin bowhunters have proven overdecades they canresponsibly share public archery huntm.g 'S allowed fordeerand turkey, in r_esponse to 5|gn|f|cant‘
379 . o . , . . . ) feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
ground with othercitizens without conflict. It would be greatto have a bowhuntingonly publicground option available here. . .
pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measuresfor
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
I am happy to have a chance to respondtothe proposed solutiontothe problem of too many deerat Lapham Peak. As one of the busiest parksin The departrrlmenjC hasremovedrule Ianguagewhlch would have'est.a.bhshed that
. . . . . archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
the state, the idea of allowing bow hunting seems like avery bad idea, and one that could cause great harm to the users of t he park. | strongly . . . . .
380 . L o I . ) feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
oppose hunting at Lapham Peak when peopleare hiking, biking or skiingin the park. Could an alternate solution of closingdown the parkfora . .
couple of days and inviting hunters into the park be possible? pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
) managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
I do believe the Deershould be hunted. Itwould be nice to have a limited time (3weekends ayear) orsomethinglike that, so runners/skiers and . .
. . . ) The department has removed rule language which would have established that
hunters are not crossing each other. | am a runner/skierand| do not want the frustration of the hunterwhen I run by and mees up theirhunt. | L . L
am fromlowa and they instead make the huntingin the parks available for Handicapped hunters. |think that would be greatas it would allow archery huntingis allowed fordeerandturkey, in response tosignificant
381 y g P bp ) g feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

easy access forthe handicapped hunter(could bringthemto the siteinan ATV) and an easy kill forthem as the deerare used to humans. My
fatherin-law teaches huntersafety in lowaand volunteers forthe handicapped hunts. He helpsthe huntergettothe site, helpsdirectthem soit
isa greatexperienceforthe hunteranda humane kill of the deer.

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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382

Thisis a commentto the proposed rule change allowing archery and cross bow hunting at Lapham Peak. | strongly oppose the proposed rule
change to allow archery and cross bow huntingin Lapham Peak. | am a sticker holderand use the Park regularly to hike, skiand snowshoe as well
as view the fall foliage. Allowing archery and cross bow hunting would interfere with my freedom to exercise, recreate and enjoy the outdoorsin a
relaxing mannerwithout worrying whether | will be shot by an arrow. Leaves on trees mask distance, direction and path, greatly increasing the
probability of mishap. If huntingis allowed during these fall and winter months, people would be forced to buy orange hunting clothingand hope
they will not be hitby an arrow. This increases stress and reduces recreational enjoyment. More likely, instead, many peo ple who regularly use
Lapham Peak will just not go there during the five designated hunting months especially those with disabilities and the elderly who use the
accessible trail. Archery and cross bow huntingin this unique area poses asevere risk to publicsafety, especially since the number of people who
hike, ski and snowshoe at Lapham Peak will be greatly increased when Lapham Lodge is opened. There are many otherlocations i n Wisconsin that
permitarchery and cross bow hunting of deerand turkey that do not infringe on the rights of those who are already using Lapham Peak and seek
to continue enjoying the outdoors without fear of injury or death from an arrow while hiking, skiing or snowshoeing. | am againstthe archery and
cross bow hunting proposal. Thank you. Delafield, Wisconsin

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

383

| have a home directly adjacent tothe proposed publichuntingareathat| believe to be a40 acre square inthe NE cornerof the park. | amin
oppositiontothe proposed changes for many reasons. Some of those reasons are: Reduction of safety while walking my dogs and horses(lam a
frequentuserof the park), My wife and children are frequent users of the park as well and have all expressed safety concerns, | already have
frequenttrespassers fromthe parkand | fearthisislikely toincrease, | believe there are better ways to control the size of the deer herd without
making such a huge and permanent change tothe park. Please don't do this!

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

384

| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically forthe retraction or revision of NR45.13(1)(e), which
prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibition is unwarranted and lacks a basis in evid ence of adverse impact.
In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the DNRin stewardship initiatives to
preserve the natural areas they enjoy.There is no compelling reason to assume thatrock climbingisincompatible with conserv ation, necessitating
a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsiderthis provision and retract NR 45.13(1)(e).
Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing language in NR45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off -trail hiking, so that prohibitions
are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmentalimpact. This approach would ensure that rock climbingis treated on
par with other outdoorrecreational activities. Thank you for your attention to this matter, and | hope you will consider the merits of my argument
duringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effectiveand equitable land management policies in Wisconsin.

No changes are proposed inthisrule package that are directly related torock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted on this topic. Requests to climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
considered duringthe master planning process, and decisions regarding
climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts tothe
conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
available science, the conservation values of the particular site, and professional
judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
provision, the departmentis committed to developinga comprehensive rock
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.

385

| wish to make publiccommentonthe proposed change inthe administrative code that will open the Lapham Peak Unit of the Kettle Moraine
State Forestto bow huntingfordeerand turkey. | use Lapham Park for recreation more than any other park in Southeast Wisco nsin. MANY
people do. The proposal toopenit to bow hunting will presentan unprecedented risk to the public. There are MANY places opento hunters. Do
not opena recreation area used by so many people of all ages all through the year. If there isan overpopulation problem seek other means than
by puttingthe publicatrisk.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

386

As a hunterof more that 25 years, please, PLEASE leave Lapham Peak closed from hunting. Are there too many deerin Delafield? Yes, without
question. Would I personallyhuntatLapham given the opportunity? Absolutely. Thatdoes NOT make ita goodidea. Talk to yourstaff, and they
will tell you that Laphamis one of the most utilized State Park’s in the system, and thisisincludes hikers, runners, and skiers of all ages, at all
times of the year. Asa hunter, | already find myself spendingtoo much time defending what | value to people thatdon’t understand the value of
hunting. Putting huntersinto Lapham Peak only will serve to create greater hostility and conflict between huntersand non-hunters. We don’t
needthat, and itwill NOT help usto increase our huntinglicense sales. Do | support opening additional state lands to hunters? Asageneral
position, absolutely. Dol supportdoinginin areasthat will only create hostility and angerinlocal communities? No, notevenremotely. As
hunters, we have a responsibility to not only behave ethically in terms of how we conduct ourselvesinthe field, butalsoin terms of how we
representourselves tothose who do not share our passion.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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Please consider this email as full Supportforadeerhuntaccess for bow hunters and crossbow hunters to the Lapham Peak Park system. Please

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant

387 considera lottery systemto limit the number of active hunters at one time, otherwise this willbecome areal challenge to maintain any sort of feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
quality hunting experience. | fearthat Harassers will be very active inthe areaThank you FormerlyaNashotahresident pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| am Waukesha County resident (please seeaddress below). lam vehemently opposed to any hunting at Lapham Peak. Lapham Peakis the one
safe park for hikers, runners, and the community to go outinto nature during hunting season without the worry of beingharme d. We deservea . .
P . ’ o . yrog§ . .g _g . v 8 . The department has removed rule language which would have established that
space that is safe. Inaddition, there are multiple safety concerns with allowing hunting at what is one of the most frequented parksinthe area. L . C g
- L . . . ) . archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
The amount of people that utilize Lapham Peak for activities such as runs, skiing, group hikes, bird watching, etc. all yearround makes this . . . . .
388 . . . ) . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
proposal incredibly unsafe forthe community. The proposed areas for hunting are too close to the trails and neighboring hous es. Please do not . .
. . . . . o . . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
allow this proposal to go further. The hunting community has dozens of trails and parksinthe area they can utilize during the year without . .
. . . . managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
concern. We inthe community deserve atleast one park that we can feel safe from harm and not worry aboutan accidentto ourselves, families,
and pets. This proposal isin my opinion, irresponsible and completely disregards the safety of those that utilize Lapham Peak.
I'm writing to urge you not to open Lapham Peak to hunting. Forthose of us who don't hunt, but enjoy hiking, photography, birding, etcthere . .
. 8 i . P P . . & . T .J v &P grapny, & The department has removed rule language which would have established that
aren't many places we can go infall that don't allow hunting. Fall is the best season to be out enjoying the outdoors. We have deerseasons that L . s
. . . . ) . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
basically runfrom September until January, whichis totally unfair to those of us who enjoy the outdoorsin fall. I live in rural Dodge County, we . . . . .
389 . . e . s . feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
have huntingall around us to the pointwhere itisn't safe to walk our dogs, so we go to Lapham to exercise them. It's ridiculous that now this area . .
. . . . . . . . s pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
too isbeing considered for hunting. The percentage of Wisconsinites who huntis much lowerthan those who don't, and personally, I'mtired of . .
. . . . managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
the hunting population being catered too. Please do not allow this to happen.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
390 Notin favor of openingto hunting, too many reasonsto list. feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
. . L . archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
Dear DNR, bow hunting or any type of hunting should not be allowed in this park. There are enough areas where killers can go & be psycho. Your y ‘g . . v . P 8 .
391 . LT . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
agencyis ingreat need of reform. Huntingis dying get with the program & change or the publicwill change you. . .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
. . . . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
| appreciate everything the DNR does to preserve ourenvironment AND the safety of those who hike our many trails. Please do not allow any Y '8 . . ¥, Inresp & .
392 . . feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
huntingin Lapham or the nearby trails. . .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
No changesare proposedin this rule package that are directly related to rock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically forthe retraction orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which | submitted onthistopic. Requeststo climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibition is unwarranted and lacks abasisin evid ence of adverse impact. | considered duringthe master planning process, and decisions regarding
In fact, the climbing community is known for its commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the DNRin stewardship initiatives to climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
preserve the natural areas they enjoy.There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with conservation, necessitating | conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
393 a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsiderthis provision and retract NR 45.13(1)(e). (NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding

Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing language in NR45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off -trail hiking, so that prohibitions
are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmentalimpact. This approach would ensure that rock climbingistreated on
par with other outdoorrecreational activities. Thank you for your attention to this matter, and | hope you will considerthe merits of my argument
duringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effectiveand equitable land management policies in Wisconsin.

appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
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engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.

I am fullyin support of bow hunting possibly being allowed in Lapham Peak. Bow huntingis statistically extremely safeand | have had personal
experience bow hunting publicparks that were also opento hikers, skiers, etc. and interacted with several of them while huntingand it was
almost always a positive experience. | know how diseasecan setin areas of overpopulated deerand as unfortunate asitis, reducing

The department hasremoved rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

394 overpopulated areasis necessary and bow hunting lets more people access an areathey might not normally have decided to visit/enjoy. Thank feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
you for his consideration andif any volunteer assistance is needed, | am completely open tothatas well. lama formerlaw enforcement, and pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
huntereducationinstructor, and lifelong hunter. I live in Elkhorn, but work in Waukesha and have numerous friends around Lapham Peak and managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
wouldlove tobe able to hunt near work/friends. Thank you and feel free to contact me for questions and/orvolunteeringto h elp get this going.
| don’tmind beingin a state park duringa hunting season, especially bow hunting, but Lapham Peakisused by a lot of peop le unfamiliar with the The departrr)enjc hasremovedrule Ianguagewhmh would have‘es’Fa.bllshedthat
dates of hunting seasons and the precautions that should be taken. | hike alot so always have bright orange hats and vestsin my car but most archery huntln.g |sallowed fordeer.'and turkey, in ljesponse t05|gn|f|cant.

395 e L . . . . . . - feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
people don’tthink of that. | especially worry about children in the park duringany hunting season. So, inthe case of Lap ham Peak, | don’tlike the . .
idea of allowing bow hunting. pursue'a separate processto deter'mme the mostappropriate measures for

managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
However, Laphamis quite small and heavily used. | doubtthere isenough of an area that would qualify for hunting use that would actually
accomplish a useful reduction of the deer population. Notto mention, deeraren’t stupid and will quickly figure out where is safe and where is
not safe. My neighborhood tried hiringsharpshooters butitdidn’t make any difference inforaging pressure. We’ve seennoreductionindeer. |
am very skeptical thisidea of allowing hunting at Lapham would accomplish anything. Also, it will impact my family’s quality of life. Currently, The department has removed rule language which would have established that
duringthe VERY longfall hunting season there aren’t many “wild” places where hikers and bikers, who are taxpayers and voters too, can archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

396 participate intheirchosen hobby withoutfear of some unskilled huntertakingthem out orhavingto remembertowear blaze orange. I've had feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
multiple instances where my hike turned into afearful situation, like hiking the Monches segment of the Ice Age Trail only to panicwhen| heard pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
nearby automaticrifle fire orwhen I walked underahunterina stand right off the trail. People neverobey rules;it’sjustafact of life. Inthefall, managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
my family and I tend to stop hiking the parts of the Ice Age Trail and rec land that allow hunting and focus on using Lapham since Fallis the best
time to hike and partake in nature. Hunters have the vast majority of rec land fortheir use; do they need to take our only safe haven too,
especially since itwon’tactually address the problem of deer overpopulation? Idon’tthinkit’sagood idea.
| was disheartened to recently read thatthere is proposed legislature in Wisconsin to make nudityillegal. It seemsthe Wisconsin Department of
Natural Resources would be the last place forthat kind of mindset (forcing whatis natural to instead utilize potentially unnatural elements to be
able to enjoyit). While ldon’t currently residein Wisconsin, I have grown up in the midwest and have visited ortraveled through Wisconsin
multiple times. | have wrestled with whetheror not| should comment on this, and what | should share that mightlead to a favorable outcome. |
know growingup in a multi-generational christian* family, that nudity was a confusing thingin my early years - when was it OK to be naked, when
was it not OK, and why was itnot OK? [*christian defined here asaindividualhavinga personal relationship with Jesus Christand regularly
engaging with the word of God - the Bible - not an individual that might occasionally attend a church or grew up in a house with others that might
attend church.] As I've gotten older (in my early 50s now) I’'ve heard comments from time to time of nudist camps, skinny dipp ing, etc. all of which
seemed ratherln.tngumg, butyet wrgng . FoII,owmg my divorce (and lots of ugly.ac:cusa'nons around sex?nd nudity) | s.tarted exploring more ' The proposed rule language has been reviewed in light of public comments
about what all this nakedness stuff mightbe. I've read several contemporary christian sites that make claims that the Bible opposes nudity, with a . . . L. .

397 received onthistopic. A decision has been made by the departmenttoretain

few scriptures referenced that painted asomewhat negative view of nudity. However, there are otherscriptures that also reference nudity, but
not inan opposingfashion (rather, just matter-of-fact fashion) and those passages are rarely ever brought up inthe commentaries regarding the
Bible and nudity. Aftermyinitial deep dive intothissubject onabiblical perspective, I've now read comments from language experts that claim
the one scripture passage most often referenced as the strongest (yet weak) evidence opposing nudity is actually being misinterpreted from the
original Hebrew and Greek scriptures to claim something otherthan what was actually being presented. Finally, I've also heard and read
testimony of many others (of both biological or geneticsexes) thathave found once they started e xploring naturism (nudity), the psychological
strugglesthey have had regardingthemselves orhow they viewed others subsided. [l just realized that | haven’teverread a testimony of
someone that found themselves further harmed due to nudity - something | can’t say regarding testimonies | have heard or read for those that
have engagedinthe LGBTQ++ lifestyles thatare so promoted invogue currently.] | personally have found that there is nothing more enjoyable
than to be able to enjoy nature as God created me. In more publicor popular naturist settings, | have found less desire to “gawk” at others

the language as proposed.
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because limmediatelysee them_, notwhateverthey are wearingand then beingleft wondering what they actually look like. 1have metand
enjoyed fellowship with other like minded christians thatalso enjoy being able to enjoy life as God created us (reference to Genesis Chapter1). |
have witnessed comments from “naturists” that | would say don’t correspond with a naturist lifestyle, butI’ve also witnessed equivalent orworse
comments from (textile) people (somethat think nudityis purely sexual - which isfarfrom reality). Clothinginand of itself (Iam sure) have not
prevented sexually inappropriate behaviors from taking place in areas (or situations) where such behaviorshouldn’t be happening. I’ve heard
rumors that the whole intention of this proposal is a misguided thought that banning nudity would somehow eliminate inappropriate behaviors.
In a similarfashion, most people missthatthere was ablood sacrifice in Gen 3:21 for the sins of Adam and Eve to then produce the garments that
clothed them (possibly aloving gesture forthem to hide the shame they now felt?), similarto the blood sacrifice of Jesus o n the cross forthe sins
of mankind to enable forgivenesstoall to be able to have a personal relationship with Christ upon acceptance of His sacrifice. Note that neither
of those actions (clothing orsacrifices) have eliminated inappropriate behaviors. | hope there is furtherthoughtinto the p otential implications and
unintended consequences of these proposed rule changes as | can only guess at whatthe intended desired outcomeis. | can say that myresearch
and personal experiences thus farhave yetto answerwhy it might not OK to be naked - outside of man-made regulations prohibitingit-and |
believethateliminating those regulations prohibiting it might allow for a mentally healthier population (and potentially a reduction in sexuality
related crimes).

| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically forthe retraction orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which
prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibition is unwarranted and lacks a basis in evid ence of adverse impact.
In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the DNRin stewardship initiatives to

preserve the natural areas they enjoy.There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with conserv ation, necessitating

No changes are proposed inthisrule package that are directly related to rock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted on thistopic. Requeststo climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
considered duringthe master planning process, and decisions regarding
climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding

398 a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsiderthis provision and retract NR 45.13(1)(e). appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisionson the best
Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing language in NR45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off -trail hiking, so that prohibitions available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmentalimpact. This approach would ensure that rock climbing istreated on | judgement. NHCisin the process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
par with other outdoorrecreational activities. Thank you for your attention to this matter, and | hope you will considerthe merits of my argument | requeststo climb at specificSNAs. Withregard to the climbing permits
duringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effectiveand equitable land management policies in Wisconsin. provision, the departmentis committed to developing a comprehensive rock

climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
No changes are proposed inthisrule package thatare directly related to rock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted on this topic. Requeststo climb at specific SNAs will continueto be
| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically forthe retraction orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which | considered duringthe master planning process, and decisions regarding
prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibition is unwarranted and lacks abasisin evidence of adverse impact. | climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impactsto the
In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the DNR in stewardship initiatives to conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
preserve the natural areas they enjoy.There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with conservation, necessitating | (NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
399 a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsider this provision and retract NR45.13(1)(e). appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best

Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing language in NR 45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off-trail hiking, so that prohibitions
are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmentalimpact. This approach would ensure that rock climbingistreated on
par with other outdoorrecreational activities. Thank you foryour attention to this matter, and | hope you will considerthe merits of my argument
duringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effectiveand equitable land management policies i n Wisconsin.

available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. Withregard to the climbing permits
provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
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| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically forthe retraction orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which
prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibitionis unwarranted and lacks abasisin evidence of adverse impact.
In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the DNR in stewardship initiatives to

preserve the natural areas they enjoy.There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with conserv ation, necessitating

No changes are proposed inthisrule package that are directly related torock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted on this topic. Requests to climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
considered during the master planning process, and decisions regarding
climbingat a particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding

400 a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsider this provision and retract NR 45.13(1)(e). appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing language in NR45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off -trail hiking, so that prohibitions available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
are appropriatelyimplemented based on evidence of adverse environmentalimpact. This approach would ensure that rock climbingistreatedon | judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
par with other outdoorrecreational activities. Thank you for your attention to this matter, and | hope you will considerthe merits of my argument | requeststo climb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
duringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effectiveand equitable land management policies in Wisconsin. provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock

climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will

engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific

administrative code proposals.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Do not allow any huntingany time, any where, in Lapham peak. Thisis the one refuge that exists for hikers without hunters! There are more than archery huntln.g |sallowed fordeerand turkey, in r'esponse t05|gn|f|cant.

401 o . — feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will

enough places for huntersto hunt. Let me take a hike in peace withoutsomebody pointingan arrow at me froma tree stand . .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removedrule language which would have established that
Absolutely not!!!! That would mean we could notsafely hike forseveral months! State parks are for hiking, walking, enjoying nature - NOT archery huntm.g 'S allowed fordeerand turkey, in r‘esponse to 5|gn|f|cant'
402 HUNTING! 11 feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measuresfor
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
Th h lel hich Id h lished th
| would like to show my supportfor DNRto approve bow huntingin Lapham Peak Park for these reasons: | have come close to hittinga deerwith € departmenF asremovedrule language w .IC would ave'es'Fa.b Ished that
. . . . . . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
my car many times and feel there isan overabundance of deerin the area. Hunters are required to take a safety classin orderto obtain their . . . . .

403 . . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will

license and I feel bowhunters are very safety conscious. Lastly, the Park should be shared amongst people who may have differentinterests. | . .
. pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
walk my dogthere almost every day and would feel safe with bowhunters. . .
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| disagree with the rules allowing deer pushing. | don’tthinkthat pushingdeershould be allowed. It’s notvery ethical. Pushingdeerdoesn’tgive | Deerpushing(alsoknownas"driving")is notcontemplatedin this rule package.

404 thema chance!! Ethical way would be sittingand hopingadeergoesbyyou. Pushingdoesn’tgivethe deeranychance. Also.Pushingisnotsafe | Thiscommentwill be shared with the wildlife program who would be most
as the people pushingdon’tknow where other hunters are inthe woods. Thanks likely to address this topicviarulemaking or otherwise.
| have lived in Town of Ottawafor 33 years and have visited Lapham Peak State Park dozens of timesin all seasons. lam comp letely against
al!owmg any huntingin this park. This has always beenaplace to hlkg, waII.< my dog, and visitthe Butterfly garden with my granddaughter The department has removed rule language which would have established that
withoutany dangerof bullets orarrows around us. We need a place like thisto escape hunters because the Waukesha county p arks and Kettle L . L

. . o . ) archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
Moraine state forest allow bow huntingand gun. Your stated reason to allow huntingisasham. That is, the deer population has grown too large . . . . .

405 . . S e . i feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
and they are starving. | have neverseen astarvingdeeranywhere in this park. Inaddition, the land was given by original owners to the state but . .

. . . - . g , . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
with no hunting/ trapping allowed. Thisis breakingthe spiritof thatdeed’srules. If absolutely needed, send in sharpshooters to cull the herd and managing deerand turkev pobulations at Lanham Peak State Forest
not have wounded deerrunningthe trails. Do NOTallow huntingin Lapham. Let itstay safe forall human and animals as was intended. The DNR ging ypop P )
has this responsibility!
| have resided in Muskego almost 30 years with my husband Richard. We daily utilize the Muskego Park and walk the woods, whichisabout 3 The department has removed rule language which would have established that
miles. | take pictures of the deertracks, almost had a fawn run into us this summer, saw two buck brothers bound infront of us lastyear, and have | archeryhuntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse tosignificant

406 seenbuckscrapesand rubsin fall seasons. I'm sure othersin Latham Peak live fortheir daily nature walk too. All my family and friends are gone, feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will

so seeingthe deerisagreat reasonto be alive. Also, we've seen waterfowl(I'm a member of Ducks Unlimited and the WI Waterfowl Group),
rabbits, and carried turtles back to the pond that were inthe roadway. Why kill the deerfor God's sake? Very sad forme. Unless thereis evidence

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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that they starve in winter, which I highly doubt, as evidenced by the browse and birdseed from feeders available and the high quantity of acorns
this Fall produced. I was sliding all overthe fallen acorns. | also want you to know that there are people that walk dogs off trail and at all hours at
the parks. You don't want a citizen or pet casualty! Also, this year| told the park staff about homeless menI've seenleave early with backpacks
and bags of stuff. Definitely homeless people. Again, could be mistakenforalarge animal. Itold the staffin Springa woman saw some man hiding
by a tree which unnerved her. | come from a hunting family, my husband is awonderful hunter. Just now, | made venison hamburgers. Thisissue
for meisall that | have mentioned. Please do not exterminatethese animals. | pray the DNR goesin a differentdirection. The deerat Lapham
aren't harminganyone. The parkis heavily used. Why kill the deerif they aren't causing trouble? I don't getit.

407

Please do notallow bow hunting, orany huntingin Lapham Peak Park! We love to hike there with ourgrandchildren and would be much too
worriedtogo if there mightbe huntersinthe park.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measuresfor
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

408

We are losing our natural safe areasto hunting. There is plenty of other places that people can hunt.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

409

Hello- | want to express my oppositiontoany hunting season to be held at the park. We use the park extensively year-round and | have major
concerns aboutsafetyif openedto hunters. Please keep the park free from hunting of any kind.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, in response to significant
feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

410

My family has always enjoyed the peaceful total nature experience of the park. Not all hunters are safe or respectful, unfortunately. | would
rather not have to worry aboutit whenalll want is a peaceful environment to de-stress. And the fact that hikers and skiers would have to
purchase different clothing to be safe from huntersis askingalot. There's plenty of other publichunting available elsewhe re. Keep our parks the
way nature intended, forhumans and wildlifeas well. Thank you forallowing commentary.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

411

Please do notallow hunting We live in Greenfield and love driving to enjoy this serene park. If you allow hunting u wil | destroy the amazing escape
we all desire

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

412

I am commentingin support of the title proposal (Section 140 of the proposed rule changes) to allow huntingin Lapham Peak.| am in favor of this
change to allow additional hunting opportunities.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

413

| am infavor of increasing the opportunities to huntinthe publicstate parks so supportan ideato have limited archery seasoninthe park.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

414

Neverforgetthatin 7 days of monitoringanude beach you gave 13 citationsforliteral publicintercourse, and that was an improvement from the
year before: https://www.buting.com/articles/wisconsin-nude-beach-stats-exemplify-seriousness-of-sex-crime-charges/ | believe people should
be allowedto do things that don't hurt others, but anyone who claims thisis entirely nonsexual are either lying or misled. The peoplewho desire
these places have already demonstrated their desires with almost 2 citations per day average and no child should be subjected to suchan open

The proposedrule language has been reviewed in light of publiccomments
received onthistopic. Adecision has been made by the departmenttoretain
the language as proposed.
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door to perversion. We've already documented the awfulness that comes to kids putin those situations, even if they aren't directly abused. Until
they can get theirsex addicts under control, it's an unfortunate reality for these people that they need to have theirfreedoms so squashed that
the must... wearclothes??ldon't see how anyone could care about showing their nuts so much that they're willingto open th e door to child
abuse butthat's the world we live intoday ig Every nudist I've everinteracted with has gone out of their way to be disgusting towards me, it'sno
wonderwhy only 20% of nudists are women. When asked about why they wantto do it, the most common responses | goton the largestonline
nudism platform were about the thrill of exhibitionism and multiple stories about being caught by beautiful women. It's obvious to me thatfora
majority of people involvedit's nothing more than akink, and no children should everbe involved in that. Since it would be wrong to make
outside achild-free zone, the best option | canseeis just... make people wearsomething. It's not that hard to cope with thatthey shouldn't care
so much Thanks for listening, I'm sorry those people made it such afreakout.

For the better part of human history exceptforperhapsthe last hundred fifty years. Non-sexual nudity was both common and necessary in every
day life. Wisconsin has historicbeen aligned to a positive approach to non-sexual at Maxi Beach, providing the opportunity forthose seeking body
acceptance and the expression of one’sindividual rightsto do so freely. The proposed rule change, aligns more closely with an oppressive and

The proposedrule language has beenreviewed in light of publiccomments

415 controlling state than one which values freedom fought for, defended and protected since the founding of our nation and the state of wisdom. | received on this topic. Adecision has been made by the departmenttoretain
do notsupportinappropriate or sexualized nudity broadly expressed and unavoidable by others. However, there is no socially beneficial purpose | the language as proposed.
to generally restrict non-sexual socially nude practice in secluded and designated spaces among consenting individuals. If one is offended in these
limited places overtone’s eyes or choose anotheramong location from the vast expanse of textile only places.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| am a Wisconsin resident residingin Sheboygan. lamin support of allowing hunting at Lapham Peak as | believeit can greatly reduce accidents archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, in response to significant
416 and deerincidentsonthe interstateclosestto Lapham peak.lam a hiker, but not a hunteryet. | believewe all should coexist and respect the feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
great outdoors. Hunters should be allowed to hunt there as well if it helps the population. pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
I live in Brookfield WI53005. | do not think bow huntingonthe park groundsisgood idea. | explore the park weeklywith my dog. | feel like | The department has removed rule language which would have established that
wouldn'tfeel safe if there are hunters onthe property. | have been goingto Lapham Peak for 20+ years. | had many meaningful conversations archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
417 with my children while hiking those trails. My middle son decided he wantedto get his degree in environmentalscience at UW-Whitewater feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
because of all the hiking we did at Lapham Peak. What I'm trying to say isthat | probably will find a safer place to hike if huntingis permitted pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
there. Are there othersolutionstoyourdilemma? managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| am aware that there are high numbers of deerat Lapham Peak and that is problematicfor the forest. | don’t need to tell you how heavily this archery huntm.g |sallowed fordeerand turkey, in response t05|gn|f|cant'
418 . . . . . . . . feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
park isused. Surely, there is abetter way to solve this problem without putting thousands of peopleatrisk. Thisisa real ly bad idea! . .
pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
Th h lel hich Id h lished th
| am againstthis. Justrode horseback with a group of 9 there in November. Beautiful park. Saw two hunters with dogs and they were bird € departmenF asremovedrule language w .IC would ave'est‘a‘b Ished that
. e e . . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, in response to significant
hunting, didn’tthink that was allowed. Heard gun shots. Thatis frightening to horses. Also- bow hunting can cause severe injury to people, dogs . . . . .
419 . . . . g . L feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
and horses that use the park. There was an instance ina Wisconsin park where abow Hunter shotand injured ahorse while beingridden on the . .
. . . . ) . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
trails. The horse had to be put down!! Notall hunters are ethical hunters with skills. Please do not allow hunting of any ki nd in this park. . .
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
My addressis Delafield Wi 53018. In my opinion as a hunter, the WIS DNR should find abettersolution than 3months of bow huntingdeerina archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
420 much utilized State Park. My suggestion would be to employ sharp shooters overaweekto cull the deerwiththe park closed. The venison then feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
could donatedtofood banks. | agree with heard cull, as | live inthe area, and don’t enjoy the deer damage of my property. pursue a separate process todetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| come from a huntingfamily, and as| do believe we have a problem with ourdeer population numbers. | do not believe making lapham peak archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
421 publicland for bow hunting unless you would be closingthe park to trail users. Thisis purely asafety concernfor park users and | would hate to feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

see someone injured by a hunterwith poor judgment.

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

79




I am firmly against bow hunting in Lapham Peak State Park. The park is used by hundreds of people asan areain the midst of metropolitan
expansioninwhich they can hike and bike in a natural, safe environment with their families and pets every month of the year. Having huntingin
the park would destroy that and endangertheirlives. Furthermore, the park preserves the oak savannah ecology that once dominated this part of
the state. Having hunters tromping through the grass prairie would destroy the native prairie plants and upsetthe de licate balance of the prairie
ecology. There are innumerable other areas for hunters to satisfy theirarchaic, visceral desire to kill innocent beings. Why do they needto add

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant

422 . ) . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
Lapham Peak Park to theirbloody list? If the argumentis that the deerherd needs to be reduced, there are humane ways of doing so without gtnep . P . P
. . ) . . L X pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
havingto kill the animals. The Humane Society of the US has proven through years of research studies thatinjections of PZP (porcine zona managing deerand turkev pooulations at Lanham Peak State Forest
pellucida), animmunocontraception vaccine can prevent female deerfrom getting pregnant and reduce the deer population by 40 to 60 percent. ging ypop P )
The application of a little science and alittle effort on the part of the DNR could easily resolve any problem of deerover-population. Huntingin
Lapham Peak State Park is not safe and is not necessary!
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
. i . . . . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
Do not allow any huntingany time, any where, in Lapham peak. Thisis the one refuge that exists for hikers with out hunters! There are more than Y ‘g . . y . P & .
423 o . o feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
enough places for huntersto hunt. Let me take a hike in peace withoutsomebody pointingan arrow at me from a tree stand. . .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
Hello Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources - Allowing hunting with deadly weaponsin public parks and natural areas by a small minority of
citizens who use deadly weapons to kill for entertainment unfortunately excludes a majority of Wisconsin citizens. Havingtowearan orange vest
just highlights the very real danger of bad judgement and deadly projectiles that can easily travel beyond the sight of the shooter. Many people
don't know when hunting seasons startand end and shouldn't have to. They end up goregoingvisits to parks and natural areas where hunting
sometimes occurs. Thats notshared use. In orderto be fairto a majority of citizens, a majority of Wisconsin publicparksand natural areas
should not allow any hunting yearround. | am a Wisconsin Master Naturalist who helps organize and lead free family friendly public nature
outings every weekyearround. People lovethembut|frequently hearconcerns about fear of taking nature walks if hunters might be nearby. |
have personally been shotat more than once when huntersaimed at something between usand didn'tsee me. Familiesand kidsona nature
outing |l led a week agowere very concerned about gunshotsinan area half a mile away where hunting was permitted. Someone withadeadly
weapon potentially using bad judgement and projectiles travelling beyond their sight creates avery real life and death fear for prole trying to
enjoy time in nature, even on well travelled trails, regardless of statistics about the relatively smallfrequency of 'accidents'. Peoplegamble towin
with lower odds. Its what they feel that matters. The actual and reasonable fear on the part of many citizens of risks of bei ngaround hunters
deniesalarge majority of nature lovers the opportunity foryearround enjoyment who would otherwise be doing avariety of other eco-friendl . .
- 8 iR . . PP y .y . J .y . - L & o Y . . v The department has removed rule language which would have established that
non-killing, non-consumptive highly popular nature recreation activities enjoyed by all ages like birding and hiking. Alliwing hunting effectively L . L
revents many people fromvisiting their own public parks and natural areas. No one should have to puttheirlives atrisk of someone's bad archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, in response tosignificant
424 P ) feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

judgementwhois usingadeadly weapontokill forsport, no matter how rare the accidents. The non-hunting majority of the Wisconsin public
needsto have MOST of our shared publicparks and natural areas to have NO hunting, to keep them accessable for nature recreation yearround
to truly realize the publicvalue of our parks. | therefore opposethe proposed rule change that would allow bow huntinganywhere in Lapham
Peak State Park forall of the followingreasons: The Friends of Lapham Peak State Park group oppose this proposed change that would allow
huntinginthe park. The random patchwork of land that the DNR isrecommending being opentoarcheryis not realisticforeventhe mostethical
hunterto stay within. Hunters most certainly will be tracking and retrieving wounded animals all over the entire State Park and neighboring
private properties. This creates conflict, confusion, and reason for concern. The small staff of the park currently would not be able to reasonably
enforce oraddress the safety concerns of visitors. The DNRwould need to add additional staff and Conservation Wardens. The areas suggested
for hunting (Homestead Hollow, Tower, & the Westside Prairie) are too close to incredibly popular hiking trails used by families and dog owners as
well as cross-country ski trails during the busiest time of year. This goes against all logicfor safety. The horse trails on the Prairie Path pose a
particularly dangerous risk fortrail riders. Justin 2020, a horse in the Southern Kettle Moraine State Forest was shot by a bowhunter while under
saddle onthe trail with a group of several riders. Thisregulationis wide open for “archery for all animals” for the entire archery season that runs
from Septemberto February. This fartoo long of a time that would impact the visitor experience forall recreational users f oralmost half the year.
Especially, aftersignificant efforts and investments have been made to make the Lapham Peak a winter destination forall of Southern Wi with the
snow making and the future Lapham Lodge. Thank you for consideration.

pursue a separate processto determine the most appropriate measuresfor
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeer andturkey, in response to significant

425 I am a land owner of 6 acres that boarder the park and do not want hunters near, or on my land to endanger my family. feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

No changes are proposed inthisrule package thatare directly related to rock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
. . . - o . . . submitted onthis topic. Requests to climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
With the upcoming proposal for changesorretractionto NR 45.13(1)(e) that prohibits rock climbing, I’d like to submit my brief thoughts and . . P d . P .. .
. . . . . S . . ) . . considered during the master planning process, and decisions regarding
commentsin support of a revision orretraction to this restriction.Climbing can and does align with conservation o f delicate environments, and as L - . . .
. . . . S I climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
an important recreational activityforalarge part of Wisconsinites it should be thoughtfully accommodated within orlaws. The work of the . . . .
. - . . . . . . conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
Wisconsin climbers association, as well as national groups such as the access fund have worked together with parks to assist with maintenance . . . . .
. . . L . S } . (NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
projects, erosion management, and general protection to the areas that the climbing community use here in Wisconsin. The restriction of all . ) o . -
426 L . . . appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
climbingis not part of a path toward responsible use of these areas. | firmly feel that we can and should assess ourimpacts and ensure we protect , ) . . . .
) L . . . available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
our natural areas forgenerations tocome, but the blanket restrictionin place is, frankly put, simple avoidance of the thou ght and care the ) . . . o .
N . . . . . . . . judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
climbing community deserves and a misunderstanding of how climbersinteract with our natural resources. In summation, | am advocating forthe . e . S )
. . . . - . S ) requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. Withregard to the climbing permits
proposed changestothe administrative code NR 45, specifically forthe retraction orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e). Give the climbing community the . . . . .
. . . . provision, the departmentis committed to developing a comprehensive rock
opportunity to be stewards of the environment, and help protect these amazing recreationallands. L . . . .. I, . .
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
| was born and raised in Dousman and have been hunting deer since 1983, almost all of which was in Waukehsa County (with agun up to 2000 as
wellasa bow). | have seenfirst-hand the deerpopulation explode as well as the number of hunters and safe (forall) hunting opportunities
whitheraway. Incollege at UWSP, | studied wildlife, and as part of that course, we learned alot about deer, from a scientific perspective, notjust
a hunter's perspective. |am a current State Parks sticker holderas well, and use Lapham peak a few timesayearfor hiking. Itisa great park.In
addition, | also have taken part in the city/town sponsored bow hunting programs by the City and Town of Delafield. Inthe lastthree years, | have
taken 1 deerthrough their programs. We know that deertoday have adaptedto live in very small areas, amongst people, especially on larger lots
with small woodlots orsignificant tree lines. The proliferation of the invasive exotic buckthorn exacerbates this problem exponentially because
for deerthatlive nearhumans, itis 'out of sight, out of mind'. They do notrespond to human odorthe same way deerdoin the open country or
north woods. Itis worth noting that much of the Town of Delafield and bow hunting program takes place on the former Ethan Al len Boys School . .
. . & . &prog P v The department has removed rule language which would have established that
property, directly adjacent to much of Lapham Peak. This program has been successful, and to my knowledge has astrong safety track record. L . L
. . . ) . . . archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
The high deerpopulationtakesitstoll on gardens, the environment, and on our personal safety. InOctoberthisyear, mysisterstrucka deerin . . . . .
427 . . . . ] feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
Delafield, atfull freeway speed, on 194 and totaled hercar. Thiswas about 1/4 mile from Cushing Park road. Again, right nearLapham Peak. It has . .
. . . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
been my experience, and | am sure that of others that Lapham Peak serves asa deep pool of deer, which move outinto other parts of the area. managine deerand turkev bopulations at Lanham Peak State Forest
Really asource community (similarto Chenequa). Inaddition, the Park accommodates heavy population densities, exacerbating the problems ging ypop P '
with automobile accidents, Chronic Wasting Disease, and even Covid-19. | feel that the best solutionto reducingthe deer herdinthe greater
Town of Delafield and more specifically Lapham Peak SP has two components. First, astate/town/city-sponsored hunting program, modeled on
the programs of the City and Town of Delafield. Thiswould put peopleinthe park physically harvesting deer, but also putting pressure onthe
deerto vacate viathe overall hunting activity. Second (and perhaps forthose who do not huntbut wantto do their part to reduce the herd) isa
program to wipe out buckthorn. Since the semi-urban deerlikewe have rely less ontheir noses tosignal safe/dangerthan theireyeballs, itis
necessary toremove the line-of-sight barrier that buckthorn poses. What once were beautifulwoods you could see deep into are now extremely
thick scrublands. Deercan hideinjustaboutplainsighta short distance away. |am happy to discuss any of this furtherif youlike. Thankyou for
your time and consideration.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
428 More publichuntinglandis whatwe need to keep the youth interested and involved in hunting! Keep up the good work Wisconsin DNR! feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
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I am an avidtrailrider. Iride boththe Northernand Southern trailsand Loew Lake. All these trails allow huntingwhich I’'mnotopposedto butl

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, in response to significant

429 do tendto forgoridingthese trails during hunting season as do many riders. Allowing hunting at Lapham would eliminate the chance of “worry feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
free”riding . Please donotadd Lapham Peakto the list. pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| am concerned about allowing bow hunting at Lapham peak. Itisa veryheavily used park for cross country skiing. The parkinglots are very full archery huntln.g |sallowed fordeerand turkey, in r'esponse t05|gn|f|cant.
430 . . . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
on the weekends with lots of use. Irealize some areas will be restricted but the trails cover the park. . .
pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
hery huntingisall f key, i ignifi
| am a frequent hiker at Lapham. Your hunting map Intersects my most frequented trails. Is there away you can shorten the time for a hunt, mark arenery untm.g 158 owed ordeerand turkey, in r‘esponse tosigni |cant'
431 . ve . feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
it very clearly forthe specificdays, ornotdo it at all. . .
pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measuresfor
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| wholeheartedly oppose bow hunting of deerand turkeys at Lapham Peak State Park. The parkis extremely busy with hikers, skiers, families, etc | archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse tosignificant
432 and hunting would compromise their safety. While | appreciate the challenge of controlling the animal population, | believethat publicsafetyis feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
more important. Plus, if you opento hunting, you won’t get as many people comingto the park, and therefore less revenue. pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| oppose the proposed rule change that would allow bow huntinganywherein Lapham Peak State Park that | frequent often!!!! - the strong
friends of Lapham Peak State Park oppose this proposed change - it’s a random patchwork of land beingrecommended thatis not practical for
huntersleadingto likely conflict & confusion and UNSAFE situations forthe MANY hikers, families, nature lovers, dogs - the park small staff would . .
.. . . The department hasremoved rule language which would have established that
not be enough forany enforcementand to ensure a safe visitor experience.....means much more expense and staff?? - the proposed hunting L . s
L . o . L . ., | archeryhuntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
areas are way too close to busy XC ski, hiking, dog walking trails; it’s a crazy proposal (driven by special interest hunting groups??) - the horse trails . . . . .
433 . . . L . . . feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
on the westside of the park are anotherdangerousrisk to riders and theiranimals; remember the horse killed in the southern unitby a . .
. . . . . ). . i . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
bowhunterin 2020 which also could have been arider!! - this ‘archery for all animals’ is way too long of a season and impactsthe desired winter managing deerand turkev pooulations at Lanham Peak State Forest
recreation XCski demand from a broad visitor base; make snow and build anew lodge so that more recreational users can be put at risk?? | hope ging ypop P )
this crazy proposal is eliminated quickly. Thankyou, P.S. ljust bought my state pass which | have had for decades....l hope notamistake with
some mis-guided DNR policy being considered.
| strongly supportthe DNR’s proposal to open portions of Lapham Peak to archery hunting for deer and turkeys. Our state has a rich history of
huntingand conservation, and opening this publicland to the additional use of hunting would honorthat history. | understand there are members
of t.he publicwho maY b? concerned aboutsafety. To them| V\{ould pointoutthat archery hunting |s‘|ncred|b.ly.safe, withalmostno huntlng The department has removed rule language which would have established that
accidents reported within the state overthe past5 years. But if the DNR feels the need to compromise on thisissue, safety could be increased by . . C
g L . . . . archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
(1) requiringthatall shots be taken from an elevated position (i.e. no hunting from the ground) and (2) only allowing vertical bows (i.e. no . . . . .
434 . . . . Lo o ; N feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
crossbows). The benefits of this plan outweigh the costs. The risk to safety is minimal. The benefitsinclude increased publicenjoyment of the . .

. . . . . . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
land, increased economicactivity to local businesses, and increased revenueforthe state (inthe form of more archery tags sold). But perhaps managing deerand turkev populations at Laoham Peak State Forest
mostimportantly, this move would further the goal of conservation. Waukesha County reported the most deer-automobile accidents in the state ging ypop P )
thisyear. And Lapham Peak has such a high concentration of deerthat diseases such as CWD must be of concern. The most responsible and cost-
effectiveway to conserve thisresource isto allow publicarchery hunting.

We write to oppose the opening of certain lands to bow hunting at Lapham Peak State Park. We live one-mile south of the park along Highway C
and althoughthere are many deeralong Highway C that live in the State Park and we understand the deer-car collision problems, our biggest The department has removed rule language which would have established that
concernif bow huntingisallowedisthe unfound arrows with openrazorblade tipsthatare leftunderthe leaves andin the s hallow dirt after archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

435 passingthrough the deeror aftermissingadeer. There are hikingand ski trailsin all of the areas that huntingwould be allowed. With 600,000 feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

thousandvisitorsinthe park every year, someone orapet issure to step on one of these arrow tips which will lay waiting for decades. Too much
potential danger. We are also concerned that a wounded deer will often travel 100+ yards before lyingdown. If one crossesintothe deed
restricted hunting areas that comprise most of Lapham Peak as well as neighboring private lands, which is very likely given the small size and

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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location of the proposed open hunting areas, the huntercannot pursue and the animal will be lefttorot. Thiswould be waste of an animal and
not a good scene or smell for hikersand skiers. Please do not open Lapham Peak to hunting. Thankyou.

The department has removedrule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

436 Please do notopenthe park for hunting. Itisthe only "safe" place to hike during hunting season. feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

| use Lapham Peakona regularbasis. | hikethereinthe summerandfall and XCskiin the winter. I have enjoyed hiking all of the trails including
th tain biking/h ils, | il ki trail th houtth k. H f I h kf
‘e'moun al'n bi |Tg/ orse trails, Iceage trails and every ski trail t 'roug ou't e park. Hundreds of peop gperdayon taverage use the par 'or The department has removed rule language which would have established that
hiking/running/skiing. 1 have looked atthe proposed map of huntinglocationsonthe property. Itlooks like theyare in areasthat have trails L . L
. . . . L ) . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
winding throughthem. I can't imagine allowing bow huntingin any of those areas. My neighborhas allowed bow huntingon theirproperty. | . . . . .
437 . L . . . ) feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
understand the need forhuntingand thinning our deer population. My neighbor had to stop the bow hunters because there was anissue with . .
. . . . . . . \ pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
several arrows going stray and almost hittinga house and deer getting hitbut ended up hobblinginto adjacent land that hunting couldn't be done managine deerand turkev populations at Lanham Peak State Forest
on. It seemslike averybad ideatoallow huntinginanarea that is used so heavily by hikers. Why notbringinsharp shootersto thinthe heardif ging ypop P '
thereisan overpopulation? That could be done at controlled timesand very precisely. Please do NOT allow hunting at Lapham Peak
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
I’'mrespondingtoa notice justreceived fromafellow horse ownerand rider. The bridle trails protected from huntinginthe Lapham Peak area are | archeryhuntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
438 special andloved. lam 81 yearsold and this protected area allows me to continue to be on trails that are safe formy old horse and me! Please feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
continue to protect thisarea from hunters. pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
In an effortto Recruit, Retain and Reinstate, the DNRrepeatedly shootsitselfin the foot. Arecent report shows that non-consumptive sports and
recreationin Wisconsinis bringingin the big money to the state, while interestin huntingis on the wane. The hunting demographicis aging out
and people nowadays wan’Fto enjgythe outdoorsinotherways. T‘hat‘lsthe presgnt afnd future.‘As someone w‘ho hlk.es all the Wa ukesha' County The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Parks, state and county, tryingto figure out where and when huntingis allowedis quite confusing and off putting. With Lapham Peak beingsuch a L . .
. . . . . archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
heavily used parkina populated county, conflicts and accidents are only a matter of when, notif. | follow the WDNR Facebook page where . . . . .
439 ) L ) . " " feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
hunters are your own worstenemy. They will never be appeased, asis evidenced in their steady stream of sarcasm laced comments all “aimed” at . .
) . L ) . . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
DNR policy and rule making. They turn every post, no matterhow benign, intoasoundingboard for theircomplete disdain for the agency. The managing deerand turkev pooulations at Lanham Peak State Forest
real supporters of the agency, if you would only notice, are the advocates, who truly care about Wisconsin’s environment and wildlife. Opening ging ypop P )
Lapham Peak State Park to huntingis a very bad ideathat will dissuade the hikers, skiers and horseback riders who enjoy it asthe gemand place
of respite thatit was meantto be.
As someone who useslapham Peak onaregularbasis, openingitupto huntersisnota goodidea. With all the park hasto offerand the new The department has removed rule language which would have established that
pavilionthatis beingbuilt, increasesin usage isagiven and adding huntingis justaskingforan accidentto happen. Ontop of the issues with archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
440 families, skiers and runners, the deerwithinthe park are used to seeingand being by humans. You can run right by them and they don'tgive move | feedback received duringthe publiccommentperiod. The department will
an inch. Seems unfairand unsportsmanlike to kill an animal that doesn't even know they are being hunted. Overall, adding huntinginto lapham pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
Peakisa horribleideaand | hope that the conversation ends here. At least givefamilies a place to go without havingto worry about hunters. managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
I am infavor of hunting West of County C in Lapham State Park. But afterlookingatthe West side of C it would have to be on somethinglike a archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
441 permitbasis. To hunt the East Side it would have to be limited toarchery or cross bows only again on a permitbasis and very specifictime slots feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
due to the higheruse by the public. pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| am writingtoimplore you notto allow bow huntingfordeerand turkey at Laphman Peak State Park in the Kettle Moraine Forest. Aswithover The department hasremovedrule language which would have established that
600,000, | hike the area almostona weekly basis. Allowing huntingwould make itadangerous forthose of us who enjoy the park. Itshouldalso | archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse tosignificant
442 be noted that the Park is used on a regular bases for field trips for 4th graders learning about Wisconsin topography, some of whom have never feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will

had the opportunity tovisitaforestsetting. Above isjustafew reasons whyyoushould notallow bow hunting at Laphman P eak State Park.
Thank you for your consideration.

pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measures for
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443

This letteris to add to the list of extremelyconcerned park users of Lapham Peak regarding along hunting within the very tight trail network.
Logistically, thereis almost no opportunity to actually take ashot, 100 yardsin any directionis on a trail or private property. Thisisnotthe
wilderness. Peoplewill be hitwith arrows, there is zero question. Trails cross and intersectin every direction. Bringin s harpshooters to cull the
herdif thats necessary. Much saferand keeps this wonderful park available to users others than hunters. Which is what would happen, because
thereisno where totake a legal shotin the area proposed, its al within feet of trails and private property. But shots would be taken, people will
be hurt and killed, and the parkandits revenue gone. Please do not allow this. Use the sharpshooterapproach. You barely have rangerresources
to begin with, this would be an out of control nightmare ata very popular park.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingis allowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

444

| am a frequent user of Lapham Peak. | hike and ski at the park.I’m alsoan avid bow hunter. | thinkit’sa good ideato allow Bowhuntingin
permitted areas. | would add that | think there should be adrawing for permits foran additional costto get a tag for the area.| would then use
those fundsto fund other park projects. Otherwise, | believe that the amount of bow hunters out there would make things dangerous and it
would be sloppy. An occasional harvested deer would not be a problem, but havinga bunch of wounded deerinthe parkandfamilies havingto
deal with the nature of that situation on their Sunday morning hikes would be very unfortunate. That kind of thing may still happen with limited
tags, but | think the frequency would be farless.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

445

| strongly oppose the hunting proposal for Lapham Peak. | fully understand we have adeer problem. Please consider other options for deer
control. Lapham Peak Park is Largestand most widely used parkinthe Milwaukee Metro area providing asafe haven during hunting season.
Lapham Peak Park has always beenthe go place where people feel safeto bring their families. There hasto be a better option. Close the park to
allow trained shooterstogoinand get the job done. If needed two orthree times ayear. | think the Arboretum stillfollows this. Arboretum “deer
management program” employ sharpshooters at night — away from trails — to thin the deerherd to protect vegetation. The prairie side of the
Park: Ownersallow dogstorun free. (almostimpossiblefor DNRto monitor) Yesterday | looked off in the distance and saw what | thought were
two deerfrolicking through the high grass. Found out they were two very large golden retrievers. With ayoung child running behind. WE need
trained hunters hired specifically for this purpose. Not just any hunterwho signs up. The publicdoesn't know if a visible hunterinthe treeis
mentally stable. Justdead wrongto put our publicin this fearful situation. Especially with all the mass shootings. Please preserve one of the only
large publicparks providing asafe haven from the fear of being shot during hunting season. Other options below. Below from the Humane Society
How can we control deer populations humanely? Wildlife fertility control offers ahumane way to manage deerpopulations. Researchers have
developed methods of deer “birth control” —ways to keep deer from reproducing. The Humane Society of the United States hasfocused on one of
them: PZP (porcine zona pellucida), animmunocontraception vaccine that can keep adult female deer from becoming pregnant and has reduced
deer populations by as much as half. Surgical sterilization or ovariectomy is another option for humanely controlling deer po pulation growth.
Althoughitisexpensive,itneed only be done one time. Removingthe ovaries oralarge enough percentage of an area’s does has been shown to
reduce deer populations by as much as 45%. Immunocontraception: PZP PZP works by causing an immune reaction in does that blocks sperm
fertilizing eggs. Unlike some fertility control vaccines and methods that cause undesirable behavior changes, PZP simply prevents fertilization.
Most importantly, because PZP is a natural protein, like all other proteins found in animals, itis safe to use and will not harm animals. PZP can be
deliveredto adultfemale deer by hand or remotely using darts shotfrom a dart gun. Recentimprovementsinthe PZP vaccine now preventdeer
from having fawns for up to three years with just one treatment. This significantly reduces the time needed to dart animals and so the costs of
treating deer. Since the 1990s, the HSUS has conducted several successful PZP immunocontraception research projects on deer. Here are the four
biggest: Fire Island National Seashore (FINS) was the HSUS's original deerstudy site. The primary goals there were to see whether more than 200
deercould be darted each yearand to the effectiveness of PZP on what had been a growing deer population. The deer were easily darted and the
immunocontraceptivealone was showntoreduce adeerpopulation overtime. The HSUS also used PZP overa period of 20 years to treat the deer
on the fenced campus of the National Institute of Standards and Technology (NIST) in Gaithersburg, Md. The number of deer col lisions
dramatically decreased, the remaining deer became healthierand the deer population growth rate fell, despite the fact that urbanization and
development around the facility caused constant migration of new deeronto the campus. Overa five-year period of darting deeron Fripp Island,
S.C.,with PZP, the deerpopulation decreased by nearly 60%. In addition, the remaining deerwere healthier. Residents were pleased and the
numberof human deer conflicts fell. An eight-year study in the New York City suburb of Hastings on Hudson, N.Y., showed that PZP could reduce a
deerpopulationinanareathat was notbounded by wateror by a fence by as much as 50 %. The terrainin Hastings on Hudson was challenging,
with close togetherhomes and rocky hills, but researchers managed to dart more than 60 percent of the does. The treated does stayed in their
territories and kept new, untreated does from movingin. The study showed that two shots given overa period of two and half years can prevent
fertilization forup tofive years.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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Please say YES! | live adjacentto the Parkand | can tell you that the deerand the turkey are destructive to property and become increasingly
hungry as the winter progresses. We spend considerableamounts to protect ourtreesand plantings from annihilation. | have obtained DNR
nuisance permitstoremove afew turkeys who like to poop on dry surfaces (walks, driveways and patios). We have to play hops cotch to get to our
cars. My grandchildren are notfree tobe in ouryard due to the aggressive nature of the herd of turkeys and theirdiseaseridden poop. They peck
at theirimages onwindows, doors (ruining screens) cars (scraching paint) They knock over birdbaths and jump on anything that collect water.
While lunderstand they were here first, | also understand there is plenty of room and food in the park to supporta reasonab le population of both

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

446 deerand turkey. Culling the herdsis essential and considerate fortheirwell beingas well. | have witnessed both turkey and deerfight forthe few feedbackreceivedduringthe publlcc.omment perlod.The'departmentwnl
. _— . e pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
seedsthatfall from my bird feeder. There are years that come February you can count the deer"sribs. We have cooperated withthe City’sdeer . .
. . . . L managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
culling program foryears by allowing a tree stand on our property forauthorized bow-hunting. It has never caused a problem orincident. Hunters
are responsible peopleand know the rules. Unfortunately, itis not enough as bow huntingis difficultand the needed proximity of the huntedisa
deterrenttoa effective harvest. Please we strongly urge you to expand the areato be both effective in producing asustainable herd and lessening
theirsufferingasawholeinour Wl winters. Thank up foryour consideration.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Please do notopen up Lapham Peak for bow hunting. This park is used by many non-hunters. It would impacttheirsafety. Itisnotworth taking | archeryhuntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse tosignificant
447 the chance of anyone beinginjured. Please drop this consideration. If you have any questions about this request you may contact me viathe feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
information provided below. pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| am writing to state my opposition to the proposed changes to NR45.13 (18) which would allow the DNR to designate areas where huntingdeer
and turkeys can occur within the Lapham Peak Unit — Kettle Moraine state forest. Lapham Peakisa highly utilized suburban park and the addition
of hunting within the park forthe entire bow season does notseemin keeping with common sense publicsafety. Inaddition, openingupthe park | The departmenthasremovedrule language which would have established that
duringthe entire bow season seems excessive —and also coincides with increased people trafficforfall hiking, Friends of Lapham Peak fund- archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
448 raising events and winterskiing. 1do propose that If the deerpopulation gets excessive inagiven year, the Department could consider closingthe | feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
park on specificdays and timesforthe herdto be culled. Yearsago, | seemtoremember Havenwoods State Forest using sharp shooters. Botton | pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measuresfor
line —from SeptembertoJanuary | don’twant to hike, skiandjustbe in the woods alongside hunters. Idon’twantto have towear blaze orange managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
or put petsand childrenin blaze orange in orderto be seen by hunters. There are notenough “safe” feeling placesinthe world anymore —please
keep Lapham Peak feeling safe forvisitors.
We are residents of Waukesha County and both use Lapham Peak for walking, hiking, and, for myself, cross country skiing. We annually
purchase the yearly sticker, and | purchase the ski trail pass. We are donors, and even have planned fora gift after our passing. WE OPPOSE
OPENINGANY AREA WITHIN THE STATE PARK FOR THE GENERAL POPULATION OF HUNTERS.. IN OR OUT OFSTATE. TO CULL THE HERD, WE The department has removed rule language which would have established that
HIGHLY PREFER THAT YOU USE WARDENS WHO WILL RESPECT THE LAND, WILL BE ON DUTY, WILL CLEAN UP REMAINS AND WILL BE LESS LIKELY archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse tosignificant
449 TO BE ALCOHOLIMPAIRED (PLEASE BE PRACTICALHERE!). ITIS ALSOa MUCH SAFERSOLUTION FORSOME OF THE SAME REASONS!! Negotiating | feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
and marking "huntable" and "non-huntable" areas will be a nightmare.. who knows, somebody may have family members out forthe firsttimeto | pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measures for
experience the family tradition!! | support general hunting, and culling the herd.. BUTNOT IN LAPHAM PEAK Philosophically, the areaisintended | managingdeerandturkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
to be as natural as possible and opentothe publicfor most of the year.. with only professionals supervisiing its upkeep, ESP WHEN IT COMES TO
RIFLES WITH SIGHTS !!
| would be against expanding bow huntinginto Lapham Peak. With all the publichunting grounds and park designations already in place for bow The department has removed rule language which would have established that
and gun hunting| see noreasonto create another. Regardless of whetherthere are designated and restricted areas withinthe proposed area, the | archery huntingis allowed fordeerandturkey, in response to significant
450 safety concernsto people and pets e, g, hikers, skiers, dogs should be considered, not to mention just the feeling security f or the aforementioned | feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
(it'snice to be able to use the park without having to be continually aware of either stray shots or encroaching on a hunter). Please considerthe pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
users and supporters of this park year around and let them have at least one sanctuary without worry or concern. managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| am writing to state my opposition to the proposed changes to NR45.13 (18) which would allow the DNR to designate areas whe re huntingdeer
and turkeys can occur withinthe Lapham Peak Unit — Kettle Moraine state forest. Lapham Peakis a highly utilized suburban park and the addition | The departmenthasremoved rule language which would have established that
of hunting within the park forthe entire bow season does not seem in keeping with common sense publicsafety. Inaddition, openingup the park | archeryhuntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse tosignificant
451 duringthe entire bow season seems excessive —and also coincides with increased people trafficfor fall hiking, Friends of Lapham Peak fund- feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

raising eventsand winterskiing. | do propose that if the deerpopulation gets excessivein agivenyear, the Department could consider closing the
park on specificdays andtimesforthe herd to be culled. Yearsago, | seemtorememberHavenwoods State Forest using sharp shooters. Bottom
line —from SeptembertoJanuaryldon’twant to hike, skiand just be in the woods alongside hunters. Idon’twantto have towear blaze orange

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
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or put petsand childrenin blaze orange inorderto be seen by hunters. There are notenough “safe” feeling placesinthe world anymore —please
keep Lapham Peak feeling safe forvisitors.

452

| am a hunter as well asa Waukesha county citizen. My family has enjoyed hikingin Lapham State Park numeroustimes. |recently became
aware that the DNRis entertaining a pkanto allow deer hunting in Lapham Peak parkin certain areas of the park. My houghtsand comments
are: 1. Asa crossbow hunter, | would take advantage of hunting opportunitiesinthe park. | currently participate inthe Delafield deer
management program. |thinkitisa successful programthat provideslocal hunters with recreational opportunities as well as assistingin deer
herd management. 2. |believe myselftobe a good hunterand conservationist. As a hunter, there is nothingmore importantto me than
protecting and preservingthe natural resourcesthatlenjoyimmensely. | am quite certainthat all of my hunterfriends and acquaintenances
share the same sentiment. Asa participantinthe Delafield deer management program, | am very particularabout followingthe rules setforth by
the Ciy of Delafield knowing other members of the publicenjoy the areas aswell. 3. With that said, | believethat careful thoughtshould be
appliedtosucha plan. | understand that huntingwill only be allowed in certain are as of the park. | thinkit might be wise to provide guidance as
to where a dearshould be properly gotitout and how itshould be dragged out. | am thinking that they should be cutitout at a minimum. A
certain distance from hiking trails and probably should not be dragged out on hiking trails. I’'m not sure how that would work, but | think some
hikers would notlike to see ahunterdrag out a dead deer. | don’t know the park well enough to provide further guidance, but perhaps someone
more familiar with the park layout might be able to provide some ideas. | think that using hunters to help with deer managementisagreat idea.
It’s just that certain rules and limitations probably need to be in effect when hunting occurs near areas that are enjoyed by non-hunters. | would
be happy to discuss my thoughts about this potential program or the Delafield program that | have participated in with anyone who would like to
have more information from ahunters perspective. My contactinformationis below.

The departmenthasremoved rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

453

Hello, lam a resident of Waukesha County, specifically the Lake Country area. | am writing to show my support forthe rule change to allow
archery huntingfordeerand turkeysin Lapham Peak State Park. It is quite obvious that our area has an abundance of deerandin some cases,
theyare a nuisance. Beinga participantforthe last5 years and now a volunteer coordinator forthe last 2 years forthe Town of Delafield Deer
Management program | do have cautionaryinsightsto share. First off, as we attempt to control the deer populationin the tow n of Delafield, we
are limited toasmall amount actual area we are able to hunt/harvest deer. Right now, we have pe rmission to have stands on the Ethan Allen Boys
School Property and a few othervery small tracts of private land. Aswe get some calls forother small propertiesin which residents complain
there are too many deerand are a nuisance, we need to get permission from other properties surrounding these. Itis not always easy because us
as hunters seemto portray a negative image toalot of people. Tosome, itisthe blood and gore they do not want to see, some are concerned
aboutsafety, and others have just had bad experiences with “hunters” inthe past. Below are my insights.... -Mandatory Safety Training. Just
because someone has passed the state mandated hunter safety coursesin the pastdoes not mean they follow the rules at all ti mes. The park has
avery high population at any given time of people participatingin otherrecreational activities. An extra above and beyond training module or
power point presentation pointing out possible park specific safety hazards should be implemented. -Number of hunters/Identification. Lapham
Peak would be a premier place to huntand will generate interest from alot of hunters, inthe pastyou needed towearaback tag while huntingin
the state of Wisconsin, whilel am opposedtothisfor the general hunting population | feelinasituationlikethis it expressesasense of
accountability because the hunters on the property would be able to be identified by any non-hunter participatingin other activities or other
huntersif there may be any rule violation. Thiswould also mean that there would need to be a documented list of hunters that would be
approvedtohunt onthe property. | believethatlimitingthe number of hunters thatare allowed to participate onthe propertyisalso crucial. An
application process should be implemented so you know whois using the property forthese activities. Limiting the number of hunters that are
usingthe property will also limit the number of hunter/non hunterinteractions. In the Town of Delafield program hunters book huntsonan
appointmentregistration website. Thereisalimited number of “stands” on each property and we know who and whenis huntingon any of the
propertiesatany giventime. This way when there are problems/complaints or violationsitis easy to identify who the indi vidual was, and we can
deal with the situation. -Removal of gut piles/entrails. After harvestingadeerthere is waste thatis not the most preciousthingtoseeinthefield.
Non-hunters usingthe park forother activities are not goingto wantto see or smell the guts/entrails of the deeror have theirdogs eating
anythingthey shouldn’t. Thisis a requirement for our properties we have Town of Delafield sanctioned stands on for our program. This removes a
lot of the blood/gore people are goingto see. This seems to be a major complaintalong with people’s concerns with their safety on some the
Facebook posts aboutallowing hunting onthe property that| have seen posted.-Proficiency test. The image of seeingwounded deerora deer
with an arrow stuckin itwalking around the parkis also a main concern of the opponents of huntingat Lapham Peak. | know in other states,

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse tosignificant
feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
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proficiency tests are required for hunters seeking to get special permissions ortags for certain areas for the opportunity to hunt. | feel this should
be implemented as well. Somethingas simpleas requiringahunterto school a 3-inch group from 20-yards with their crossbow or vertical bow
would be sufficient, | believe thisis what was required to get special “Conservationtags” inlllinois. If you failed, you did not get a tag. -Designated
HuntingAreas. | have seen a map with the proposed huntingareascirculating on social ediaalso, | feel thisisalso crucial to keep hunter/non-
hunterinteractions ata minimum. Postingthese maps atthe entrances at the park and possibly posting signs alongtrails that are close to the
designated huntingareas would also help. Designated hunting areas should try to be isolated from high concentrations of trai Is/recreational
areas. As stated, | am absolutelyin favor of allowing huntingin Lapham Peak State Park and am looking forward forthe opportunity todosoif the
rule change moves forward. Additionally, | would enjoy the opportunity to further discuss and share more insights/opinions to help move this
furtheralong. Iwould also be willingto volunteer my time to help coordinate and implementany special rules or processes t o make it happen. |
have attached our “Rules” document for the Town of Delafield Deer Management Programif you are interested to review. Please feelfree to
reach outto me directly oryou can also email us at delafielddeermanagement@gmail.com

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse tosignificant

454 | really oppose opening publicland for hunting purposes. loppose hunting period, exceptforthe poor. Please see thatthis bill is defeated. feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

| am writing to oppose the proposed amending of Scope Statement SS 074-21, SECTION 140. NR 45.13 (18), opening Lapham Peak State Park to
huntlr?g deerandturkey with archgry equipment. My re5|f:lence sharesa pr.operty line with Lapham Peak S'Fate Park. The map of proposed hunting The department has removed rule language which would have established that
areas inthe park would allow hunting up to my property line. lam notlooking forward to hunters trespassing on my property, orthe arrows, and L . L
. . . > . . . archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
dead animalsthatwill be leftbehind. | am concerned for the safety of my family and dogs while walking my prop erty. | have had hunters tracking . . . . .
455 . . L . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
deerthrough my property before, they came from the park whenthere was no huntingallowed in the park. I know this will be o ccurring more . .

i . . . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
frequentlyif the proposed changes are approved. | visit Lapham Peak State Park several times aweek. | am one of the 600,000 visitors to the park managine deerand turkev populations at Lanham Peak State Forest
everyyear. | bikejor my two Huskies on the mountain bike trails and walk the trails with them. The safety from potentialhazards to visitorsto the ging ypop P '
park will be greatly diminished if this proposalis approved.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
hery huntingisall f key, i ignifi
You are askingfortrouble! There should be absolutely NO hunting allowed within the trail system or within the designated area of Lapham archery untm'g 154 owed ordeerand turkey, in response tosigni |cant.
456 . . . L . L . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
Peak. It istoo close to the residential areas and subdivisions of Delafield. Proximity to the highwayis too close. . .
pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
I'm opposedto openingup archery hunting at Lapham Peak. It's not necessary to hunt everywhere. The random patchwork of land that the DNR i s
recommending beingopentoarcheryis notrealisticforeven the most ethical hunterto stay within. Hunters most certainly will be tracking and The department hasremoved rule language which would have established that
retrievingwounded animals all overthe entire State Park and neighboring private properties. Park staffingto monitorand enforce isalmostnon- | archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

457 existent. And the recommended location for this type of huntingistoo close to hikingtrails used by families and dog owners. Thisisahuge safety | feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

issue.In 2020, a horse inthe Southern Kettle Moraine State Forest was shot by a bowhunterwhile undersaddle. Thisisfartoolongof atimethat | pursue aseparate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
would impact the visitorexperience for all recreational users foralmost half the year. Especially, aftersignificant efforts and investments have managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
been made to make the Lapham Peak a winter destination forall of Southern Wl with the snow-making and the future Lapham Lodge.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| am totally against opening Lapham Peaktoany type of hunting. Itis one of the few places you can hike without worrying about beingin the archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse tosignificant

458 same area with hunters. There are loads of other publiclandsinthe southern Kettle Moraine areawhere folks can hunt. Pleaseleave Latham feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will

hunterfree. pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
I h lech h Idall hunti herein Lapham Peak Park for all of the followi : Th . .
qpposet e proposed rule change that would a ow!oow untinganywherein Lapham Pea Ste-ate‘ ark for all of the following reasons e The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Friends of Lapham Peak State Park group opposes this proposed change that would allow huntingin the park. The random patchwork of land that . . .
the DNR isrecommending being opentoarcheryis not realisticforeven the most ethical hunterto stay within. Hunters most ce rtainly will be archeryhuntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, in response tosignificant
459 5 5 0P y y ) Y feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will

tracking and retrieving wounded animals all overthe entire State Park and neighboring private properties. This creates conflict, confusion, and
reason for concern. The small staff of the park currently would not be able to reasonably enforce oraddress the safety conce rns of visitors. The
DNR would need to add additional staff and Conservation Wardens. The areas sugge sted for hunting (Homestead Hollow, Tower, & the Westside

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
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Prairie) are too close to incredibly popularhiking trails used by families and dog owners as well as cross-country ski trails during the busiest time
of year. This goes againstall logicfor safety. The horse trails on the Prairie Path pose a particularly dangerous risk for trail riders. Justin 2020, a
horse inthe Southern Kettle Moraine State Forest was shot by a bowhunter while under saddle on the trail with agroup of several riders. This
regulationis wide openfor“archery forall animals” forthe entire archery season that runs from Septemberto February. Thisis fartoolongof a
time that wouldimpact the visitorexperience for all recreational users foralmost half the year. Especially, aftersignificant efforts and
investments have been made to make the Lapham Peak a winter destination for all of Southern Wl with the snow-making and the future Lapham
Lodge.

| am very sorry and disappointed to hear the State of Wisconsinis considering allowing huntingin Lapham Peak State Park. When the Hausmann
family donated this land the State agreed to a caveat that huntingwould NEVER be allowed in the park. Yethere we are having our elected
political leaders breaking this promise. | am againstthisin every way —not only because of what the State agreed to but also because my wife and

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant

460 | use the park regularly and feel itwould nolonger be safe with huntersinthe Park while trails are open!|can’tunderstand what ourelected feedbackreceived during the publlcc.omment penod.The.departmenthI
. . . . . . . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
officials are thinking. The former Wisconsin School for Boysis adjacent to the park —huntingthere will decrease the same herd that frequents the managine deerand turkev populations at Laoham Peak State Forest
park. Why endanger the publicwhen you have abetteroptionrightthere!? ging ypop P '
We oppose the proposed rule change that would allow bow hunting anywhere in Lapham Peak State Park. There are numerous reasons, and we
hope you seriously consider each one and realize thisis notin the bestinterests of most of the people who enjoy the park.1. The Friends of
Lapham Peak State Park group oppose this proposed change that would allow huntingin the park. 2. The landthat the DNR isrecommending
beingopen tg archeryis not real|s.t|cforeven the mos‘F ethICE.ﬂ hun'terto stay W|’Fh|n. H.unters most certalnly W|Il.be trackingandretrieving The department has removed rule language which would have established that
wounded animals all overthe entire State Park and neighboring private properties. This creates conflict, confusion, and reason forconcern. 3. The L . s
. . L . ) o . . archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
areas suggested for hunting (Homestead Hollow, Tower, & the Westside Prairie) are too close toincredibly popular hiking trails used by families . . . . .
461 L . . . . . . . feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
and dogowners as well as cross-country ski trails during the busiest time of year. This goes against all logicforsafety. 4. The horse trailson the . .
. . . - . . . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
Prairie Path pose a particularly dangerousrisk for trail riders. Justin 2020, a horse in the Southern Kettl e Moraine State Forest was shot by a . .
. o . . S P . " . managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
bowhunterwhileundersaddle onthe trail with a group of several riders. 5. Thisregulationis wide open for “archery forall animals” forthe entire
archery season that runs from Septemberto February. Significant efforts and investments have been made to make the Lapham Peak a winter
destination forall of Southern Wl with the snow making and the future Lapham Lodge. Hunting at Lapham Peakis most certainly notinthe
interest of the majority of park users who are skiers, hikers, horseback riders. Please don’t allow this change. Thank you for consideration
Th h lel hich Id h lished th
I've purchasing Wisconsin State Park passes forseveral years, using Lapham Peak Park weekly or more. | walk with my dog, using all the trails € departmenF asremovedrule language w .IC would ave'est‘a‘b Ished that
. . .. : archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, in response to significant
throughthe years. | donot wantto fear my dog or me beingaccidently struck by a huntersarrow. | donot visitthe parkin the southern Kettle . . . . .
462 . . . . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
Moraine Park when hunters are allowed there. | do not interrupt my visits at Lapham Peak. | considerthisan unsafe idea. Please do notallow . .
hunting at Lapham Peak State Park pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
' managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| am writing to ask the DNR to reconsiderallowing bow hunting at Lapham Peak. Like thousands of others each year, my family love to hike at The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Lapham to enjoy the peace, the beauty of the areaand creatureslivinginit. We feel safe doingso anditis ourvery favorite place to hike and the archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
463 reason we geta state pass. Allowing bow hunting would take away from the perception of safety and enjoyment of wildlife when hiking at feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
Lapham Peak. The idea of hikingand enjoying beautiful creatures while at the same time knowingthey are beinghunted is such a dichotomythat | pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measuresfor
hiking at Lapham would never be the same. Thank you for considering my viewpoint. managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| am writing to state my opposition to the proposed changes to NR45.13 (18) which would allow the DNR to designate areas whe re hunting deer
and turkeys can occur withinthe Lapham Peak Unit — Kettle Moraine State Forest. Here are my reasons why | oppose the change: Lapham Peak s
a highly used suburban park, only 30 miles from Milwaukee, an hour drive from Madison, and 1.5 miles from Chicago area. Many people come
from Madison and Chicago to cross country ski because of the reliable snow due to the snowmaking loop. Many more come to hike in the fall The department has removed rule language which would have established that
because the park does not allow hunting. | would propose that IF the deer population gets excessivein agiven year, the DNR could consider archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
464 closingthe park on given daysto cull the deer herd. With the restricted areas throughout the park, it would be difficult for hunters to know the feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

correct hunting zones and difficult for park staff to reinforce no hunting areas. Lapham Peak has many school groupsinfall, many families with
childrenaswell asall ages who hike and view the colors. As a teacher, there are as many as 1-4 buses ona given day. The Hausmann Nature
Centerisopen, aswell as many fundraising runs from various groups are held at the park. People do not wantto wear blaze orange and not feel
safe. In conclusion, SeptembertoJanuaryis a longtime forvisitors to hike alongside hunters and wear blaze orange in this highly urbanized park.
Keepthe parka safe area, there are few placesinthe world where people feel safe.

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
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| don't believe hunting should be allowedinthisarea. 1 Conflictbetween huntersand hiking,walking or other activities of non hunting people. 2
Because there isnofence or barrieraround the parkthe deerare able to roam outside of park. That being said the argumentto starvation s
nullified. Letthemroam as nature intended. | personally love this large areaforrecreation and obviously avery large amount of othersalsodo .

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed for deerandturkey, in response to significant

465 3 If huntersare allowed and adeeris harvested, if notkilled straight off it may wonderinto an areathat others are hiking, skiing walking maybe feedbackreceivedduring the publ|cc.omment penod.The'departmentwnl
. . . . . . . . pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
young people and will be exposed to the suffering of awounded animal. Anotherisifthe field dressis done onsite what aboutthe spoils leftand . .
. o ) . managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
the otherscavengersthat brings, a startling site foryoungerchildren. Sincerely
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| am opposedtoany hunting atLapham Peak. Let there be a spotinthe forestthatis safe for horses, dog, childrenand adults. We don'tneed the archery huntm.g |sallowed fordeerand turkey, in r‘esponse t05|gn|f|cant.
466 . feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
door openedto hunting here too. . .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| oppose the proposed rule change that would allow bow hunting anywherein Lapham Peak State Park. There are numerous reasons, and we
hope you seriously consider each one and realize thisis notin the bestinterests of most of the people who enjoy the park.1. The Friends of
Lapham Peak State Park group oppose this proposed change that would allow huntinginthe park. 2. The land that the DNR isrecommending
beingopen tp archeryis not realls'tlcforeven the mosjc eth|c§l hun.terto stay W|"ch|n. H'unters most certamly Wll! be tracking and retrieving The department has removed rule language which would have established that
wounded animals all overthe entire State Park and neighboring private properties. This creates conflict, confusion, and reason for concern. 3. The L . L
. . . . . . . s archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
areas suggested for hunting (Homestead Hollow, Tower, & the Westside Prairie) are too close toincredibly popular hiking trails used by families . . . . .
467 S . . . . . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
and dogowners as well as cross-country ski trails during the busiest time of year. This goes against all logicfor safety. 4. The horse trailson the . .
.. . . o . . . pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measures for
Prairie Path pose a particularly dangerous risk fortrail riders. Justin 2020, a horse in the Southern Kettle Moraine State Forest was shotbya managine deerand turkev populations at Lanham Peak State Forest
bowhunterwhileundersaddle onthe trail with a group of several riders. 5. Thisregulationis wide open for “archeryforall animals” forthe entire ging ypop P '
archery seasonthat runsfrom Septemberto February. Significant efforts and investments have been made to make the Lapham Peak a winter
destination forall of Southern Wl with the snow making and the future Lapham Lodge. Hunting at Lapham Peakis most certainly notin the
interest of the majority of park users who are skiers, hikers, horseback riders. Please don’tallow this change. Thank you for consideration
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| am a resident of delafield, living less then .5 miles from lampham peak. | would strongly urge you to deny the right of huntingin the park. The archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
468 wildlife atthe parkis what makesitso special, and | would be devastated to lose that. This should be asafe haven for wildlife, aplace forthemto | feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
be safe from humans. Please do not approve this hunting at the park. As | and most of the residents of delafield are strongly againstit. pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| strongly oppose the rule change for hunting at Lapham Peakin the Kettle Moraine State Forest at Delafield, Wisconsin. Havingbeen afrequent archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
469 walkerand occasional camperat Lapham Peak for more than forty years, | enjoy the tranquility and occasional sightings of al | the game whichare | feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
available tosee at Lapham. pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| would like to see turkey and deer hunting continueto be prohibited in Lapham Peak park. There are some very nice equestriantrails thatriders The departn?entc hasremovedrule Ianguagewf_nch would have.es'Fa.bllshed that
o . . . . . o . . . archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
use, especiallyinfalland not have huntingin thatareaisless of a riskfor horses. Iride multiple trailsin Wlin fall which have hunting on them and . . . . .
470 . . . . ) . . . . feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
it isalways concerning. | wearhunterorange, butam still not confidentthat hunterswon’tshootin mydirection. KeepingLapham Peakatno . .
hunting would be great! pursue a separate processto determine the most appropriate measures for
) managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| am writingto tell youi oppose any huntingin Lapham Peak state park. | recreate in this park oftenand | can see this beingasafetyissue. | use archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
471 the park during the summerto hike and bike and in winterto snowshoe. | also bring my kids to this park. The boundary forhuntingis confusing feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
and notclear. | can see accidents waitingto happen. Please keep this park as a haven for wildlife and non recreational users. Thankyou!! pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| have neversubmitted acommentaboutanything DNRrelatedinthe past. THIS isso important!! Please DO NOTallow hunting of any kind in The department has removed rule language which would have established that
472 Lapham Peak SP!!! There are so many other places for huntersto hunt!! Most hunters are not proficientat hunting, resulting in many Misses. archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

Especially bow hunters! LP SPistoo close toresidentialareasin addition to families hiking on the trails. A couple of years agothere was a horse

feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
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deliberately shot with an arrow in the SKMSF-On the horse trails. The horse had to be euthanized!! All becausethe hunter was angry that the
horse riders would supposedly scare off deer. That hunter's arrow Very Easily could have hitthe rider orany of the otherridersand horses who
were all ridingtogether!!! NOTHING was ever done aboutit! The coward huntertook off into the woods and was never caught. He got off scott-
free! We go to LPSP because we (adults, children, dogs and horses) are safe from harm from hunters!!! Letthe wardens addressthe excess deer
population during hours when the parkis closed. It will be much more efficient and keeps other park users safe. The animals can be properly
disposed of and meat donated to homeless shelters. Please resist taking the easy way out, of opening up more hunting!!! LPSP needstobe a
hunting-free zone!l!

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

473 | vote NO. There isalready enough huntingland, why allow itat Lapham? feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measuresfor
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| writingto urge youto please leave Lapham Peak as a sacred and safe space for people to enjoy hikingand activitiesin peace, quiet and safety for | archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse tosignificant

474 everyone. | live onthe kettle and already those trails are off limits for us to hike with our dogs. Please do not take away this beautiful spot for feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

hikers to enjoy. There amultitude of places for huntersto dotheirthing. pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

| was born and raised in Dousman and have been hunting deersince 1983, almost all of which was in Waukehsa County (with agun up to 2000 as

wellasa bow). | have seenfirst-hand the deerpopulation explode as well as the number of hunters and safe (forall) hunting opportunities

whitheraway. Incollege at UWSP, | studied wildlife, and as part of that course, we learned alot about deer, from a scientific perspective, notjust

a hunter's perspective. |am a current State Parks sticker holderas well, and use Lapham peak a few timesayearfor hiking. Itisa great park.In

addition, | also have taken part in the city/town sponsored bow hunting programs by the City and Town of Delafield. Inthelastthreeyears, | have

taken 1 deerthrough their programs. We know that deertoday have adaptedto live in very small areas, amongst people, especially on largerlots

with small woodlots orsignificanttree lines. The proliferation of the invasive exotic buckthorn exacerbates this problem exponentially because

for deerthatlive nearhumans, itis 'out of sight, out of mind'. Theydo notrespondto human odorthe same waydeerdoin the open country or

north wooc!s. It |swo.rth noting that much of the Town of Delafield and bow hunting program takes place on the former Ethan Al len Boys School The department has removed rule language which would have established that

property, directly adjacent to much of Lapham Peak. This program has been successful, and to my knowledge has a strong safety track record. . . .

. . . ) ) . ) archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
475 The h!gh deerpopulation takesitstoll ongardens, the enV|ron.ment,and onour pfersonalsafety. In Octoberthlsyear., my sisterstrucka deerin feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will

Delafield, atfull freeway speed, on 194 and totaled hercar. Thiswas about 1/4 mile from Cushing Park road. Again, right near Lapham Peak. It has . .

been my experience, and | am sure that of others that Lapham Peak serves as a deep pool of deer, which move outinto other parts of the area. pursue‘a separate process todeter‘mme the mostappropriate measures for

Really asource community (similarto Chenequa). Inaddition, the Park accommodates heavy population densities, exacerbating the problems managing deerand turkey populationsat Lapham Peak State Forest.

with automobile accidents, Chronic Wasting Disease, and even Covid-19. | feel that the best solutiontoreducing the deer herdin the greater

Town of Delafield and more specifically Lapham Peak SP has two components. First, astate/town/city-sponsored hunting program, modeled on

the programs of the City and Town of Delafield. Thiswould put peopleinthe park physically harvesting deer, butalso putting pressure onthe

deerto vacate viathe overall hunting activity. Second (and perhaps forthose who do not hunt but wantto do their part to reduce the herd) isa

program to wipe out buckthorn. Since the semi-urban deerlikewe have rely less ontheir nosestosignal safe/dangerthan theireyeballs, itis

necessary toremove the line-of-sight barrierthat buckthorn poses. What once were beautifulwoods you could see deep into are now extremely

thick scrublands. Deercan hideinjustaboutplainsighta short distance away. lam happy to discuss any of this furtherif youlike. Thankyou for

your time and consideration.

Please do notallow huntingin Lapham Peak State Park. Our family has had passes to the park for manyyears and we have enjoy ed hiking at all

times of the year and skiing and snow shoeing as well as picnicking and climbing the tower. We observe many people taking advantage of those The department has removed rule language which would have established that

opportunities, also. lunderstand that the deerherd needsto be culled, but do that whenthe park is closed. If necessary, close the parkforaday | archeryhuntingisallowedfordeerandturkey,inresponse tosignificant

476 ortwo and do what isneeded to eliminate some of the deer. There are plenty of places for hunters to use. The park should be foreveryone'suse. | feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

Having huntersinthe park will eliminateits use for others. Anyone with pets will certainly not wantto take themintoan area with huntersand
frankly, lwouldn'twant to be any where nearit. | don'tthink that any of the state parks should be open for hunting. We have a family member
who usesthe more difficult trails as we used to. We've always appreciated that we could access the park and feel safe there.

pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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| have concerns with allowing Bow Huntingin the Lapham Peak area. This area is heavily used by hikers, both children and adu Its with their pets.
Thisis no place for modern bow and razor sharp arrows in a publicarea. Mistakes WILL occur and | implore you to keep the currentregulations to
protect publicsafety. There are ample otherlocationsto harvestdeer.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

478

To allow hunting at Lapham Peak, forany reason, isa dangerousidea. There will be only one word to describe what will eventuallyhappenif this
misconceived ideatakes effect-TRAGEDY. Please take this proposal off the table.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

479

| wanted tocommenton the proposal to permit bow hunting at Lapham Peak State Park. I've been visiting Lapham for more than 30 yearsand am
a daily userof the trail systemin this part of the state. Duringhunting season, there are very few places| can hike -- or take my family when they
visit. Even publicplaces nearhuntingareas are potentially dangerousl understand that public parks should be availableto all users, but Lapham
Peakisone of the most visited parks and trail systems in the state -- especially during hunting season when there are few other options to enjoy
the state park experience. During hunting season, the parkinglots at Lapham are near capacity -- with hikers, runners, nature lovers and families
enjoying the outdoors.Places for huntersto huntare plentiful. Why can't there be one state park in thisarea where families can enjoyadayin the
outdoors during hunting season without the concern of encounteringan arrow or a bullet?

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

480

The current proposal to allow archery hunting within the Lapham Peak Unit as outlined by the DNRis too broad in terms acreage, length of time
and constitutes a negative change of use tothe current users. Lapham Peakis a heavily utilized public property that accordi ng to the Friends of
Lapham Peak, approximately 600,000 people visitannually. This Friends of Lapham Peak visitor estimate may evenbe low based on my personal
observations of many guest cars parked along Cushing Park Road, guest cars parked in adjacent subdivisions, and the many walk-in guests that live
adjacentto Lapham Peak. On other properties, the Department does not permit huntinginintensive use areas such as parking | ots, picnicareas,
wildlife refuges, other posted special use areas or nearbuildings. Thisis alsowhatis currently proposed at Lapham Peak. Itis clearthat the
Departmentdoes not permit huntinginthese areas because itis deemed unsafe. The proposed areas withinthe Lapham Peak where hunting
deerand turkeys with archery equipmentisvastand | believe includes trails that should be considered intensive use areas. The Department needs
to more carefully identify intensive use areasincluding trails before considering allowing hunters and weapons. Allowing hunting within Lapham
Peakisa change of use to the many current users of this property. In my opinionitisa negative impactto hikers, bikers, and horseback riders.
From personal experience, the number of guests withinin the western portions of the park (hiking, biking, inline skiing) increasesin the fall
precisely when huntingis proposed. The proposed four month open seasonis excessively longand negativelyimpacts the current users.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeer andturkey, in response to significant
feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measuresfor
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

481

| would like to strongly suggest notto allow huntingin Lapham Peak Park. At the verybasiclevelit'sa"Park". People of all typeswanttotake in
it's scenery, ski, run, hike and more. While efforts to limit where hunters can access, deer will fall where they want. That could be on a trail which
to some people mightbe abittraumatic. Deerare part of the natureinour area. Inthe park it's nice to see them while hiking. Inthe past
controlled hunts have taken place to correct overpopulation. I'd feel better with a controlled huntbythe DNRon a specificdate asan option. As
aresidentliving nexttothe parkand an individualwho hunts on my property, | will do my part to help within the regulations that exist for hunting
locally. Otherresidentsontheroadl live onalsohunt ontheirownland nextto the park and | can assure you each family has opportunities every
yearto fulfill tags. I'm concerned allowing hunting could bring about trespassing, making park attendee's uncomfortable, too many deertaken,
and ultimately taking away from the beautifulnatural park that Lapham Peakis. | recommend a controlled hunt as has been done in the past.

Let's leave Lapham Beautifuland preserved as much as possible. Thank you for hearing my thoughts

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

482

I live in Waukesha. I'd like to say that the idea of allowing hunting at Lapham Peak Park is wrong for so many reasons. Peoplevisitthe park
because it's a safe place go to enjoy hiking, skiing, dog walking and picnicking. It'sa meeting place forfamily outings and nature walks. We don't
wantto be looking out for errant arrows we won'teven hear coming. | take my dogto this park 5 or 6 times a week and visit other dog walkers.
Most of the time we go early inthe morningjust because it's so beautiful and quietinthe risingsun. It houses agreat nature centerand now you
wantsanctionedkilling to take place. | feel thatif the deer population gets to large that the park personal can deal withitafter hours. Cullingthe
herd should be left to the park management who know the herd and not some overeagerdude with abow and arrow kit that might shootat a
movingbush or tree limb.

The departmenthasremovedrule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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My family regularly enjoys the outdoors and enjoys visiting various state parksincluding Lapham Peak. 1am APPALLED to hear that hunting will be
allowed on state grounds as this poses an unnecessary dangerto people who are safely trying to hike and enjoy the beautiful wilderness areas of
our state. There are plenty of places for people tokill animals and itis disgusting and terrifying to hear that this might be allowed on protected

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant

483 state land. | truly hope you will reconsider yourdecision. The possibility of someone accidentally being hurt due to a misunderstanding is not feedbackreceivedduring the publ|cc.omment penod.The'departmentwnl
worth whatever potential benefit (which | honestly do not understand what the be nefit to killing animalsin a protected state park would be in pursue.a separate processto deter.mme the mostappropriate measures for
. . . . managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
the first place) that exists from allowing hunting.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
I think having bow hunters pay fora permitto trim the herd of deerin Lapham Peak State parkis a win win opportunity. Hunters pay the State for archery huntm.g |sallowed fordeerand turkey, in r.esponse t05|gn|f|cant.
484 . . . L . o . . feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
a permit, adding $. While thinning the overpopulated herd to feed theirfamilies. It'll get the job done. . .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Consideringthe overpopulation of deerin Waukesha County and the prevalence of CWD| believeameanstoallow deerhuntingatLapham Peak | archeryhuntingisallowedfordeerandturkey,inresponse tosignificant
485 should be pursued. The town of Delafield has asuccessful and well controlled deer hunt program. This could be used as a template forsimilar at feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
Lapham Peak. pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
486 | wanted to send my vote into allow for hunting the lapham peak unit of the kettle moraine forest. I live in Wales. feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
It has come to our attention thatthe WDNR is proposing bow huntingin certain parts of Lapham Peak State Forest. While | can appreciate and
understand the possible need to cull the deer population, we do not agree with bow huntinginthe park. To be completely safe, itwould mean
that the entire parkis shut down forthe entire bow hunting season -- yetitappears as though none of the areas would be restricted which means | The departmenthasremoved rule language which would have established that
that hikers/families would be in the same areas as the hunters. We live on Cobblestone Court whichis right where one of the proposed hunting archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
487 areas would be. Ourback yard backs up to the park so we walk our two dogs (yellowlab and goldenretriever) inthe park every day. Notonly feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
that, buttheyrun intothe foreston theirown. To the non-discerningeye, they both could look like deer. Our neighbors have young children so pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
huntinginthisarea concerns us because of that. Who would be allowed to huntin the park? Anyone? Orwouldthere be aprocessto vetthe managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
hunter? How woulditbe handledif adeerwas trailed onto private property? If there isaneedto cull the herd, we would like the state to
investigate otheroptions.
| oppose the proposed rule change that would allow bow hunting anywherein Lapham Peak State Park for all of the following reasons: The
Friends of Lapham Peak State Park group oppose this proposed change that would allow huntinginthe park. The random patchwork of land that
the DNR isrecommending being opentoarcheryis not realisticforeventhe most ethical hunterto stay within. Hunters most certainly will be
tracking and retrieving wounded animals all overthe entire State Park and neighboring private properties. This creates conflict, confusion, and
reason for concern. The small staff of the park currently would not be able to reasonably enforce or address the safety conce rns of visitors. The The department has removed rule language which would have established that
DNR would needto add additional staff and Conservation Wardens. The areas suggested for hunting (Homestead Hollow, Tower, & the Westside | archeryhuntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse tosignificant
488 Prairie) are too close to incredibly popular hiking trails used by families and dog owners as well as cross-country ski trails during the busiest time feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
of year. This goes against all logicfor safety. The horse trails onthe Prairie Path pose a particularly dangerous risk for trail riders. Justin 2020, a pursue a separate processto determine the most appropriate measuresfor
horse inthe Southern Kettle Moraine State Forest was shot by a bowhunter while under saddle on the trail with agroup of several riders. This managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
regulationiswide openfor “archery forall animals” forthe entire archery season that runs from Septemberto February. Thisfartoolongof a
time that would impact the visitorexperience forall recreational users foralmost half the year. Especially aftersignificant efforts and investments
have been made to make the Lapham Peak a winterdestination forall of Southern Wi with the snow making and the future Lapham Lodge. Thisis
a dangerous proposition.
| oppose the proposed rule change that would allow bow huntingin Lapham Peak State Park. Some reasons are documented below. The department has removed rule language which would have established that
489 My oppositionis notbecause lam anti-hunting, justthe opposite. |am super pro hunting. However, thisissue is so controversial it has reached archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

my attention onthe western borderof Wisconsin. Asa huntingadvocate | believethe DNR should not be undertaking actions that will push non-
hunters off the State Parks. Itis notin the bestinterests of huntersandthe hunting heritage todoso. The backlash will onlylead to more

feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
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conflict. Instead, the DNRshould be puttingtheir effortinto a program that gives bow hunters access to private lands for hunting. Sucha
program can be a win/win for the landowners and the bow hunters. Otherstates have extremely successful programs of this type. We need more
unity, not more division, amongall types of outdoorusersin our state. The Friends of Lapham Peak State Park group oppose this proposed change
that would allow huntinginthe park. The random patchwork of land that the DNRis recommending being open toarcheryis not realisticforeven
the most ethical hunterto stay within. Hunters most certainly will be tracking and retrieving wounded animals all overthe entire State Park and
neighboring private properties. This creates conflict, confusion, and reason for concern. The small staff of the park currently would not be able to
reasonably enforce oraddress the safety concerns of visitors. The DNRwould need to add additional staff and Conservation Wardens. The areas
suggested for hunting (Homestead Hollow, Tower, & the Westside Prairie) are too close to incredibly popular hikingtrails use d by families and dog
ownersas well as cross-country ski trails during the busiest time of year. This goes against all logicforsafety. The horse trails on the Prairie Path
pose a particularly dangerous risk for trail riders. Justin 2020, a horse in the Southern Kettle Moraine State Forest was sh ot by a bowhunter while
undersaddle on the trail with a group of several riders. This regulationis wide open for “archery forall animals” forthe entire archery season that
runs from Septemberto February. This fartoo long of a time that would impact the visitorexperience forall recreational users foralmost half the
year. Especially, aftersignificant efforts and investments have been made to make the Lapham Peak a winter destination for all of Southern Wi
with the snow making and the future Lapham Lodge. Thank you for consideration

managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

| am grateful for the chance to respond to your proposal about opening Lapham Peak to bow hunting during the normal archery season fordeer
and turkeys. I think that this isa very bad(!) idea, and strongly object. | visit Lapham Peak nearly every day, maintain asection of the Ice Age Trail,
and always see many many people of all ages and abilitiesin all areas of the park — hiking, skiing, running, biking, strolling, dog walking, bird
watching, relaxing and more! Asthe DNRitself frequently notes, itisa VERY popular park and one of the busiest. Withits heavy use (including by
families with small children, large numbers of school groups, plus Think Outside Hikes organized by the Ice Age Trail Alliance, | can't imagine how

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

490 this proposal makes sense. Itisvery disconcerting. | have nothing against hunting or hunters but want to keep this urban park accessible ASISFOR feedbackreceived during the publlcc'omment perlod.The.departmentW|II
NON-HUNTINGACTIVITIES. That said, | could see openingthe parkfora day or two (only!) to specifically invited hunters or DNR staff to help solve pursue'a separate process todeter'mlne the mostappropriate measures for
the problem. Something similar has been done at Nashotah Park just up the road, and had good success. My husband and | moved here from out managing deerand turkey populationsat Lapham Peak State Forest.
of state, and actually chose our home based onits proximity to Lapham Peak! We are grateful for this gem and wish forit to remain the peaceful,
safe respite — and source of non-hunting activities and recreation thatitis. Please do not change the existing regulation.

Regarding the DNR proposal to allow bow and cross bow hunting at Lapham Peak Park: The following are concerns that we have concerningthis

issue: 1. Parksare for people’s enjoyment butalsoforan environmentforanimal habitat. Because so much openlandisbeingusedforhousing,

apartments, condos,and homes, the animalsare losingtheirplace tolive. Coyotesdohuntdeerandturkeysandthere seemtobe many inthe

park that would helpilluminate the overpopulation. 2. Your plan show so many various areas to huntthat it seemsthe hunters would notbe able

to determine where theyare able tohunt. 3. Our5 acre property would adjointhe bow huntingarea. Ourhome isvery close tothe area that The department has removed rule language which would have established that
may be approved forthe hunting. While we did notrestrictthe deed, ourfamily sold the land to the state DNR with good intentions thatitwould | archeryhuntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse tosignificant

491 be used for animal habitatand would be used safely. We would be concerned with inaccurate arrows and ordisrespectful hunters. Alsothe feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
trailing of a deerthat was onlyinjured would not be allowed on our property. 4.Parking on Lapham Peak Road would cause congestion forthose pursue a separate processto determine the most appropriate measuresfor
that live on the road. It might also be detrimental to residence property due to the factthat it is a rural road and there is not any shoulderfor managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
parking. 5. The land that givesaccess abuts our property as well and may bringin persons of disrespectorirresponsibility. We have been blessed
with safety on our streetand would not look forward to havingirresponsible behaviorthat would need police presence. 6. Accordingto the plan,
huntingand hiking or skiing at same time does notseem like asafe idea even though the hikers and skiers would have to wear appropriate color.

We are located at W325 N1167 Lapham Peak Road Delafield, Wisconsin Our Names are Bill and LoRayne Schmidt

We are writingto express our concerns with the Draft Rule PR-03-20 which proposed to modify NR45.13 to allow bow and crossbow huntingin

the Lapham Peak Unit of the Kettle Moraine State Forest (Lapham Peak). We are very opposed to the current proposal to allow hunting for the

whole season from Septemberthrough early January. We are longtime direct neighbors of the park, and we have concerns overth e lack of . .

. . . . ) The department has removed rule language which would have established that
communicationregarding the need forthis change and any alternatives considered. There also has been notransparentand thorough data L . S
offered behind the need for this change orthe solution offered. Without thisinformation, itis hard to trust that DNRis makinginformed archery huntln.g 'S allowed fordeerand turkey, in r.esponse to 5|gn|f|cant.

492 feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will

decisions. We also have concerns over procedural issues with this change. Lapham Peak is aunique state resource and deserves to be evaluated
differently from otherstate parks and DNR-managed lands. Responsible stewardship of the park resources should include data analysis,
alternatives evaluation, and strong communication with stakeholders. Our concerns are detailed as follows, and we would be happy to discuss
these overthe phone orin persontodetermine amore appropriate solution. Background We are a direct neighbor of the park, please see the
attached map. Along with ourtwo school-aged daughters, we have lived at S4W32685 Government Hill Road since 2012. Brian also grew up at this

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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locationinthe 1980s and 1990s. The property has beeninthe family since the 1950s. This providesdistinct knowledge of the history and uses of
the park. Purpose and Need for Allowing Hunting We are wondering why this change is being proposed. We are troubled by the lack of data to
demonstrate the estimated number of deerinthe parkand whetheritexceeds what would be appropriate fora park thissize. Toserve as
responsible stewards of the park land and the deer population, this would be importantinformation to have. This helps to determine goals for
how much to reduce the deer population and which solutions would be appropriate. Without that data, itis hard to say whetherthereisa
problemtosolve, and which alternativeis best—the deerpopulation could be reduced too little ortoo much. Current Proposed Change —why we
oppose Assumingthatthereisadeerproblem, we have notseen communication regarding what alternatives were considered, the pros and cons,
and analysis of effects on stakeholders. As aneighborand regular user of the park, we have concerns oversafety. Lapham Peakisa very unique
park with a high number of potential conflicts between hunting and park users and amenities: Many trails including accessible paved trails, Several
parkinglots and shelters, Summerstage, Hausmann Nature Center, Deed restrictions prohibiting hunting on the land donated by the Hausmann
family, Ice Age Trail, County Highway Cbisectingthe park, Adjacent private residences and subdivisions, Several pedestrian access points, Irregular
park boundaries. All of theseresultinvery few areas where hunting is a possibility, and they would be small in size. With only spot locations
available for hunting, they would need to be signed and marked very clearly. If peopledon’t know where they can and can’t hu nt, the potential for
huntingaccidentsincreases substantially. In addition, just like any law enforcement, if the regulations are not clearly depicted, it becomesvery
difficult to enforce them by the wardens. Lack of ability to enforce the regulations leads to them not being followed. Lapham Peakisalsounique
inhow many people use the parkyear-round. Whetherit’s hikers, dog walkers, skiers, bird watchers, or families going for a nice fall walk, the park
isbusy year-round. | have not been able to find stats on the DNR website, but based on observations, the parkis busy year-round, and perhaps
busiestinthe fall—when huntingis proposedto be allowed. There are two concerns with this. One is the safety concerns of allowing hunting
duringa busy periodinthe park. The otheris that it can be more challengingfor huntersto find deerwhen more peopleare inthe area, since the
deertendto go elsewhere when more people are around. So, having data on the number of users per month would help to determi nethe
appropriate approach. Last, the 4+ months proposed durationis simplytoolong—itresultsin more exposure for potential safety issues and could
resultin over-reduction of the deer population. Other Alternatives Again, assuming that there isadeer problem, there are otherwaysitcould be
addressed. ltwould be important to evaluate different options, their pros and cons, and effects on stakeholders. The options should b e evaluated
inregard to their potential effectiveness (ability to achieve deerreduction goals), potential safety concerns, and potential conflicts based on times
of peakvs. non-peak park usage. We believethere are otherviable optionsto address adeer population problem, and we would be happy to
discuss otheroptions, if they are needed. Other states and governmental agencies have implemented such options such as closing a park for a
short duration (e.g. 3to 7 days), limiting the number of hunting permits in the park, tracking deertaken versus the deerre duction goal, etc. Using
sharpshooters and donatingthe meat could be a viable option. A limited trial of one option could be done one yearto see how it goes. Procedural
Concerns We have heard that WI DNR has already ordered the signs that would be needed to post when hunting allowed for bows and crossbows.
Thisshould be investigated. If thisisin fact the case, this would be very troubling. Beginning to proceed with the change beforethe publichearing
and input are taken into account would be a major breach of trust with the public. Other Concerns There is a lack of clarity in the map proposed
with this change. As shownin the attachment, the map is missing some connectortrails and pedestrian access locations. Also as shown on the
map, the Ice Age Trail has recently come underthe National Park Service, which typically does notallow hunting. This would need to be updated
and clarified. Other questions would revolve around what happens when adeeris shot with an arrow but leaves the park before itdies. Will itbe
clearto hunters that they cannot go onto adjacent private property toretrieve the deer? Andif adeerdieson our property, will DNR pickitup, or
will the Town of Delafield? Summary We understand the need for wildlife management and conservationin orderto responsiblypreserve all
aspects of natural resources such as state parks. However, we feel there has been no communication of data analysis, alternatives evaluated, or
analysis of potential effects on various stakeholders. All of these should be performed before agoal is developed and solutions implemented.
Also, there are so many users and amenities/facilities within the park thatit leaves very few areas to safely hunt, and it wo uld require substantial
effortstoclearly postall of the restrictions so they could be enforced. There also very few times when the parkis not busy with users of all
ages.Without data, alternatives, analysis, and strong communication, we have deep concerns over safety, the ability to approp riately manage the
deerpopulation, and the ability to enforce the regulations. We also have concerns over procedural issues with thisproposal, if DNR hasin fact
already ordered the signs. As alongtime neighbor of the park, we want to see the park thrive forall users, flora, and fauna. We would be happy to
discussthe need fordeerherd reduction and various proposalstoaddressit, in orderto determine the appropriate solution. We strongly urge you
to reconsiderthe current proposal toallow huntingin Lapham Peak.
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| oppose the proposed rule change that would allow bow huntinganywherein Lapham Peak State Park for all of the followingreasons: The
Friends of Lapham Peak State Park group oppose this proposed change that would allow huntingin the park. The random patchwork of land that
the DNR isrecommending beingopentoarcheryis not realisticfor even the most ethical hunterto stay within. Hunters most certainly will be
tracking and retrievingwounded animals all overthe entire State Park and neighboring private properties. This creates conflict, confusion, and
reason for concern. The small staff of the park currently would not be able to reasonably enforce or address the safety conce rns of visitors. The
DNR would need to add additional staff and Conservation Wardens. The areas suggested for hunting (Homestead Hollow, Tower, & the Westside
Prairie) are too close to incredibly popular hiking trails used by families and dog owners as well as cross-country ski trails during the busiest time
of year. This goes against all logicfor safety. The horse trails onthe Prairie Path pose a particularly dangerousrisk for trail riders. Justin 2020, a
horse inthe Southern Kettle Moraine State Forest was shot by a bowhunterwhile undersaddle onthe trail with agroup of several riders. This
regulationiswide openfor “archeryforall animals” forthe entire archery season that runs from Septemberto February. Thisfartoolongof a
time that would impact the visitor experience for all recreational users foralmost half the year. Especially, after significant efforts and
investments have been made to make the Lapham Peak a winter destination forall of Southern Wil with the snow making and the future Lapham
Lodge.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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We live in Delafield, Wisconsin, 53018. We also have interestin ourfamily homestead whichislocated at Government HillRd. Ourson and family
currently live there. Ourfamily have been residents next to the park since 1955. We have been donorstothe Nature Centerand currently still
volunteerthere. Sowe have significantinterestinand a longterm history with the park. We note that the park is heavily used and there have
been many users from otherstates and countries at the Hausmann Nature Center. We therefore are very concerned about the pote ntialhunting
change to allow huntingin the park. Accordingly we have the following comments and questions regarding this subject which we hope you will
take into consideration. 1. We were very disappointed that notification of this change was not provided to the local newspaper, property owners
adjacentthe park, and usergroups. Several people have expressed disappointment that they were not able to be involved in the PublicHearing
held December5. We did not find out about thisissue until we received a copy of the Friends Group website notice late inth e eveningon
December7.2. We hike the pathintothe park from Government Hill Road almost every day of the year and have done so for many years. We
have not noticedanincrease in deersightings overthe years ordeerdamage eitherin the park or on our property. We are wo nderingif the DNR
has counts or otherinformation to justify the subjectincrease in the herd population. We also drive CTHC every day and have not noticed an
increase indeer crossings, dead deer, oraccidents. Isthere anumberthat the population should be controlled to? 3.Thereisacul de sac at the
end of Government Hill Road adjacenttothe park. Althoughitissigned for no parking, several vehicles park there onaregular basisand the
occupants hike/runinto the park. There also are several people that daily hikeinto the park, some with theirdogs f rom the subdivision west of
CTHC. Thereis a path fromthe Evergreen subdivision to the south thatalso connects nearthe cul de sac. It is not shown on the DNR map. There
are othermiscellaneous runners/groups from the areathat use this access to the park. We assume that there will be adequate signage at the cul
de sac to warn of the hunting. We need to note that there is significant vandalism/graffiti at the cul de sac location. It has been very difficult for
DNR staff to maintain signs here as recently witnessed by the No Hunting sign that was missing formany months. Thisis a significant concerniif
signs are notalways posted! 4. Because of the close access to cul de sac location, we are concerned that hunters will dragtheirkill here and gut it
leavinga mess behind at this location. Certainly thisisaproblem for the dog walkers. Who will be responsible to clean this up ? The Town takes
care of the pavementbutthe cul de sacis DNR property. 5. Likewise, who will be responsibleto remove deerthat are shotand end up dyingon
private property? We have had two on our property and had to pay a contractor to dispose of the carcass. The Town does not provide the service.
Will the DNR be responsible forthis? 6. We have had hunters trespassing on ourland with guns. We have had people onourlandtotrack deer
that have been wounded. We have found arrows on paths on our property. We have not had a particularly good experience with hu nters. 7. The
map provided by DNRwas very vague. Streets were notidentified, Some paths were not shown and private property lines were notidentified. It
would appearthatthe restricted areas could not be enforced unless distances are provided on a map or the areas are signed. Forhunters not
familiar with the park this could be a problem knowingif theyare ina restricted areaor not. 8. It is not clearif the huntingwould be allowed
throughoutthe bow/crossbow season, approximately from early Septemberthrough December, oronly the regulargun season. DNR staff we
talked with have notbeen able toanswerthis question. 9. Why were buffers not provided along the property lines with private prope rty? There
are several locations where houses are located within about 100 feet of the property line with the park. Would the normal 100 yard hunting
restriction from buildings apply? 10. DNR has indicated that starvation may become a problem. We note that there are now several areasin the
park where buckthorn and all otherbrush have been removed. We have seen deer eating young buckthorn and otherbrush on our property. Is
complete removal of these possible food sources agood practice12. The Ice Age Trail which traverses the park has recently be en designated as a
National Park. Huntingis notallowedin National Parks unless they are specifically listed. How does thisimpact this proposal? 13. If the size of the

Thanks for taking my call today. | hope you have much more clarity on the
proposed archery season at KMSF-Lapham Peak Unit. As always, feel free to
reach outto me with any future concerns that you may have regarding the
property. Enjoy the rest of your weekend! The department hasremoved rule
language which would have established thatarchery huntingis allowed fordeer
and turkey, inresponse to significant feedback received during the public
comment period. The department will pursue aseparate process to determine
the most appropriate measures for managing deerand turkey populations at
Lapham Peak State Forest.
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herd and starvationisa problem, then we would preferacontrol method similarto whatis used in Michigan. Multiple people we have talked with
also preferredthisapproach. The parkis totally closed to all users except hunters fora designated number of days such as a week. Thisis heavily
publicized and signed. The number of deerto be taken is controlled. Wardens can be available to take care of anyissues. Park staff can clean up as
needed. Were any other control methods considered? Thank you foryour consideration. Forall of the above listed reasons we f eel that mixed use
inthis heavily used parkisan unwise idea. We look forward to having further discussions regardin g this matter.

As an avid outdoor enthusiast, lwould liketo extend my dismay at the idea of hunting at Lapham State Park. There are so few safe places thatwe
can go and walk quietly in nature during hunting season. | not only feel unsafe hearing gunshots, | fear formy dogs as well. In 2016 | had two of
my canine family members tragically murdered by a coyote hunter. As he got off witha mere slap on his wrist, | am aware that hunters have ALL
the rights and privileges 365 days a yearnight and day. As an outdoor enthusiast, | happily pay for a park pass (despite not currently residingin
Wisconsin due tosaid tragedy) when | am fortunate to travel through town. | also happily pay for my ski pass for man made snow--one of the few

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant

495 A . . . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
places that makes snow--and then happily hike with my dogs on the accessible trails. | too am revenue for Wisconsin and | know there are so g P . P . P
. . . . . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
many like me! Please please take into consideration others like me that seek the peace that nature offers and others that suffer from PTSD due to . .
. . . . . . . . managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
gunshot. Please continue to allow us asafe place to hike duringanincreasingly unsafe season to be outside. Itis ourrespite and ourchance at
recovery too. Hunters have access to all publicland and so many State Parks already, Lapham Peak does NOT need to be added to the list. Thanks
for the consideration and if you would like more information to validate my story/concerns | am happy to share,
. . . . . The department has removed rule language which would have established that
We can not allow The Lapham Peak state park to become a hunting ground. It currentlyis a place for none consumptive users to enjoy seeing L . S
. L . L . . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
wildlife and spendingtime in nature. Hunting bringsimminent dangernotonlytothe areabut alsoto the non consumptive users who are trying . . . . .
496 . - . . . . . . . . . feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
to enjoy wildlife. Parks should be availablefor peopleto enjoy nature without being worried being about being shot orhaving hunters chasing . .
and killing animals pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
' managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| would like to express my support forthe proposed hunting rules changes at Lapham Peak Park. | believe thiswillhelp supplement the existing
deerpopulation control efforts by the Town of Delafield and City of Delafield. The DNRis currently allowing both the Clty and Township to utilize
Nuisance Permits to allow hunters using conventional archery and crossbows to help with these control efforts. These efforts have produced . .
. . . S . o . The department has removed rule language which would have established that
results. However, the inclusion of Lapham Peak parkinto a similarstate supported effort willallow a significantly larger geographic areato be L . s
. . . . . . . ) . . archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
utilized and potentially add hundreds of acres open to hunting. Obviously, deerdon't recognize property boundaries. Allowingadditional area's . . . . .
497 L . . . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
withinthe Parkto be includedin control effortsis welcome and will enhance the effectiveness of currently approved programs by the local . .
) . . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
governments surrounding the Park. | also supportrulesto ensure the safety of everyone currently usingthe Park. Forexample, the Cityand Town managing deerand turkev pooulations at Lanham Peak State Forest
of Delafield only allow tree stands (ladder stands) to prevent arrows and crossbow bolts from traveling beyond the shootersintended target. ging ypop P )
Hunters should be required to successfully complete the Wisconsin DNR's hunters safety course. Measures likethis are necessary. If youwould
like additionalinput, please contact me.
We can not allow The Lapham Peak state park to become a hunting ground. It currentlyis a place for none consumptive usersto enjoy seeing
wildlife and spendingtime in nature. Hunting bringsimminent danger notonly to the area but also to the non consumptive users who are trying
to enjoy wildlife. Parks should be availablefor peopleto enjoy nature without being worried being about being shot or having hunters chasing
and killinganimals. | oppose the proposed rule change that would allow bow hunting anywhere in Lapham Peak State Park for all of the following
reasons: The Friends of Lapham Peak State Park group opposes this proposed change that would allow huntingin the park. The random
atchwork of land that the DNRis recommending being opento archeryis notrealisticforeventhe mostethical hunterto stay within. Hunters . .
P . . . . € 8 p Y . . . . .y . The department has removed rule language which would have established that
most certainly will be tracking and retrieving wounded animals all overthe entire State Park and neighboring private properties. This creates L . S
. . archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
conflict, confusion, and reason for concern. The small staff of the park currently would not be able to reasonably enforce or address the safety . . . . .
498 feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

concerns of visitors. The DNRwould need to add additional staff and Conservation Wardens. The areas suggested for hunting (Homestead Hollow,
Tower, & the Westside Prairie)are too close to incredibly popular hiking trails used by families and dog owners as well as cross-country ski trails
during the busiest time of year. This goes against all logicforsafety. The horse trails on the Prairie Path pose a particularly dangerous risk for trail
riders. Justin 2020, a horse in the Southern Kettle Moraine State Forest was shot by a bowhunterwhile undersaddle onthe trail with agroup of
several riders. Thisregulation is wide open for “archery for all animals” for the entire archery season that runs from Septemberto February. This s
far too long of a time that would impact the visitor experience for all recreational users foralmost half the year. Especially, aftersignificant efforts
and investments have been made to make the Lapham Peak a winter destination forall of Southern Wl with the snow-making and the future
Lapham Lodge.

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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| am writing to express my dismay and opposition as I've learned of the consideration to allow along bow huntingseason forthe Lapham Peak
State Park. Growing up in Waukesha County, | hiked the trails at Lapham Peak multiple times. Itisa huge draw in the fall for the colors as well as

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

499 cross country skiing throughout the winter. Toallow bow huntinginan area thatis tryingto attract activities onfootor horsebackisjustnot even | feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
good common sense - to have a wounded animal discovered along the way of these activitiesis notthe experience we wantforourusers. Please pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
reconsiderthis decision, nothing good can come of it. managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

NRB Order Number PR-03-20, Section 140, NR 45.13 (18) Definitely the deerandturkey numbers needto be loweredinthe Lapham Peak
recreational arearelating to diseases affectingthem, but there is abiggerbenefit. An archery hunting only season would be the safest solutionto | The departmenthasremoved rule language which would have established that
the overpopulation of whitetail deerand turkeys. This would help lowerthe number of deerand turkey collisions which affectinsurance ratesfor | archery huntingisallowedfordeerand turkey, in response tosignificant

500 all. With the influx of many more people livingand workingin the surrounding area of Lapham Peakinthe last decade, culling the herd and flock feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
would help curb the vehicle damage, not even mentioning the medical needs orheaven forbid mortality of victims in the vehicles. Plusfirst pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
responder calls would also godown. Inall it would generate more revenue with licensing for the DNR and these hunters would be visitingarea managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
businesses addingto commerce. It'sa win, win proposal.
| am sending thiscommentas an active hikerwho uses Lapham Peak several times ayearalong with my wife.lam alsoan avid bow hunter
participatinginthe Delafield deer management program. | huntthe Ethan Allen property. So, | can see both sidesfor thisland use proposal for
Lapham Peak. Continuingto find ways to live in harmony with nature is perhaps what this change suggests. The current plan may not start out The department has removed rule language which would have established that
perfectbut could be developed to provide aviable solution tothe overpopulation of White Tail Deer within the Lapham Peak State Forest. For archery huntingis allowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

501 certain White Tail deerare the bestat adaptingto their habitat change. With available food, waterand coverrestassuredthey will notleave. | feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
would respectfully suggestthataplan be puttogetherafter publicinput. Atrial hunting period could be setup with some guide lines monitored pursue a separate processtodetermine the most appropriate measuresfor
as to be able to evaluate a potential new harvest opportunity which could be atool in creating more of a balance between deer, habitatand all managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
who enjoy this area. The Delafield deer management program has been very successfulin working towards creating a balance between land
habitat and wildlife. That program provides an opportunity. An opportunity that those of us that participate appreciate having.

Thisemail isinresponse tothe proposed NRB Order Number PR-03-20, Section 140, NR 45.13 (18). | would speakin opposition to this proposal. |

livein Delafield. My children, ages9, 7, 5, and 2, frequently play in Lapham Peak. Our property abuts Lapham Peak, and | would be deeply

concerned about opening up this publicland to be hunted on. Much of the reason why we live where we dois because of its proximity to the The department has removed rule language which would have established that
hiking trails and the otherlandin Lapham Peak. We do not want hunters on this land that our children roam on, though always within view of one | archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, in response tosignificant

502 of their parents. Undoubtedly it will be recommended that hikers and all others who come to Lapham Peak will wear clothing that shouldidentify | feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
themto hunters. But| believethatthisistoo much to ask, as there are many youngchildren thatare in Lapham Peak ona daily basis. Inshort, pursue a separate process todetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
permitting huntingin Lapham Peak will drastically change its accessibility to the thousands of people who hikein Lapham Peak, and would mean managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
that this publicland would be avoided by the public. | would recommend that othersolutions be pursuedin orderto cull the deerherd that would
not endangerthe lives of my children and the many othervisitors to Lapham Peak. | thank you for yourtime and attention.

The department stands by this proposal. The proposed gap between check-out
and check-intimesisnecessary to 1) reduce conflict thathas been knownto
I'd preferkeeping the check-inand check-out times the same as they are now. Most of the campsites are left very cleanand don't need this 2 hour occ‘ur betweenarrivingand depa.rtlng campers and2) a.ccorr'1modate
. . . . . . . maintenance tasks such as cleaning, mowing, ortree trimmingorremoval. The

503 time. | go camping many weekends each year with my children and grandchildren and would have to cut our trips very shortif we were forced to

leave the campsites so earlyinthe day on Sunday. Thanks for the chance to comment. departmentalso notes that many state park systems enforce agap between
check-outand check-intimes. These systemsinclude but are notlimited to
Michigan Maryland, Missouri, lowa, Virginia, Kansas, California, New York and
Ohio.

| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically forthe retraction orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which | No changesare proposedinthisrule package thatare directly related to rock

prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibition is unwarranted and lacks abasisin evid ence of adverse impact. | climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments

In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the DNRin stewardship initiatives to submitted on this topic. Requeststo climb at specific SNAs will continueto be

preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with conservation, necessitating | considered during the master planning process, and decisions regarding

504 a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsiderthis provision and retract NR 45.13(1)(e). climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the

Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existinglanguage in NR45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off -trail hiking, so that prohibitions
are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmentalimpact. This approach would ensure that rock climbing istreated on
par with otheroutdoorrecreational activities. Thank you foryour attention to this matter, and | hope you will considerthe merits of my argument
duringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effectiveand equitable land management policies in Wisconsin.

conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
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judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
provision, the departmentis committed to developing a comprehensive rock
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.

| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically forthe retraction orrevision of NR 45.13(1)(e), which
prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibitionis unwarranted and lacks a basisin evidence of adverse impact.
In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the DNR in stewardship initiatives to

preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume thatrock climbingisincompatible with conservation, necessitating

No changes are proposed inthisrule package that are directly related torock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted on this topic. Requests to climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
considered duringthe master planning process, and decisions regarding
climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding

505 a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsider this provision and retract NR45.13(1)(e). appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing language in NR 45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off-trail hiking, so that prohibitions available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
are appropriatelyimplemented based on evidence of adverse environmentalimpact. This approach would ensure thatrock climbingistreatedon | judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
par with other outdoorrecreational activities. Thank you for your attention to this matter, and | hope you will considerthe meritsof my argument | requeststo climb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
duringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effectiveand equitable land management policies i n Wisconsin. provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock

climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina processthat includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
I am not infavorof allowingahuntingseasonfordeerorturkey at Lapham Peak. This parkis one of the few places| can trail ride my horse now The department has removed rule language which would have established that
duringthe hunting season, which by the way isthe besttime toride, without fear of having my brown horse shot at even though we wearorange. | archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant

506 Meeting huntersin otherState Parks is always a tricky situation because I don’t want to scare them. Triggerfingers...| can’timagine hunters at feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
Lapham Peak. When I’'ve beenthere, thereare usually lots of families. Some do not seem too knowledgeable about outdoorsafety. | cannot pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measures for
imagine these kids, and their dogs, mixed with hunters. managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Please do notallow bow huntingin Lapham Peak during normal archery seasons to addressthe deer overpopulation problem. There are other archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, in response to significant

507 solutionsforthe DNRto solve this problem so a park that is so popularfor visitors and hikers can continue to be used safely wherehuntingisnot | feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

allowed andarisk for personal injury. pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

| was made aware of the proposal to allow bowhunting of whitetail deerand turkeys at Lapham Peak at our December 2, 2023 Nordics Ski Club

meetingat Trecker Lodge at Lapham Peak. | understand thatthe DNR feels thatthe deerherd needsto be culled due to crowding and disease.The

bowhunting season would extend foralmost 6 months, starting next fall. Accidental shooting of humans and otheranimals by bowhuntersisless

likely than with shotguns, but can happen (a horse with rider was hitin the Southern Unita few years ago and hadto be putdown). My concernis | The departmenthasremoved rule language which would have established that

aboutthe numberof people thatrecreate at Lapham Peakyearround (hiking, biking, horseback riding, cross country skiing, etc.). Many of these archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, in response to significant

508 people bringtheirchildren and dogs to recreate with them. What if a deerwas hitby an arrow, butdidn'tdie right away and was observed feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
bleedingto death by otherusers? Or if a dog was off leash and hit by an arrow? Some people might be turned off or frightened by seeing pursue a separate processto determine the most appropriate measuresfor
bowhuntersintheircamouflage gear hidinginthe woods at Lapham Peak. Or seeing dead deerbeingloaded onto their vehiclesin the wellused managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
parkinglots. It seems much saferto me to bringin sharpshooters to cull the deer during specified times and donate the deer meattothosein
need. Although | appreciate the opportunity to comment, | heard that Lapham Peak neighbors were not notified of this proposal, which | find
extremely inconsiderate.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

509 Hi, | agree with the possibilityof huntinginthe Lapham Peak park area as | drive Hwy C regularly and see deeralongthere alot. feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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| am writing to object bow hunting of any kind at the Lapham Peak unit. | frequently hike with my dogs year round. | used to live inthe northern

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

510 kettle moraine state forestand now enjoy the southern kettles. However, | don’t hike the southern ke ttles during hunting season. | feel | can still feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
hike without worrying at Lapham duringthis time. Please don’t take this away orallow hunting of any kind. pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
As a 30 yearresident of the Town of Delafield | totally supportan archery hunt at Lapham Peak. | have witnessed car deercollisionsand see dead
deeralongHighway C all the time. It’s only a matter of time until there is amajoraccident, or worse yet a fatality. With Lyme disease and CWD The department has removed rule language which would have established that
the deerpopulation needsto be reduced. I’ve had Lyme disease and had ticks attached when I’'ve neverleft myyard. Deerare inmy mowedyard | archeryhuntingisallowedfordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
511 all the time and theirdroppings are a nuisance. In addition the deer eat native plants and encourage invasive plants. They have browsed feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
everythingas high as they can reach. Thereislittle to no regeneration of native trees, unless there is afence put around them. My driveway is pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
about 300 yards longand I’'ve counted as many as 18 deerin that stretch. 6-10 isthe norm. To deny that the deer populationis majorproblemis | managingdeerandturkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
sticking ourheadin the sand.
| was surprised to hearabout this proposal to open the park to hunting. lam opposedto this rule change that would allow bow hu ntinganywhere
in Lapham Peak State Park. There are too many private propertiesinthisareato make it safe for huntingto take place. Thischange wouldleadto | The departmenthasremoved rule language which would have established that
a multitude of conflicst between landowners and hunters, and there are not enough park staff to enforce or keep visitors safe . Wounded animals | archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse tosignificant
512 would leave the park and venture onto private properties before dying. This proposal raises great concern over publicsafety. The trails are used feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
by so many non-hunters - dog walkers, horse back riders, cross-country skiers and families with children outfora hike. There have already beenso | pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measuresfor
many incidents with hunters and trappersinjuring the publicand non-target animals - including dogs out on a walk with theirfamily. Please reject | managingdeerandturkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
this proposal and give our park system, our wildlife and our non-comsumptive users a break.
It has come to my families attention a couple of days ago that the DNR is considering allowing bow huntingin adesignated portion of Lapham
Peak. Huntingisa greatsport and way to control the deer population, however, my family & | STRONGLY OPPOSE huntingin thisfamily friendly The department hasremoved rule language which would have established that
park. The bow hunting map creates a legitimate safety concern forthe many, many people and families who enjoythe health ben efits and natural | archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
513 amenities of the park. Itwould be nearlyimpossible for non-huntersto enjoy the park forthe duration of the hunting season. Non-hunters are feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
not required and most do not wear bright orange or pink. Theirlives would be endangered walking through the park. Many non-hunters would pursue a separate processtodetermine the most appropriate measures for
avoid enjoyingthe park out of fear fortheirfamilies safety. Bow huntingin Lapham Peak is NOT a safe option for this much love d publicparkland. | managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
NRB Order Number PR-03-20, Section 140, NR 45.13 (18) Thank you foryour time and consideration.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| am respondingto the proposal to allow turkey hunting and bow/crossbow hunting at Lapham park. This park is one of the busi est parks year archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
514 round because of the many activities and hiking done there. Having hunting there would ruin the park. | for one would not go there to hike and feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
worry about being shot at. Please vote down thisidea. pursue a separate process todetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
No changesare proposedin this rule package thatare directly related to rock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted on thistopic. Requeststo climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
I am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically forthe retraction orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which | considered duringthe master planning process, and decisions regarding
prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibitionis unwarranted and lacks a basisin evidence of adverse impact. | climbingata particularsite will be based onthe assessment of impactstothe
In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the DNR in stewardship initiatives to conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with conservation, necessitating | (NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
515 a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsider this provision and retract NR45.13(1)(e). appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best

Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing language in NR45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off-trail hiking, so that prohibitions
are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmentalimpact. This approach would ensure that rock climbingis treated on
par with otheroutdoorrecreational activities. Thank you foryour attention to this matter, and | hope you will considerthe merits of my argument
duringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effectiveand equitable land management policies in Wisconsin.

available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
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| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically forthe retraction or revision of NR45.13(1)(e), which
prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibitionis unwarranted and lacks abasisin evid ence of adverse impact.
In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the DNRin stewardship initiatives to
preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is nocompellingreason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with conservation, necessitating

No changes are proposed inthisrule package that are directly related torock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted on this topic. Requests to climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
considered during the master planning process, and decisions regarding
climbingat a particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts tothe
conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding

516 a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsiderthis provision and retract NR 45.13(1)(e). appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing language in NR45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off -trail hiking, so that prohibitions available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
are appropriatelyimplemented based on evidence of adverse environmentalimpact. This approach would ensure thatrock climbingis treated on | judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
par with other outdoorrecreational activities. Thank you for your attention to this matter, and | hope you will consid erthe merits of my argument | requeststo climb at specificSNAs. Withregard to the climbing permits
duringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effectiveand equitable land management policies in Wisconsin. provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock

climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
| heartily endorsg the idea of bow hunting at Lapham Peak Park. I live a(.:ljacentthe park.and can say fora fact thatdeerare (,Jverrunnmgthe area The department has removed rule language which would have established that
to an extentthatis not healthy forthem norfor the park nor for the neighbors. I love thisareaand | love the deerbut| don’t wantto see them L . .
, . . ) archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

517 stcarve and I’'m not c.razy ab9utthem eating my plantings. Plus | take Hwy C many, many timesand see how o_ftenthere are deer carcasses li)y the feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
side of the road duringrutting season and all year around. So | say, for the sake of the deer more than anything else, please cull the herd. ’'m not . .
worried about being shot myself because | know bow hunters can’t shoot from superlongdistances. All hunters | know are very ethical and pursuea separate process to deter‘mme the mostappropriate measures for

. managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
careful to be sure of theirtargets.
| am voicing my objectionto allow bow huntingin Lapham Peak State Park. When | go there in the fall, | am always amazed at how many people
are hikingthere. Itisindeed the best state park for outdoorrecreation closest to the metropolitan Milwaukee area. |also know several people
workingto hike the entire Ice Age Trail, and their optimum hikingtimes are inthe springand fall. They are in more remote areas where | would The department has removed rule language which would have established that
suspect hunters would be. | don't think that allowing hunting, even bow hunting, would provide a secure feeling to day hikers. In essence hikers archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

518 would need towearorange veststo ensure they are not mistaken for deer. The same goesfor dogs. | have been told numerous times "youcan't feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
take your dogout in the woods during hunting season" because her coloringand mannerisms are very deer like. | understand the need tothinthe | pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
herdifthereisan over population of deer, butI'm notsure openingthe parkto any kind of huntingis the way to doit. Hiking in state parks has managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
always giving me the feeling of being safe during hunting season. lamalso curious why bow hunting season would additionally be open for
turkeys, whenitdidn't mention an overpopulation of turkeys. Down with huntingin Lapham Peak State Park!
| oppose the proposed rule change that would allow bow huntinganywherein Lapham Peak State Park for all of the following reasons: The small The department has removed rule language which would have established that
staff of the park currently would not be able to reasonably enforce oraddress the safety concerns of visitors. The DNRwould needto add archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

519 additional staff and Conservation Wardens. The areas suggested for hunting (Homestead Hollow, Tower, & the Westside Prairie) are too close to feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
incredibly popular hiking trails used by families and dog owners as well as cross-country ski trails during the busiest time of year. This goes against | pursue a separate processto determine the most appropriate measures for
all logicfor safety. managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

My partner & | are regular users of Lapham Peak. As you know, thisis an extremely well-used property - as close to an urban park as thereisinthe
system. There is no place for hunting there with the diversity of users. It has always been an oasis for hikers and others wh o are not safe in other The department has removed rule language which would have established that
properties duringregularhunting seasons and who are greeted by often hostile hunters during that time. Please do not take that oasis and archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

520 free/safe space from us. There are so many otherplacesin the Southern Kettle Moraine for hunting. In particularas the numberof hunters feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
decline statewide and other park usesincrease, why inconvenience the majority of users to the benefit of a declining minority? lunderstand that | pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
the size of the deerherdinthisareaisof concern. | thinkthe publicdeserves a careful review of the alternatives to sol ve the issue. Again, please managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
leave this special resource tothe hikers, bikers, skiers, and other non-weapon wielding users.
| understand the need to cull the deerherd and probably the pheasant population as well. An overpopulation of any animal can have serious The department has removed rule language which would have established that
negative effects on the environment. | used to have a wildliferehab permitand eventhose of us who had one understood that. | saw the archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant

521 suggestion thatsince Lapham Peak has conservation wardens, it would be saferforthe wardens to cull the herd during the park’s closed hoursor | feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

you could even even extend the closed hours for a period of time to allow them to do the work. Additionally, the wardens would dispose of the
deerinanon-wastefuland clean way, and not have to worry about some possibly irresponsible hunters leaving remains neartrails. While most

pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
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hunters are respectful, justlikeany group, there are some who are not. It might be reasonable to donate the the deermeatas well. If Iremember
correctly the state has used sharpshootersin some situationsin the past because of CWD. That would also be more acceptable optionthan
openingthis Park to any huntingand maybe more acceptable to the wardens as well. Please Leave this park No Hunting! I didn't have a yearly
park permitthisyearbut| usually dobuy one or mykids get me one for Christmas and | had just been thinking about getting the 2024 permit
when | heard about this. If this hunt isallowed | may have to. reconsider.

| oppose the proposed rule change that would allow bow huntinganywherein Lapham Peak State Park. | spend considerable time atthe park for
hiking and cross country skiing, and appreciate the fact that Lapham Peakis one of the only State Parks | know of that prohibits hunting, making
my enjoyment of the outdoors there more relaxing and peaceful. Otherkey reasons | oppose thisrule change includ e: The Friends of Lapham Peak
State Park group opposes this proposed change that would allow huntingin the park. The random patchwork of land that the DNR is
recommending beingopentoarcheryisnotrealisticforeven the most ethical hunterto stay within. Hunters most certainly will be tracking and
retrievingwounded animals all overthe entire State Park and neighboring private properties. This creates conflict, confusion, and reason for
concern. The small staff of the park currently would not be able to reasonably enforce oraddress the safety concerns of visitors. The DNR would

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

22 f k i ingth li iod. Th ill
> needto add additional staff and Conservation Wardens. The areas suggested for hunting (Homestead Hollow, Tower, & the Westsi de Prairie) are eedbackreceived during the public c':omment period e.departmentW|
. . [ . . o ) . ; . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
too close toincredibly popular hiking trails used by families and dog owners as well as cross-country ski trails during the busiest time of year. This . .
. . . - . . - . ) managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
goes againstall logicfor safety. The horse trails on the Prairie Path pose a particularly dangerous risk for trail riders. Justin 2020, a horseinthe
Southern Kettle Moraine State Forest was shot by a bowhunterwhileundersaddle onthe trail withagroup of several riders. Thisregulationis
wide openfor “archeryfor all animals” forthe entire archery season that runs from Septemberto February. Thisisfartoo long of a time that
would impact the visitorexperience for all recreational users foralmost half the year. Especially, aftersignificant efforts and investments have
been made to make the Lapham Peak a winter destination forall of Southern Wl with the snow-making and the future Lapham Lodge.
| would like to be onrecord as being opposed to hunting at Lapham Peak State Park. | would like to add that | am opposed to all huntingand The departrr?enjc hasremovedrule Ianguagewhmh would have'esfa.bllshed that
o . . . . . . archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
trappinginany of Wisconsins State Parks forthat matter! Citizens need placestorecreate in this state thatare notopento huntingand trapping. . . . . .
523 o - . . ) - feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
Notonlyfor citizens butforthe wildlife therein as well. Most Wi State Parks have a large volume of attendance. People want to view the wildlife . .
inthese places not watched them dead, dragged out. Please consider not allowing hunting of any kind or trappingin this park. Thankyou'! pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
! ' ' ' managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| have learned from reading the paperthat there are proposalsto all deerhunting at Lapham Peak nextyear, and am writing to voice my concern
that thisisa large mistake. | frequent the park on a bi-weekly basis with my dogs and enjoy the park's nature and conversation. Without even
gettingintothe many safety concerns of allowing hunting allowed us walkers and our pets, | also would remind you to consid er that many of users
of the park enjoy the deerinthe park |r.1 thelrnaturlal state. Huntingisallowedin th.e prlvate areas.. all around.thfa par.k, :fmd the park ser.ves asa The department has removed rule language which would have established that
statutory to the deerand turkey. Offering those animals a safe home and then turning into a hunting ground is like fishing with dynamite. And L . L
. . . . . . . archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
losingthe nature inthe park isvery disappointing to me as a user and tax payer. | think there are plenty of otherareasin the state of Wl to . . . . .
524 . . . o . . . . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
harvestdeer. Particularly in our state forests. This seems like little thought wentinto this decision, and little public notice has been done. The Ursue a separate brocess to determine the most apbropriate measures for
majority of the parks users and tax payer DO NOT WANT this. | strongly encourage the State of WI Department of Natural Resources to rethink fnana in dFe)eran(?turke opulations at Lanham PF;F;kSFiate Forest
your decison and protect the wildlife. Promote conservation and preservation. 20200 Poplar Creek Parkway Unit 111 N Brookfield WI 53045 Sorry, ging ypop P '
| forgotto include my home address. | live 15 minutes down the road of 194 and visit mostly every Sunday throughout the entireyear. | love the
park the way itis and hope it remainsinits current natural state with animals alive for me to enjoy. | trust that you will do the right thing so thank
you for listening to the majority of us.
| oppose the proposed rule change that would allow bow hunting anywherein Lapham Peak State Park. | spend considerable time at the park for
hiking and cross country skiing, and appreciate the fact that Lapham Peakis one of the only State Parks | know of that prohibits hunting, making
my enjoyment of the outdoors there more relaxing and peaceful. Other key reasons | oppose this rule change include: The Friends of Lapham Peak
State Park group opposes this proposed change that would allow huntingin the park. The random patchwork of land that the DNR is The department has removed rule language which would have established that
recommending beingopentoarcheryis notrealisticforeven the most ethical hunterto stay within. Hunters most certainly will be tracking and archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
525 retrieving wounded animals all overthe entire State Park and neighboring private properties. This creates conflict, confusion, and reason for feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

concern. The small staff of the park currently would not be able to reasonably enforce oraddress the safety conce rns of visitors. The DNRwould
needto add additional staff and Conservation Wardens. The areas suggested for hunting (Homestead Hollow, Tower, & the Westsi de Prairie) are
too close toincredibly popular hiking trails used by families and dog owners as well as cross-country ski trails during the busiest time of year. This
goesagainstall logicfor safety. The horse trails on the Prairie Path pose a particularly dangerousrisk fortrail riders. Justin 2020, a horse in the
Southern Kettle Moraine State Forest was shot by a bowhunterwhileundersaddle on the trail with agroup of several riders. This regulationis
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wide openfor “archeryfor all animals” for the entire archery season that runs from Septemberto February. Thisisfartoo | ong of a time that
wouldimpactthe visitor experience for all recreational users foralmost half the year. Especially, aftersignificant efforts and investments have
been made to make the Lapham Peak a winter destination forall of Southern Wl with the snow-making and the future Lapham Lodge.

Thank you for taking the time to read my comments regarding the proposal of allowing bow hunting within Lapham Peak state park.lam an avid
hiker out at Lapham Peak and am against this proposal. If the conservation wardens are able to cull the herd during the park’s closed hoursand

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

526 . . . . . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
dispose of deerina non-wasteful and clean way, thisis how the deerherd should be managed. se e families with pets and small childreninthe & P . P . P
ark all the time, they should not need to worry about stray arrows while enjoying the park pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
P ! ' managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
We do NOT support hunting of any kind in Lapham Peak. We love walking our dogs, bringing our families to enjoy hikes and the enjoying archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
527 the surrounding nature and peacefulness of the parks areas frequently and would not want that ruined by the presence of and res ults feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
of hunting. Thank you forconsidering my opinion. pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| frequentthe park as a resident of the area. | wouldn’t feel safe knowingthatthere is huntinganywhere in the park. | wantto enjoy the . .
q . P . . ey & . gany P . . Joy s . The department has removed rule language which would have established that
experience the park withoutany concern of hunting. Evenifit'sisolatedtoacertainarea, | now have to know aboutitand actively avoidit. If this L . L
. . . .. . . archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
were the case, the park is no differentthan general forestarea where hunting regularly takes place. | usually visit 10-20 times peryear. If hunting . . . . .
528 . . . . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
were to be allowed, | would rethink my annual permitand no longervisit. | also frequent the park as a volunteerinthe summerto clearinvasive . .

. . . L . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
speciesand make snow in the winter. These activities have me anywhere throughout the park, and perhaps more likely to encounter hunters. If managing deerand turkev pobulations at Lanham Peak State Forest
thiswere the case, | would not volunteerany further. Do notallow hunting atany time in Lapham Peak. ging ypop P )

Thanks for the opportunity to offer commentary on the proposed Lapham Peak huntingidea. My opinionis that all over Wisconsin there are so The department has removed rule language which would have established that
many opportunities available for hunters, | see zero reasons why this expansion of allowable huntingis either necessary or desirable. Hunters archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
529 have so many options. Why not allow some areas to be free of hunting? Additionally, the Lapham Peak site is highly trafficked. Why take achance | feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
someone could be tragically injured or killed? Today’s bow huntingis not what it once was. Crossbows in particularare deadly. Please, keep pursue a separate processto determine the most appropriate measuresfor
hunting out of Lapham Peak! managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
Good evening. | have BCC'd the rest of the folks on our Lake District email list for theirinformationtoo. | have also copied, in case she would like
to respondtoo. Thank youvery much foryour promptreply. WOW! 153 Sectionsinthe code? Some observations uponaquickreview of #5in
thelink...1 did not know there were such things as "boat in" campsites. | also never knew the term "teepee" was used in state law (section 19). |
see the use of dronesinsection 30, soare they used on our pond forsurveillance? Invasive plants are addressedin afew sections, butlam not
sure how our approach to them should be afterlosingthe 10 acres of open water weed harvest areadue to less EWM afterour | ast draw down. |
530 neverdid planongoingnude on publicproperty, but good to have it clarified here. (sect37) Section 100 is kind of interesting, in that "sensitive Commentisnoted and has been enteredintothe record.
habitat" doesforce non-motorized recreational use. Section 101 shows ponds can disappear. lassume thenyou put wetland restrictions on
them?| see sections 102 and 103 apply to all watersregardingair-boat use. | myself have been interested in wake boat use, solam guessing
restrictions onthose statewide are inthe works. While most of these do notappearto impact usdirectly onthe lola Millpond, itis good to know
whatis possiblyinthe works that could impact us down the road. Again, thank you very much, Andrew, foryour promptresponse, and for
bringing this to my attention. Hope you all have a good evening.
| recently found outabout the proposed huntingat Lapham Peak. I'm voicing my oppositiontothisproposal. |frequently hike at Lapham Peak . .
Y . prop ) & P . & y 'pp . prop q 'y P The department has removed rule language which would have established that
and go onthe Blue/Black trailsand west side of the park. | wasinformed that thisis where huntingwould be allowed. Itispeaceful and L . L
. . . . o archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
comfortingto know huntingis not allowed there. | walkalone and do notfeel comfortable with huntersinthe woods. Delafield utilizes . . . . .
531 . . . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
sharpshootersinthe surroundingareato cull the herd of deer. Itis totally not necessary toallow huntingat Lapham. The Ice Age Trail runs . .
. . . . . . . . . . . pursue a separate processto determine the most appropriate measuresfor
through Lapham and has been designated asa National parktrail. |thinkhunters puta conflict of beautiful hiking trails with shooting atanimals managine deerand turkev populations at Lanham Peak State Forest
inthe park. Thereisenoughviolenceinthe world. Nature should be leftto balance onits own. ging ypop P '
, - . . . - . o The department has removed rule language which would have established that
I’'m writing to express my strong opposition to allowing hunting and trappingin Lapham Peak State Park. Allowing these activities in piecemeal L . .

. . . L . . e . archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

sections of thisareais the same as allowingitin the entire park. How can bullets and arrows be confined to specific patch es of land? Itisfar too . . . . .
532 feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

dangerousforhikersand skiers and horseback riders. My friends, family, and | as well as the general publicwill nolonger be safe there if this
happens. This disastrous proposal would deny enjoyment of this park to the majority of us who do not huntand trap infavor of the few who do.

pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
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| am a resident of the State of Wisconsin. Everyyearl purchase a State Parks tag for my car to enjoy ourwonderful parks. lama Wisconsin
Master Naturalistand spend many hours every yearin the parks working on trail and park maintenance to support my fellow residents and

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

>33 visitorsintheirenjoyment of the park. | believe that expanded huntingin our parks makes it more difficult for people to enjoy the park. | know feedbackreceivedduringthe publlcc?omment penod.The‘departmentwnl
. . , . . . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
family members and friends who won't go to our parks during hunting season because of fear of being shot or struck by an arrow. . .
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
It has been broughtto my attention that considerationis currently being given to allowing bow hunting of deerand turkeyin Lapham Peak. Being The departrr)enjc hasremoved rule Ianguagewhlch would have'es’fa‘bllshed that
. . . - . . . , .. archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
one of the few publiclands on which huntingis prohibited, it seems counterintuitive to add it to the already extensive areas. Thisis one of the few . . . . .
534 . . . . AR . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
areas which afford a risk free opportunity for hikers, bicyclists, and horseback riders to enjoy the outdoors without worry. | feelyou would be . .
inappropriate to openthisareato huntingwhen there are already sufficient properties already designated for this purpose pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
'napp ’ managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Do not allow hunting within Lapham Peak boundaries. We have several alternative areasin and around the park to huntand even cull the deer archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
535 herd as needed. Anavidpark and Ice Age Trail hiker, lam very excited aboutthe Ice Age Trail designation as a National Parkand hope itremains | feedbackreceived duringthe publiccommentperiod. The department will
a safe hiker's park. pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| would like to comment on this proposal in regards to hunting. Thisis an excellent way to try and control the population of deerinthe park. The The department has removedrule language which would have established that
hunting program should resemblethe current town of Delafield hunting program as it works very well . Stand locations should be placed astonot | archeryhuntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse tosignificant
536 interfere with the publicand access to the location should be considered. A slow roll out of a program would help with conflicts. lam sure you feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
would get many volunteersto help with this. lwouldn’t be surprised if different tree stand manufactures would donate equipm ent to this pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
program if approached managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
. . . . The department has removed rule language which would have established that
As aresident of Waukesha County (Donald Martinson, 208 Harrison Avenue, Waukesha, WI) and a user of Lapham Peak Park, | wish to express my S . o
o . . i . L archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
oppositionto openingthe parktodeerhunting by the general public. The principle cause of my objectionis safety. | understand thatthe DNR has . . . . .
537 . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
to control the size of the herd, howeverlonly trustemployees of the Departmentto carry out the work required to do that w ork. Thank you for . .
. . . pursue a separate processto determine the most appropriate measures for
considering my opinion. . .
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| am writing to express my concern about the possibility of proposed bow hunting at Lapham Peak. People should be able to enjoy ourstate parks archery huntln.g N allowed fordeerand turkey, in r.esponse to 5|gn|f|cant.
538 ) . feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
without threat of errant arrows. Please do notallow hunting at Lapham Peak. . :
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| fully supportbow hunting at Lapham Peak. | am an avid cross country skier, hiker, trail user, runner, hunter and conservation patron. Thankyou | archeryhuntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse tosignificant
539 for yourdraft proposal. | believe what would assist for safety would be to have a lottery or some sort of control on how to limitthe amount of feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
hunters utilizing the park to bow hunt. pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
I'm writing about the fact that the DNR had determined that Lapham Peakis becoming overpopulated with deer, and is thus proposing bow
hunting duringthe normal archery season fordeerand turkeysin some areas. | understand that some of the area is not being considered because
it' I h il LAl fthel i I i “ " as i i I he Park with th
|t§too§ oset groad ortrails, etc. Also, some of the a?nd is permanent‘yrestrlcted by 'deed asVF was given or'so‘dtot e e‘\r with the ‘ The department has removed rule language which would have established that
stipulation thatit not be hunted on. Safety of the publicshould be considered more seriously. While those restrictions make itsound saferinthe L . .
. .. . . . . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
areas where most people hike orski, it adds to the challenge to communicate to hikers, skiers, and hunters whatis open and whatis closed to . . . . .
540 feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will

hunting. Lapham Peak sees 600,000 people each year, or 50,000 people each month, and most of those people usethe eastside of the park.
Lapham Peak State Park has been a jewel amongthe Wisconsin Park system in that no hunting or trapping was allowed. This is because the people
who donated the majority of the land put in the deed that no hunting or trapping would EVER be allowed. These small and rando m parts being
opento hunting essentially opens up the entire park to hunting. It would be nexttoimpossible forthe bow hunters to stay in these bo undaries. |
urge the DNRto reconsider this proposal.
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This email is to provide commentary on the proposal to open parts of Lapham Peak State Park to bow hunting for purposes of re ducing the
existing deer population. | strongly oppose this being considered. Lapham Peak sees roughly 50,000 people per month; the vast majority of those
use the trails on the east side of the park where much of the huntingis beingrecommended. And the area on the park’s westside sees large
numbers of hikers and dog walkers as well —at all hours of the day. Effectively communicatingthatactive huntingisoccurringwould be difficult
to impossible, as many of those people arrive with children and pets who are not able to be vigilantto deer hunters. ThisisaHUGE safety
concernand a misguided option. Istrongly disapprove. Inaddition, | would like more information on the data beingused to suggest thatthe deer

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, in response to significant

541 L . - . . . . . feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
populationinthe parkisindeed overrecommended management limits. | live on the west side of Cushing Park Road, directly across from a trail € P . P . P
. . . . . . . . pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
entrance, and am inthe park weekly —at all times of the day. | see nosigns of over population —especially with the increasing number of cars . .
. . . . - . ] managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
speeding down Cushing Park Road in flagrant disregard for wildlife. Finally, the factthatlarge tracts of the park were given orsold to the state
with the stipulation that no hunting occuron that land created the legacy of this park being meantforsafely enjoying nature and wildlife. To
wantonly change that— eveninareas not underthis stipulation —would create great confusion and ruin the experience our state parks should be
diligently trying to protect forour residents. Please reject this proposal.
No changes are proposed inthisrule package thatare directly related to rock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
. . . e . . . submitted onthistopic. Requeststo climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically for the retraction orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which ) . P d . P . .
. S ) . R . i ; considered during the master planning process, and decisions regarding
prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibition is unwarranted and lacks a basisin evidence of adverse impact. L . . . .
. o . . . . . . N climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the DNR in stewardship initiatives to . . . .
. . . o . ) . conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is nocompellingreasonto assume that rock climbingisincompatible with conservation, . L . - .
L . . . . L . . .. (NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
necessitating aspecial regulation beyond what applies to other recreational activities. | urge you to reconsider this provision and retract NR . i o . o
542 . . . ) . . . L S appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
45.13(1)(e). Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing language in NR 45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off-trail hiking, so that : . ) ) . .
o . . . . ) . L available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
prohibitions are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmental impact. This approach would ensure that rock climbing | . . . . o .
. . . oo . . . . . judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteria regarding
istreated on par with otheroutdoorrecreational activities. Thank you for yourattention to this matter, and | hope you wil | considerthe merits of ) e . S .
. . . . . | . . L requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
my argumentduringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effective and equitable land management policiesin .. . . . .
Wisconsin provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
’ climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
Thank you for taking the time to write. After careful review of publiccomments
and any subsequentrevisions to the rule package, it will goto the DNR'’s
governing body, the Natural Resources Board. We are hopeful thatthe rule
package will goto the governorin February of 20924. Afterthat, itwould go to
| wantedtosend my appreciation and approval of opening deer huntingin Lapham Peak Park. | believedeer management hereis necessary and the Legislature. | would expect thatit would be enacted sometime afterthat,
543 appropriate. Asaresponsable hunter, I'm confident visitors and hunters can coexistin a safe and healthy manner. Couldlaskwhena likely perhaps August of 2024 at the outset. The department hasremovedrule
decisionisexpectedtobe made? language which would have established that archery huntingis allowed fordeer
and turkey, inresponse to significant feedback received during the public
comment period. The department will pursue a separate processto determine
the most appropriate measures for managing deer and turkey populations at
Lapham Peak State Forest.
My wife and 8 children fully support the idea of deerand turkey hunting via upright bow or crossbow for the sole purpose of managingthe
overwhelming deer populationinthe area. The unchecked explosion of deer populationin the area has led to safety concerns with local traffic,
endangeringthe lives of local residents and those traveling through our community. Allowing proven, skillful, licensed, responsible, hunters to The department has removed rule language which would have established that
keepthis populationincheck would lead to saferroads, expanded use of publicgrounds for outdoor recreation at times that are rarely used by archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
544 others primarily early morning and dusk. Minimally, limploreyou to advocate forlocal huntersinterestedin responsible deer population feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

management coupled with adesire tofeedtheirfamilies using organic, self sustaining resources left unchecked that would also reduce human
injury, property damage and vehicle accidents that further stretch othervaluable publicservice agencies such as law enforce ment, fire
department, ambulance, publicworks and other road maintenance crews robbing local tax payers of such resources. Allowing such accessto a
limited, licensed, local, and proven group of hunters would provide an overwhelming upside for ourlocal community at ZERO CO ST to tax payers

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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while also supporting said hunters’ ability to provide nutrition fortheir families using a sustainable resource. Set limits, predetermine rules,
designate areas and re-evaluate yearto year. The risk/downside is low, while the advantage forthe entire community is great. Please consider
support of this program and do not hesitate tofind a “win - win” for our great community! Thank you foryour time and considerationin this
important community issue. Note: | would gladly VOLUNTEER my personal time to further understand this importantinitiative to see ourlocal
community continue to prosper.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

545 | supportthe future bow huntingseason at Lapham Peak feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

This email is written to voice our concern forthe proposed open deer huntingin Lapham Peak park. Our main concernisfor safety of all visitors
ingth ils for hiki iki kiing. Th hunti i f Mi h i i I fatimef h

usmgt‘ thral sforhiking, bi mgands iing epr(‘)p‘osed unting period o |(?ISeptembert rumidJanuaryistoolongof atime ramgto ave The department has removed rule language which would have established that
park visitors and hunters sharing same space. Thisisjust unsafe as general publicwill not be aware of bow huntersforthat longof a period. Asa L . L

. . . . S . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
hunter myself, if you miss the target arrows do travel quite adistance and could end up injuringaninnocent human ordog. The general public . . . . .

546 , . . . . . ) feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
that doesn’thunt will not be in lookout for hunters where they are skiing or hiking. Another concernis that many dog walke rs use the trails . .
. . . . . . . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
including us. Many visitors do lettheirdogs run off leash undertheircontrol and we are fearful for what this open hunt could create. To thin the managine deerand turkev populations at Lanham Peak State Forest
herd our suggestionis to consideraspecial hunt of two weeksorso inthisarea instead of four months due to the amount of people who use this ging ypop P '
park. Thankyou forlisteningto ourconcerns.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that

| do notthinkthat deerhuntinginthe park isa good idea. Hunters would not have a clear understanding of the hunting boundaries causing archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

547 potential conflicts with property owners. Otherconcerns are the number of skiers and hikers utilizing the same areaas the hunters. If the deer feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will

herd needsto be culleditshould be done inamore organized and professional manner. pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
As avid hikers, we have always relied on Lapham Peak as a safe place to hike during deerhunting season. | see that many otherpeople use archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
548 Lapham forwalking and trail running. Sowe oppose plansto open any part of the park to hunting, includingbow hunting, for obvious safety feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
reasons. pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| am a resident of Watertown, Wl frequently visit the park and buy a park pass yearly to supportit.| am also an avid outdoorsman who enjoys all The departrr)enjc hasremoved rule Ianguagewhlch would have‘es’Fa.bllshedthat
. . . . . . . . . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
things huntingand trappingrelated. |feel openingthe parkto huntingand using my fundsis beneficial all around for all parties involved. Letting . . . . .
549 D . . ) feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
hunters help manage the deerand turkey populationisagreat way forall parties to work together. | look forward to hearing the outcome of this . .
inthe near future pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
' managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
We agree wilth the DNRrule changt.e for the Laphar_n Peak Unit - Ket_tle Mor:inne State forest. Asstated" the Depa?rtme.nt may designate areas The department has removed rule language which would have established that
where hunting deerand turkeys with archery equipment, but not firearmsis allowed" Some reasons for supporting this change are: + Control L . -
. . L . . . . . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
herdsize and over populationisarea+ Limitdisease andsicknessinherd+ Potential to decrease deer/caraccidents and related insurance claims . . . . .
550 . . . . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
and costs+ Eliminate need and cost of hiring sharp shootersto cull herd + Lessen deerdamage toresidential landscape plantings. Hunting areas . .
. . L, . . . . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
designated onthe map will not affect park usersie: hiking, biking, X-Cskiing. We are X-Cskiers and hike frequently atthe parkand see no danger . .
. . . managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
or problem with allowing archery hunting.
We are extremely concerned about the plansto open areas of Lapham Peak to bow hunting. We frequently walk up Government Hill Road into The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Lapham Peak (one of the great perks about living just outside Lapham), as do many of our neighbors, and understand that this isinthe bow archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
551 hunting openarea. We love livingin afamily- and community-oriented area which feels very safe and protected. Whilewe understand the issue of | feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

the overpopulation of deer, we strongly feel that these plans create arisk of accidental injury forall of us. Kindly consider our perspectiveand
explore alternatives to this plan.

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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I'm writingin regards to the proposed bow huntingin Lapham Peak state park. My wife and | moved to Delafield because of this state park so that
we could run, hike, and skiinan area where we could feel safe and hunting was not allowed. This aspect became even more imp ortant aftera
horse was euthanized after being struck with an arrow by a bow hunterin nearby Scuppernongin 2020. We enjoyed Lapham Peak so much that
we bought a house that backs up to the park and paida premium forthe "No Hunting" signs that are posted at our propertyline.lam not against
hunting. I'ma deerhunter, and | take advantage of pheasant huntinginthe Kettle Moraine Southern Unit on a weekly basis. Butthose areas,
thoughthe Ice Age trail goesthroughthem, are not nearly as heavily trafficked as Lapham Peak. Thisis a resource that is vital to the community of
Delafield and the surrounding areas. It's an area that has amazing recreation opportunities, and during hunting season, draws peopleaway from
otherareas inthe regionthat are opento hunting because itis perceived as safer, or at least a spot where patrons do not have to be concerned
aboutencountering hunters. The original Lapham Peak master plan deed restriction on hunting stated it was notjustforthe 409 acres, but was
extendedtoincludeall lands within the project boundary. | practice archery and even my wife has a bow. We are good friends with an ownerofa
local archery shop, and | know many, many responsible bow hunters. The problemis | have encountered many who are arrogant, and violators.
There will be arguments made that the effective range of acrossbow is 40 yards, but that does not prevent some hunters from thinking they are

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

552 in possession of arifle with astring, and taking 100 yard shots. My house is less than 100 yards from the park, and less than 100 yards from the feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
potential bow huntingarea. We have had hikers come onto our property who have losttheirway on the trailsand we've had she d hunters pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
walking on our property. Will we have to worry about bow hunters sittingin ouryard? | coach high school cross country and track and field, and managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
we run workouts regularly through Lapham Peak. | would not want the liability of havingthese high school athletesrunning through an area
where there are bow hunters present, wherethey have to worry every time they encounteradeer, where they are runningin excess of 10 miles
perhour, that an arrow or bolt may be onthe way. | do not want themto have the extraburden of checkingtheirfootinginthe eventthata
broadheadison the trail. People willignorethe rules, people will hunt within 300 feet of our house. Hunters will mistake our property for the
park or claimignorance, it has happened numerous timesinthe shorttime we've lived here with peoplelooking forantler she ds. The no hunting
signthat is prominent on the border of ourlot is comforting to our family. My wife specifically did not wantto buy adjacentto the nearby Ottawa
field trial grounds due to concern for huntersignoringthe no shooting toward property signs. There's adifference between b uyingahouse
adjacentto publichuntingland and trying to prohibit hunting vs buying a house adjacenttoland where huntinghad been prohibited and now is
under consideration. Will we now have to be concerned of letting our dogs run around our property because hunters can sitat our property line?

Will we need toworry for our own safety?
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| wantto voice my feelings that| do not support bow huntingin Lapham Park, Waukesha County. Thisisa very busy park and has wonderful archery huntmg 'S allowed fordeerand turkey, in r'esponse to 5|gn|f|cant.

553 . . . L . L . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
hiking trails available. Huntingisimportant butdo not feel that this areashould be open whenitisso well used by families . .

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for

managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
I am aresidentin Twin Oaks Dr. | believethisisaterrible ideato have bow huntingin Lapham Peak. Thisis publicland where hundreds of people | archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse tosignificant

554 walk every day and thislaw would put several people at risk of potential injury and/or death. There would be alot of people, including myself, feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
that would be frightened to walk in Laphamiif this law were to pass. This would be awful for the community. pursue a separate process todetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor

managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| would like to provide inputonthe forest usage. lam a lifelong resident of kettle morainearea, and have used the horseman trails and park at

555 New Prospect, along with the snowmobiletrailsinthe whole forest. | believethe current usesinthe park have a lot of different recreational Commentisnotedand has been enteredintothe record.
opportunities foreveryone. | would hope the variety of usage stays the same.
| am writing to provide my comments onthe DNR Board Order# PR-03-20 regarding the proposal to allow bow hunting of deerand turkeys within
designated areas of the Lapham Peak Unit of the Kettle Moraine Forestin Waukesha County, where huntingis currently notallowed. lam . .

. . . The department has removed rule language which would have established that
opposedtothis proposal as a matter of safety for the thousands of people who use Lapham Peak every month, particularly during the fall for L . L
hiking, biking, and horse back riding, and in winter for X-Cskiing. The proposal would allow hunting for the entire bow hunting season from Sept archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, in response tosignificant
556 ! ! ) feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will

to Jan, the monthswhenthe parkisthe busiest. This makes no sense, as there would be no way to prevent hunters fromwanderingintoa"no
hunting" zone norinnocent families, dog walkers, runner, etc. to use a trail that is partly or all withinthe hunting zone as suggested on the current
map. It appearsthat the entire horse ridingtrail would be inthe hunting zone, along with many of the hikingtrails, and even parts of the X-Cski
trails. Thereissimply nowaythat people who use the park for recreation could be kept safe from huntersinsuch a crowded area. While lam

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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aware that there isan over population of deerat Lapham Peak, | strongly urge the DNR to remove this proposal PR-03-20from inclusion in section
140. Asan alternative, | would suggestthat DNRwork with the city/town of Delafield to coordinate their efforts to cull the deer popul ation.
Perhapsthe park could actually be closed fora couple days of intense hunting, similarto what Delafield might be doing, as aone-time measure to
cull the deernumbers. Itwould need to be publicized and then posted at closed gates to keep visitors out while hunting was goingon. There just
isno way to keep peoplesafe at Lapham Peak if you allow any kind of hunting. For many people, thatfeeling of safetyis astrongdraw forthemto
recreate at Lapham Peak without fear of being shot by someone, ortheirdogs orhorsesinjured. The Friends of Lapham Peak have worked
tirelessly with DNR staff to make many improvements overthe years, resultingin one of the premier parksin this heavily populated area,
including visitors from Illinois. Please don't do anything to spoil this.

To the people who run the government of the state of Wisconsin,please stop being so oppressive . Thisis the United States of America notlran.
Stop using your government positions to enforce the religious dress code of the dominantreligion onall peopleatall times where everyou can.
There are posted clothing optionalbeachesinin many european countries and they are justfine . Civilization does not fall apartif you let people
have some freedom. | have beentomany clothing optional beaches and have found the people there polite,fun loving and,clean just normal
people without clothes. National polls have been conducted onthe subject. 15% are naturist,people who enjoy outdoor recreationin the nude

The proposedrule language has been reviewed in light of publiccomments

557 . . . . . . . . . received onthistopic. Adecision has been made by the departmenttoretain
. 70% think that it would be fine to have some posted beacheson publiclandsforclothing optional recreation. 15 % are intolerant religious theI;Vn ua eals rglosed 15! ¥ P !
control freaks. Huntersare 4.5% of the national populationandlookatall the publiclandsthatare allowed tothem. Naturists don'tkill the guag prop '
animal or leave shotgun shells and lead pellets everywhere. Our activities are far safer. Havingseveral posted clothing optional beaches on public
lands would help your15% naturist wisconsinites feelsafe while recreating and letthe intolerantjerk wisconsinites know where nottogoifthey
do notfeellike being offended. Please do not passthese anti nudity laws .Be a freedom loving American notan oppressive control freak.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
. . . . . . . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
| don't think huntingin Lapham Peakisa good idea. It's not safe for people that hike and ski there. | have been hiking the re exclusively for the past yuntl .g| W . urkey, | . P 'enit! .
558 . . . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
4 yearswithmyfriend. We hike 2 to 3 days perweek. I'm against the proposal to hunt at Lapham Peak. . .
pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| am a trail riderthatis opposedto opening Laphamto bow hunting.lam all forsharingthe trails, and used to ride the KM State Forest trails . .
. " . 'S 0pp pening . P whunting . I & I. ’ ! ! . . r ! The department has removed rule language which would have established that
duringbow hunting. Then a horse was shot (inthe hoof and resulted in the horse being euthanized). | rode that trail an hour prior...and even L . .
. ) . . archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
years later | am shaken by that. It could have been me or my horse. | no longerride inthe Forest during peak bow and gun se asons. Which trulyis . . . . .

559 o, e 1as . . feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

ashameasit's alongseason and beautifultime of the year. Alternatively, |am lucky enough to be able to choose other parks that have bridle . .
. . . . . . " " . . pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
trailsthat do notallow hunting. Lapham s that alternative for me. Please do not restrict those that desire the comfort of "safety" during hunting managing deerand turkev populations at Lanham Peak State Forest
season by openingapark so heavily used by hikers, dog walkers, bikers, and horseback riders to bow hunting. ging ypop P )
As a Waukesha County resident, | am against the addition of bow huntingto areas within the boundarie s of Lapham Peak State Forestasa
method of population control. NRB order number PR-03-20, Section 140, NR45.13 (18) This park sees overa half million visitors ayear. Hundreds
of thousands of people will be impacted by this decision, and it does notap pearas though sufficient respectis being given to the visitors of . .
peop P v ) ep . P . g8 . . The department has removed rule language which would have established that

Lapham Peak. Forexample, the proposed map of allowable hunting spaces does not appearto have clear boundaries, andinfact, often runsinto L . .

. . . . e en archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
areas included on the well-known and well-respected Ice Age Trail. These hunting areas appear to be placed sporadically, whereverthey "fit"; . . . . .

560 . . . ) . feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
some are across trailways, one is arguably very nearto Homestead Hollow picnicarea, and others have to stop for reasons of private ownership or . .

. S ) o . ) ) ) pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
publicaccess before continuing. This lack of continuity will be confusingto all parties and creates undue and unnecessary safety risks. managing deerand turkev populations at Lanham Peak State Forest
Furthermore, as the area is partly residential, this createsissues with personal property as well. Not only trespassing, but of individuals feeling ging ypop P '
safe to enjoy their property freely at will. The staff of the park cannot be expected totake on these additionalstresses and responsibilities,
without a clear plan when movingforward. Thank you foryour consideration, and please keep Lapham peak free from all hunting/ trapping!

| realized Arianamay not see this until afterthe comment period has closed.
Below are the changesrelated to horses. We’re seeing more types of

. . . . . domesticated hoofed animals/ungulates, and this rule attempts to apply the

| am just now gettingtositdown and read through the new proposed regulations, and saw the above statement. Can you explain whatthe use /ung M S P PRy
. . rulesforhorsesto those othertypes of “horse-like” animals. There are no real
561 on roads open to motor vehicles would entail ?

Response on 12/9/23: Thank youfor clarifying! | don’tthink | need to commenton any of that!

changes proposed forhorses. The road-related changes are to change the rule
from only applyingto horsesto “equine animals, llamas, and alpacas” (see
SECTION 71). SECTION 13 expands the definition of “equine” toinclude other
species and breeds of hoofstock thatare considered to be equinesand are used
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for the same purposes as the animals currently covered in the definition.
Section 13. NR45.03 (9m)is proposedto be amendedtoread: NR 45.03 (9m)
“Equine” means any horse, pony, donkey or, burro, mule, and hinny. SECTION
20 creates a definition of “ungulate,” which will be used to distinguish the
activities allowed for equine animals from activities that would be prohibited for
all hoofed mammals. Section 20. NR 45.03 (23s) is proposed to be created to
read: NR 45.03 (23s) “Ungulate” means any hoofed mammal. SECTION 71
specifies thatall ungulates ratherthan just equines are prohibited from being
on beaches, posted or marked hikingtrails, nature trails, picnicareas,
non-equine campgrounds, or contrary to posted notice on the northern state
forests or the Turtle-Flambeau scenicwaters area. These are higher-use public
areas onwhich user conflicts would likely arise with the presence of these
animals. This section also expands the rules on riding animals on certain public
lands to all equine animals, Ilamas and alpacas. While theseanimals are
generally prohibited on departmentlands, they may be ridden orled on public
highways, areas opento publicvehicleuse, areas and trailsopento theiruse,
and by permiton field trial areas. Section 71. NR 45.06 (6) is proposed to be
amendedtoread:NR 45.06 (6) (a) Exceptas otherwise authorized by the
department, Nono person may ride, lead or fail to preventany equine ungulate
animal from being on any beach, posted or marked hiking trail, nature trail,
picnicarea or non-equine campground or contrary to posted notice anywhere
not posted opentotheiruse. Ungulate animals are allowed in all areas, except
where posted against such use, on the northern state forests orand the
Turtle-Flambeau scenicwaters area. (b) Horses Equine animals, Ilamas, and
alpacas are prohibited on all other departmentlands except on publichighways
as definedins. 340.01 (22), Stats., and consistent with ch. 346, Stats., and areas
or trails posted fortheiruse, or by permiton field trial areas, in accordance with
ch. NR 17. SECTION 72 replaces “horse” with “equine animal” and adds llamas
and alpacasto the provision prohibitinga person from recklessly riding or
leadingan animal on departmentlandsinaway that would risk publichealth
and safety. Section 72. NR 45.06 (7) is proposedto be amendedtoread: NR
45.06 (7) No person may ride or lead a horse an ungulate animal in a careless,
negligent, or reckless mannersoasto endangerthe life, property or persons of
otherson anylands underthe management, supervision and control of the
department.

562

| am emailing on behalf of myself, my husband, our4 children, and alocal group of homeschool families (50 of us on average) whovisit Lapham
Peakregularly. We are hunting family, my husband bow hunts andis a part of a local archery club, so we are familiar with the benefits of hunting
as awhole. There clearlyisadeerpopulation issue onthe grounds of Lapham Peak, every time we visit the park we see deerand we understand
the downsides and dangers of overpopulation. However we have some major concerns about the all outallowance of hunting at Lapham Peak.
From our understanding the proposal would be to have the park opento huntingthe e ntirety of bow season. We feel like thisis not the best
optionand don’tunderstand why otheroptions haven’tbeen considered. We absolutely feel park attendance willdrastically de crease with the
allowance of hunting forthe entirety of the season. We would not feelcomfortable being there during the season ifthere was active huntingand
would find other parks to hold our homeschooling co-ops and hike as a family. Our major suggestion we feelwouldbe agood compromise would
be to only allow certain days of the months for hunting. This way some days park visitors would be able to enjoy the park without concern and
otherdays visitors would be able to make the decision tovisitornot whenitis opento hunting. The publicwould know ahead of time and would
be able to make the decision and plan. We also read nothing about any accountability astowho is hunting. We propose there should be asignin
and outsheetdaily asthe hunters arrive and leave soin case of incident there isarecord of who was there. Lastly we are also extremely weary

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate processto determine the most appropriate measuresfor
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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aboutallowing crossbows as there isa much higher chance for misfires and possible incidences with them versus aregularbow, and we would
absolutely not feelcomfortable knowing hunters would be using them as we enjoy the park along side them. We suggest not allowing crossbows
for huntinginthisvery populated park. Based on ourunderstanding now we will not be visiting the park during hunting season if the full
allowance goesinto effect. This willbe very disheartening forus as it has become ourfavorite regularspot for our homeschool group every Friday
(againa group of on average 50+, but 95 mothersincluded total in our group with an average of 3 children, so near400 people). We hope and
pray a compromise and middle ground can be found overthe current fully open proposal so thatregular park guests like us can enjoy the grounds
without concern, while also providing a great location for hunters to enjoy the park and help decrease the clearly overabundant deer population.
Thank you for taking the time and hearing publicconcern.

| am an avid user of Lapham Peak yearround. | am a Lifetime Friend of Lapham Peak. | have previously volunteered to clear buckthorn and am
alsoa volunteer snowmaker and xcskier. lam in support of what helpsthe longterm health of the forests and fields of Laph am Peak. |

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant

563 believereducingthe deer population isimportanttothe regrowth of native species of plants. | support the new bowhunting proposal. The areas feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
of the map seemreasonable. Onlinereservations of hunting times and areas would be reasonable if compromise is needed. Reducing the length pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
of the season would be anothercompromise if needed. managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| am commentingon NR45 in regards to snowmobile trailsinthe Northern Kettle Moraine State Forest and request thatthey remain unchanged.
This great asset to snowmobiling has beenin place since the 60’s and has served the community in many ways including bringin gin snowmobilers
564 from otherareas to the NKM State Forest and surrounding businesses. The trails are maintained and groomed for winter use by our snowmobile Commentis noted and has been enteredintothe record.
clubas well as others. We work under a strict contract that has worked well as a partnership between the clubs and the NKM Stake Forest
management.
| will respondtoyour questionsthe bestlcan. | expectthere tobe future
conversations on the specifics of what the Archery hunt will look like exactly. 1.
What is currently being proposedis an Archery that would follow the typical
archery season from mid-September through the end of January. Archery
Good morning. | am writingto share my thoughts on the possibility of allowing bow hunting within Lapham Peak. | understand the need to season dates can be found at the followinglink:
reduce the deerherd withinthe park. The following are my questions and requests for consideration related to bow huntingtodo this. 1. Length | https://dnr.wisconsin.gov/topic/hunt/dates 2. To my knowledge, there would
of the season - The parkis a magnet for fall outings (whichiswhyltendto avoiditduring thistime, butit’s nice for people to have this space so not be any days duringthe proposed archery season that would be closed. 3.
close to an urban area). To allow huntingin Lapham Peak during the entire bow hunting season would be unfortunateforthe people whowantto | The type of bows beingused would also fall underthe typical statewide archery
enjoy a fall day without the concern of sharing the space with hunters. 2. Days allowing hunting - Forthe same reason thatthe season length regulations. Thiswouldincludelongbows, recurve bows, compound bows,
should be shortened, | would suggest reviewing the days of the week that huntingis allowed. Again, | visiton week days, but | don’t thinkit’s crossbows, etc. 4. Carcass disposal would follow the same regulations. Hunters
practical or most effectiveto allow hunting on holidays and weekends. 3. Type of bows allowed -1am nota hunter, so have no knowledge of are required to remove the entire carcass excluding the entrails. Acompletelist
bows. | justknow that | would not want the use of bows that can resultin arrows/bolts traveling far distances allowed in Lapham Peak. 4. Carcass | of huntingregulationscan be found at the following link:
565 disposal - My strong preference would notto “witness” anyone haulingadeercarcass on a trail | am using. Asubsetofthisisestablishing https://widnr.widen.net/s/fjhxhtzq6t/2023-wisconsin-hunting-regulations 5.
guidelines for disposing of the remains of adeerwhen someone “dresses” adeer - it’snota positive experience to come upon the leftovers,and| | The DNR utilizesa DNRTip Line for huntingviolations thatis posted onthe
have had that experience in otherareas of the Southern Kettle Moraine Forest. That’s why Lapham Peak has been a refuge during hunting property. That phone numberis: 1-800-847-9367 6. A property hunting map will
season. 5. Identification - Inorderto allow peopletoreportabuses of whateverguidelines are in place, | would suggest requiring hunters to be available on the property that will show designated hunting areas as well as
display some identification. 6. How will the DNRidentify areas of Lapham Peak closed to hunting, and how will these areas be monitored? What | areas thatare closedto hunting. These boundaries willalso be clearly marked
guidelines will be established if wounded deerenterareas closed to hunting? If hunters followwounded deerintothese areas, how will hunters | throughoutthe property with adequate signage. These would be enforced by
be allowedtodispose of the deerif oneisstill alive? Thank you for allowing me to convey my questions and concerns as you consider allowing Conservation Wardens. | hope these answers are helpful foryou. Pleaselet me
hunting within Lapham Peak. It would be interestingto see the analysisthat has been done to pursue bow huntingas the published option for know if you have any further questions or concerns. Thank you! The department
addressing deeroverpopulation. has removed rule language which would have established that archery hunting
isallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse tosignificant feedback received
duringthe publiccomment period. The department will pursue aseparate
process to determine the most appropriate measures for managing deerand
turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| livein Oconomowoc Wi | have been hiking at Lapham Peak for over 30 years and am now taking my grandchildrenthereto hike aswell. Itisa The departrrllenjC hasremovedrule Ianguagewhlch would have'es'Fa.bllshed that
566 jewel of apark and one of the only places leftwhere no huntingisallowed. Itis a safe and sacred place for 1000’s of non hunters. Please keep archeryhuntingis allowed fordeerandturkey, in response tosignificant

Lapham Peak safe and free from any kind of hunting. Thank you for your support.

feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
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managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

| would like to start this out by stating that | have been legally hunting since 1986. | believe inthe benefits of hunting to the environmentand the
economiclandscape. | primarily targetdeerinthe state of Wi everyyear. | now only huntin Northwest Wlinthe Iron Riverarea. |track deerand
still hunt covering many milesaseason. Inpart forthis| spenda lot of time every week throughout the year at Lapham Peak Park hiking to get
ready for the deerseason. I've come tofind out that there is an effort to establish hunting at the park. | thinkthisisridiculous. I've readthe
numbers of deerare overpopulated. Aslsaidl spendhoursthere on and off trail, have | seen deer? Of course. Would | saytheyare
overpopulated? No, justaboutright. It'srefreshingtosee deerwhenthe Northwoods is pretty much void of them. As of now you can see where
the bordering properties are already hunting. Tree stands are visible from the trail now. Anyone thatwould come intothe parkis goingto target

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant

567 bucks and that will do nothingforyour population goal. Otherissues goingonthere isthe clearing of brush orbrowse. Thiskeepsthe deer feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
moving and searchingforfood (car kills). Ultimately, based on what I've seen happen overthe yearsinthe north | don'ttrust how you look at deer | pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measuresfor
numbers. linvite youtotake me alongand show me evidence of the overpopulation with actually walking through the woodsinstead of |l ooking | managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
at a computerscreen. I will give the same inviteatthe park or in Bayfield County. InBayfield | can show you section aftersectionthatcarries no
deer. Plenty of Wolf, Bearand Bobcats though. Perhaps you should employ the same predator strategy down here. It'sdone everythingthe
Insurance and Timbercompanies wanted. The WDNR has destroyed the deer huntingtradition and many small businesses with the science.

Computer models don't work. Bottomlinea parkis a park. | shouldn'thave togo there and worryaboutseeingsome slobtryingtogetan "easy"

one. Arethose little areas thatare designated really goingto do anything except angerthe people that use the areathe majority of the time?

The Nonmotorized Recreation and Transportation Trails Council authorized these comments on proposed administrative code changes (PR-03-20)

atits meetingon November5, 2023. Section 18. The proposed language forthe new NR45.03 (21e) defining Special property use is overly broad.

Of specificconcernisthe phrase “may be otherwise prohibited but authorized by permit”. Any special use must be consistent in characterwith

the designated use fora property. Motorized use of a use area or trail designated for nonmotorized recreation must not be shoehornedinasa

special use. Past examples are proposed motorcycle events on equestrian trails and ATV events on trails designatedfor hiking and bicycling. These

uses cause inconvenience to the designated users and may cause damage which must be repaired before normal use can be resumed. Section 48 -

50. The language of these sectionsis confusingand appears to be contradictory. [t needs to be clarified. Section 48 states in NR 45.04 (a) that all These comments have beenreviewed, entered intot he record, and will be
special usesrequire priorwritten approval exceptforthose cases listedin NR45.04 (c). Section 49 in NR 45.04 (am) lays outthe processfor takenintoaccount indepartment policies related to special property use.

568 obtaining the required written approval. It calls foran application to be submitted 30days priorto the proposed use. Section 50in NR45.04 (b) At thistime, any person with a mobility impairment can use a Class 2 ebike, or
callsfor arequestfora special eventto be submitted 90days inadvance. There is no rationale provided why aspecial eventrequires 90day otherdevice, on DNRlands, viaa mobility device permit. For more information,
approval and all other special uses require only 30days. This is confusing. The process should be consistent. Section 56. NRTTC believesthat NR please see: https://dnr.wisconsin.gov/topic/OpenQutdoors/PDMD.

45.05 (3) (em) shouldinclude Class 2 electricbicycles. Class 2 bicycles are growingin popularity rapidly. Experience has shown council members
that they pose no more threatto safety than Class 1 or Class 3. They are valuable to older people and those with disabilities who want to cycle,
but find pedaling difficult. The key factorin safetyisthe speed limit of 15 miles per hourand enforcement of thatlimit. Section 63. Department
staff requested consideration of language of NR45.05 (3) (fm) asthe department received acomment suggesting language designed toreduce
glare to oncomingriders. Council members believethis would be unworkable. The different heights of lights on various bicycles, suchasa
standard bicycle versus arecumbent would make occasional glare unavoidable. The proposed languageis appropriate.
| have beenin parks whgrg bow huntingisallowedand |t.changes.the experlgnce e!']tlrely. The whole reason parks exististo offerafeeling of The department has removed rule language which would have established that
calm and peace, appreciation of nature, and contemplation. Hunting of any kind ruins that. | do not trust hunters to be careful and follow the L . .
o . . . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

569 ruIes.ThgconseguenFes would be unnecgssarl ly dlsastrous forsome innocent bystander. Wherlsk dfeath orinjury tosomeone or thelrpetwhen feedback received during the public comment period. The department will
otheroptions exist? limplore you to consider the solution offered in the Waukesha Freeman: "He said that Lapham Peak has conservation . .
wardens, and it would be saferfor the wardens to cull the herd during the park’s closed hours. Additionally, it would be eas y for the wardens to pursue.a separate process todeter.mme the mostappropriate measures for

. . . , . o managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
dispose of deerin a non-wasteful and clean way, and he worries about hunters leaving remains neartrails.
My wife and | have lived in Mazomanie, Wl for over 20 years. We own a restaurantin the Village forover 15 years. We have supported the
Naturists who attended the "Mazo Beach" in years past. Since the demise of "The Beach", we, along with many otherbusinessesinourarea, The proposedrule language has been reviewed in light of publiccomments
570 suffered asignificantloss of business. The attendees of "The Beach" were respectful and welcomed in our establishmentand community. They received onthistopic. Adecision has been made by the departmenttoretain

were self policingto preventany form of hedonism or debauchery, only wantingaminiscule portion of the Wisconsin Riverto enjoy the beautiful
wilderness "au Naturale" and be leftalone. Onthe otherhand, |feel "The Nude Bike Ride" in downtown Madison duringthe Farmers Market was

the language as proposed.
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obscene and should be prevented with rules as proposed. What's the difference, expectation of privacy! An obscure and extremely remote area
of wildernessis not the same as Capital Square. Therefore, we oppose the overly broad scope of these rules and request these rules be more
narrowly defined.

571

I’m completely all for the hunting.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

572

I have had the good fortune of living next to Lake Kegonsa State Park for the past seventeen years and pay visitstoit nearly every day, weather
permitting. lam familiar with all areas within the park's boundaries and those surrounding the park. | recognize many of the regular park users
and we often share our observations of park activity among us. | can tell you that most park users, hunters and hikers alike, were outraged when
the park openedits doors to hunting and trapping. Most of us gravitated to the park to forgetabout life fora while and immerseourselvesinthe
peaceful surroundings of nature. That experience has now been ripped away from us, even during the off season of huntingand trapping. Now
whenwe see a doe and her fawns or a turkey leadingits brood, we no longer experience the joy we once did, knowing that soon to come their
presence will be replaced by blood-soaked pavement by the kill site, afew gut piles here and there, and trails of blood along ski trails. It is just not
the same. Some deerwere seen hobblingaround during the open season. | had neverseendeerinthattype of physical state wi thinthe park prior
to the allowance of park hunting. Hunters also ended up in the areas closed to hunting searching fortheirdeer, because of what they termed, "a
bad hit." One huntereven pulled outaknife infront of me inthe area closed to huntingwhere | was hikingtoslitthe throat of a deerslightly
largerthan my dog, and which was lying onthe ground about to die onits own. | have heard mention that over browsing by deerisakey reason
used to justify huntingin state parks. Now that hunting has been allowed at Lake Kegonsa State Park and many otherstate parks for aboutten
years, please send me the datawhich tracked specific patterns of over browsed vegetation within that time frame. Is the park achievingits
objective? Also, how isthe consumption of vegetation by rabbits differentiated by that of deer? Isyour data isolating forv egetation planted by
park staff within that time frame? Mixing hunting with otherrecreational usersis just nota good idea. Park staff already closed their officewhen|
tried to reporta few violations. The game warden was too far away to make itto the park in time toissue warning or citations. The game warden
did spend more time inthe park for a while after | shared what | witnessed, yet | feel lack of staffingin parks that have mixed use definitely
warrants adequate staffing, which does not seem feasible with current DNR funds available.Hunting in state parks, depending on the size and
layout of areas opento hunting, is notthe same type of scenario as hunting on private or publicland thatis away from othe r kinds of users of that
land. Please give serious consideration to my shared thoughts, which were the same as many other park users at Lake Kegonsa State Park and
rejectthe proposal to open Lapham Peak State Park to hunting and trapping. Please confirm that you received this email.

Your email hasbeenreceived and read and enteredintothe record as public
comment. Thank you for taking the time to provide your comments. The
departmenthasremoved rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

573

Our home abuts Lapham Peak. We have lived here for 28 years. We are inthe park AT LEAST once a day. You are takinga very public, very safe
place for people and their pets and for four monthsyou are turningit into a place where you have to worry for your pets - who are the size of
turkeys - and yourself. | have nine grandchildren who run and play not only on the trails, but we play hide and seek inthe woods, we have
treasure chest huntsin the woods, and we walk and play in the woods. | wonderif you understand the mentality of alot of hunters and the safety
regulations and rulesthatare broken once they geton publicland. Plusthe thought of walking through a public place with someone hidingin the
treesor on the groundinwait to kill something. Seriously, | have to ask you, what are you thinking? On aregularbasis we have peoples pets as
well as people wanderinto ouryard - as does everyone who's properties abut the Park. Are these hunters allowed to come onto my property to
track theirturkey or deer? Are these hunters allowed to pointtheirarrow inthe the direction of my home, my children, my grandchildren and my
pets?| can't believe that 'FRIENDS OF LAPHAMPEAK!' are betraying the safety thatthe publichas enjoyed since the beginning of the park. I just
barely found outabout this and | am stunned that thisis whatyou came up with. | could not be more angry or more disappointed in your decision
to turn our parkinto a dangerous situation for people and their pets. |seriously don'tunderstand whatyou are thinking. | wonderif any of you
really understand exactly what happens when hunters shoot and miss, think they see or hear movementand shoot at anything, and how they
could carry a weapon onto someone's private land as they track theirkill, orif they are following the rules, leavetheirweapon alone in the park.
What are you thinking??? By the way, my husband is an avid hunter who follows all rules and regulations - bow and gun - so we see and hearthe
stupidity of so many hunters who do not care about rules and regulations. Shame onyou. | buy a park pass, a horse pass, and a bike pass every
year. We come to every event. WEare truly friends of Lapham Peak...Are you??? | am begging youto reconsider - PLEASE - for the safety of every
human that walks or rides into our park and their pets.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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| am writing to encourage you NOT to allow hunting of any kind at Lapham Peak. As an avid hiker, | find myself witheverfewer places where | can
hike inthe fall and winter, and | have come to count on beingable to hike at Lapham without coming upon someonewhoisarme d. Despite all

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

>74 goodintentions, accidents do happen--even with the best trained and most careful hunters. Having a hunt-free zone at Lapham eliminates this feedbackreceivedduringthe publlcc?omment penod.The‘departmenthI
. pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
possibility. . .
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
575 | oppose due to safety concerns—donated foryears to snow making efforts. Increased traffic as ski destination not compatibleto hunting. feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Why???? You wantto take overall the Equestrians safe riding. Can you remember the horse that got hit by a loose arrow at Southern Kettle. archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
576 What if it would have been aperson. There is enough land to hunton . No i would notlike to see that huntingin the designated are you are feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
planning. pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measuresfor
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
3 — — - — - B - ) )
The apham pfeak ur.nt |s§ smal.lertrall thh usage by many different groups - bikers, hikers, horsgs and dog walkers. Because of the varl‘ed' The department has removed rule language which would have established that
population usingthistrail, andits location closerto populated areas, these groups are less experienced with hunters than the largertrailsin the L . s
. . . ) archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
southernkettle area. Additionally, when the hunters are on the larger trails, Lapham Peakis where | & others from the horse community gofor a . . . . .
577 . . : . . . . . feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
saferride with ourhorses - especially during gun hunting. We are notinterrupting hunters and they are not being bothered by our presence aswe . .
i L ) pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
scare away the deerand flush outthe turkeys. Less that 10 miles fromthe Lapham Park locationis the greatersouthern kettl e moraine forest- let . .
. . ) managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
the hunters stay there, please. Thank you foryour consideration and have afine day-
I am an avid outdoorsman — hunting, fishing, XC skiing, mountain biking, and trail running to name afew hobbies. | have lived in Waukesha
Countyfor 22 years, enjoy Lapham Peak almost daily, and feel WDNRis doing everythingright the way it’s set up now. Based on the sheervolume | The departmenthasremovedrule language which would have established that
of visitorsto Lapham Peak, | can’t imagine ascenario where hunting deerwithinthe parkisa good fit. Perhapslocal adjacentland owners could archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
578 allow hunting of the Lapham Peak deer herds to help cull? Or, as suggested, allow for some sort of organized after hours huntingto cull the herd? | feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
As both someone who enjoys Lapham Peak, and abow and gun deer hunter, | definitely sense the supermajority of visitors to Lapham Peak visit pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
because it provides both solitude and safety ...and knowing someone might be close by with aweapon changes that dramatically forvisitors. | managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
appreciate the opportunity to provide this feedback.
| am writing to add my concerns about opening Lapham Peak to bow hunting. As a parent who regularly purchases ayearly park sticker, lwould
not feel co'mfortable bringing my.chlldr.er'l and ourdogto hike at Lapham Peal.< if hunting was allowed anywhere onthe premises. Allowi .ng hunting The department has removed rule language which would have established that
anywhere inthe park allows the risk of injury or death for people tryingto enjoy the beauty of the State Park. Lapham Peak has been an important L . .
. ) L . o . archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
place for ourfamily. My husband and | got engaged on a hike there. My daughter's first hike was there. We go hiking regularlyasafamilyand . . . . .
579 . . o . feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
enjoy the park. We should be able to enjoy it without concern of beinginthe crossfire of hunters. There are plenty of place s wherehunters can . .
. ) . . K pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
legally goto hunt. There are very few places where hikers can go to safely hike during hunting season. Please don't take away anothersafe haven managing deerand turkev bopulations at Lanham Peak State Forest
where we can enjoy the beauty of nature while also caring for our own bodies, minds and souls. Please keep Lapham Peak a hunting prohibited ging ypop P '
area.
| live nearthe Southern Kettle Moraine State Forestand use many of the trails often both horseback riding and hiking with my dogs. While | The departn?entc hasremovedrule Ianguagewhlch would have.est.a.bllshedthat
. . o . . . . .. | archeryhuntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
understand that huntingis a necessary tool for managing wildlife populations and have no problem sharing with all responsible users, | feel that it . . . . .
580 . . R . feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
iscrucial to have an area free of huntersyearround. | do agree that Lapham Peak’s deer population should be managed and would support . .
. s o » . “ . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
conservation warden “sniper” culling after park hours. So, “no” to bow hunting, and “yes” to warden culling. . .
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| am writing to oppose the proposed huntingin Lapham Peak State Park, NRB order number PR-03-02, section 140, NR 45.13 ( 18), as it has been The department has removed rule language which would have established that
presented. | would encourage you to develop a new plan which doesn'tendanger visitors to the park, cross bow usage seems pro blematic, and archery huntingisallowed for deerand turkey, in response to significant
581 which doesn'tinvolve months of interrupted Park usage. If deer herd managementis one of the desired goals, then design a plan that will feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

accomplish thatresultas quickly and safely as possible. | know there are other park properties thatare in somewhat similar settings that are able
to accomplish herd management, as aresident of St. Croix Cty., Willow River State Park comes to mind. Thank you for yourtime and the

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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opportunity for me to share my concerns.

| butt right up to the north side of lapham, on county road C. If there’s an opportunity thatland is being considered open for huntingwould be
consideredtobe sold I would be veryinterested.. | would like to clarify our offer to purchase if you would be willing to sell would be from our

Your comment has beenenteredintothe record. There is no opportunity
currently to purchase land that is park of Lapham Peak State Forest but we
appreciate youroffer. The department has removed rule language which would
have established that archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, in

282 property fromour southern property line (South) towards lapham and the (East) property line of our property . We would be i nterested to response tosignificant feedback received during the publiccomment period.
purchase.!’'m completely all forthe hunting. The department will pursue aseparate process to determinethe most
appropriate measuresformanaging deerand turkey populations at Lapham
Peak State Forest.
No changes are proposed inthisrule package thatare directly related torock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
Administrative Code, especially chapter NR45. The Wisconsin Climbers Association (WCA)was formed overtwo decades agotoserve asa voice submitted on this topic. Requests to climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
for Wisconsin climbers. Our missionis to promote stewardship of climbing areas, address accessissues, and foster connections within the climbing | considered duringthe master planning process, and decisions regarding
community. We workin the areas of stewardship, advocacy, and community, on behalf of our 200+ members and the hundreds of th ousands of climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impactsto the
climbersin Wisconsinand who come to Wisconsin for outdoorrock climbing. Most climbing occurs on publicland, and in Wisconsin the largest conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
single land manager overseeing rock climbingsites is the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources. We appreciate that Wisco nsin Statutesand | (NHC) employsthe precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
583 Administrative Code have longrecognized rock climbing as atraditional outdoor activity, on par with hunting, hiking, and fishing. To take better appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions onthe best
care of our climbingresources, the WCA has for decades sought to engage the DNR, mainly seeking to work with individual prop erty managers. available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
The climbing community is known nationally forits commitment to conservation. With afew notable exceptions, this effort has been frustrated by | judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
two major obstacles. Mostland managers tell us they are unwilling to address climbing area management unless climbingis explicitly mentioned | requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
intheir property’s managementplan. And at some pointthe Department decided that climbingisincompatible with conservation in State Natural | provision, the departmentis committed to developinga comprehensive rock
Areas. climbing policyincluding potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
SECTION 78. Each range should be evaluated onitsown. To have a blanketrule forall rangesis overly restrictive. Forexample, the Boulder The intentwith the rule language is to provide consistent regulations that can
Junction Shooting Range has miles of publiclands, devoid of housing, downrange. There is no reason for prohibiting armor piercing or .50 BMG be applied at all the state-owned ranges forthe safety of range usersand
ammunition. The DNR has no role in maintaining the backstops sowhy should they care if the range allows thisammunition? Additionally, there | protection of range infrastructure, while continuingto provide shooting
isno way forthe DNRto enforce the use of armor piercingammunition. SECTION 79. | fully supportthe military use of publicranges. Why should | opportunities. Consistent regulations prevent confusion amongshootersthat
584 they and LEO’s be required to contactthe DNR before usingthese ranges? Does anyone really expectthe DNRto come out and supervise the use | may visit multiple state-owned ranges, and assume that the same rules apply at
by anyone desiringto use them? SECTION 78 prohibits the use of firearms otherthan handguns athandgun ranges, prohibits shooting from all ranges. Inconsistent regulations may resultin the unintentional breaking of
anywhere otherthan designated position or firing line, and prohibits armor piercing, tracer, incendiary, and .50 BMG ammunitionin orderto rules and require additional stafftime to explain and follow-up with our
extend the service of range backstops and reduce closures for maintenance. SECTION 79 expands an exception from shooting range regulations so | customers. Infrastructure (backstop) protectionisaconsiderationforall ranges
that military training can be conducted but both military and law enforcement users will need to arrange with the department before usingthese | owned by the state and restrictingthe use of large caliberrounds helps
ranges. maintain the longevity of thatinfrastructure.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| am opposedtoopeningup turkey and deer huntinginthe Lapham Peak Unit. | liveinthe City of Delafield and the city has an aggressive program | archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
585 of eliminating deer. The Lapham Unitisa much needed sanctuary for wildlife. 1also know how heavilyitis used by the publicforhiking/walking. feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
Itisa betteruse of the land than allowing hunters onit. pursue a separate processtodetermine the most appropriate measuresfor
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| strongly am for huntinginthe park, as an avid 20yr plus bow hunterand lover of whitetail deer | truly understand the importance of maintaining | archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse tosignificant
586 a herd. Running highway cat 5am to getto 194 for work every morningis a gauntletto say the least. | would love the opportunity to be able to feedbackreceived duringthe publiccommentperiod. The department will

harvestan animal so close to my home and would be willing to pay for such opportunityif need be.

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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I'm reaching out to share my concern with bow hunting being allowed at Lapham Peak State Park. | visitthe park 1-2 times aweek, | hike the black
loop most often and walk the prairie paths occasionally. I'm specifically concerned with allowing this at Lapham Peak because itis a high traffic
park and ithas been developed with many hiking and skiing paths throughout the property. | reviewed the proposed map and see many areas
where huntingwould be allowed where these paths exist. A few of my questions and suggestions are below, I'm not expectinga reply but hope
these are considered and discussed as adecisionis reached. Are there otheroptions forthe deerpopulationto be controlled? Goingfrom

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant

>87 no huntingtobow huntingopentothe publicfornearly a third of the year (including fall peak and skiing season) is avery si gnificant change. | feedbackreceivedduringthe publ|cc'omment per|od.The'departmentwnl
understand the mapisshowingall areas that could possibly be opened. Could the allowed area be only west of Hwy C, in the area of the park that pursue‘a separate process todeterrnme the mostappropriate measures for
has lowertraffic? Thiswould also be easierforthe publicto keep track of, "This side all ows hunting, this side doesn't." How would the DNR managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
communicate this significant change and ensure that visitors are aware that huntingwould be allowed and advise on appropriate safety
precautions?
| am writing to express my absolute disappointmentinthe DNR for proposing the offensive intrusionintothe Lapham Peak State Park systemto The department has removed rule language which would have established that
allow bow hunting of deerand turkey. The proposed pieces of land not only include areas frequented by tens of thousands of visitors monthly, archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
588 but it would also be nextto impossible foreventhe most ethical bow hunterto stay within all these boundaries. This park has beena longstanding | feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
peaceful haven forresidents, visitors and wildlife alike, so this proposal isirresponsible and capitalistic. Please do NOT go forward with this pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
proposal! managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| approve of the draft plan to allow bow hunting at Lapham Peak. Careful planningand posting of the hunting areas are needed, butthe archery huntln.g |sallowed fordeerand turkey, in r'esponse t05|gn|f|cant.
589 . . . - . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
overpopulation of deergreatly affects native vegetation and wildlifeand is a needed step to restore abalanced ecosystem. . .
pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| have a few comments, questions and proposed changes, specifically the topic of “General PublicLand Use:”. | significantly understand the
challengeswhen it comesto establishing rules and laws to be putin place that apply to all individuals who used publiclands, everyonehasthe
privilege publiclands. My family and | spend asignificantamount of time on publiclands primarily state parks and county | and. We as in my sons Priorto 2012, Wisconsin state parks were closed to hunting by default. Some
and daughterdoa lot of hiking, hunting, fishing, trapping, and foraging. One thingldon'tunderstand is why State Park huntingis only opened areas of specificstate parks were opento hunting, by those were an exception.
from November 15th through the December 15th. There are several hunts outside of the regulardeergun season such as the youth hunt, the In 2012, legislation was enacted that “flipped” the presumption of state parks
antlerlessonly holiday hunt, and late archery season where Start Parks are closed. Despite the fact state parks such as Willow riverand being closed to huntingtoinstead having the presumption be that all parks
Kinnikinnicriverare farm zone units and the metro unit which has a significant number of huntinglicenses issued/available due to the DNRstating | were open, everywhere, forall seasons, unlessthe DNR’s Natural Resources
an overabundance of white tailsinthose locations. So depending on when the season starts he recently only get afew days to archery hunt within | Board closed the property, oran area of the property, to hunting. This process
a State Park prior to firearm season opening. There's only a30 day period to be able to huntand trapped within a State Park. So, my proposed resulted in what we still have today, a curtailed season at most state parks. It
changeis thatyou increase the amount of time (days) huntingand trappingis allowed in state parks especially the ones who are infarmland and was a compromise, determined to be the only way that some widespread
metro units. By allowing this change you would be able to give more people more time to use the publiclands thus one would t hink you would hunting could take place at state parks across the state. The areas that are
reduce hunting pressure in those areas duringashorter period of time. This would definitely equate to reducing po tential problems with too closedinstate parks entirely to hunting canfall into afew different categories:
many hunters other park attendance in one space/areaof the park. Ifthe purpose of the WI state park systemisto “provide areasforpublic placeswhere DNR does not have the ability to allow publichunting (for example
590 recreation and for publiceducation in conservation and nature study” (State parks, Wis. Stat. § 27.01) why is there such a small about of time where the formerlandowner puta deed restriction on the property), picnic

withinayear where hunting and trapping are allowed, but forexample in Willow River State park the mountain bikingtrails are open 335 days out
of 365 withinayear. Hikingand walking trails are never closed throughout the yearforany reason except a safety issue or trail repair. They're just
clearly seemstobe an unproportional amount of time given to hunting and trapping within public plans specifically state parks despite the fact
the hunting seasons are well beforeand well after the standard November 15th through the December 15th rules. Anotherissues | have seen is
some areas that are closed to hunting within a State Park just do not make sense. | understand areas were people do asignificantamount of
hikingand walking should be allowed to use those areas safely during hunting seasons. Anexample, Willow river state park has areas where there
isno hikingtrails where there's alimited amount of foot trafficon the South end of the property where no huntingis allowed it makes nosense it
would a perfectareato take child hunt for the first time, you can see a long distance, boundaries are well marked and easy towalkinto the area.
My questionis who/how determines what areas are open to hunting and what areas are not within the state parks? What are the characteristics
that allow an area to be opento hunting within a State Park and what characteristics disqualifying area where huntingis not allowed? I'm making
a specific proposal for Willow River State Park to open up some areas that are currently deemed closed to huntingand trapping specifically the
closed areaon the South end of the park property just east of the area thatis open to hunting. More specifically the area nearwhite tail trail and
trout brook trail. There is a vast amount of land between those points which there is noreason as | can see from a safety pe rspective should not

areas and campgrounds, which are closed to huntingon DNR lands by law,
placeswhere it was determined to be a health or safetyissue toallow hunting
(certaintrails fall into this category, likely including the ones at Willow River;
oftenthese closures are for 100 yards, similarto the statutory closure around
most buildings), ora miscellaneous reason that may have been determined to
be the most feasible implementation of the legislation forthe property. The
department hasremoved rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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be opento huntingand trapping within the State Park. Again by openingthisland would just give more opportunities forthose who want to haunt
the park and thus reduce hunting congestion. Pleaselet me know if you have any questions or concern, or need any further clarification.

| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically forthe retraction orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which
prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibitionis unwarranted and lacks a basisin evidence of adverse impact.
In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the DNRin stewardship initiatives to
preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with conservation, necessitating

No changesare proposedin this rule package thatare directly related to rock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted on this topic. Requeststo climb at specific SNAs will continueto be
considered during the master planning process, and decisions regarding
climbing ata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding

591 a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsiderthis provision and retract NR 45.13(1)(e). appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing language in NR45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off -trail hiking, so that prohibitions available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmentalimpact. This approach would ensure that rock climbingis treatedon | judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
par with otheroutdoorrecreational activities. Thank you foryour attention to this matter, and | hope you will considerthe merits of myargument | requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
duringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effectiveand equitable land management policies in Wisconsin. provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.

THank you for all the time and effort that has been put towards making Lapham Peak and all our park areas the wonderful spacesthattheyare. |

can guessthat a lot more time, effort, and thought goesintoitthanthe general publicmustrealize. As alifelong resident of Delafield and

then Dousman/Ottawa | wanted to write to state that | am very concerned about the decision to open Lapham Peak to bow hunting duri ng the

normal archery season. | can appreciate the mindfulness of excluding certain areas determined to be too close to neighborhoods, buildings,

parkingareas, etc. However, with lapham peak as busy of a park as itis, | do believe the described delineation of hunting/non-hunting areasis

insufficient means of protecting othersin the park. Plenty of hunters are incredibly diligent and cautious of such boundaries, but plenty of hunters

are not. | do not believe thisisarisk worth takingand have heard many who share the same opinion. Additionally, those boundaries are all over

the place with bits carved out here and there. Itisveryrealisticthat a hunter may notrealize they have ventured into or through the no hunting

area. Likewise, | could see myself as a hikernotrealizing | had ventured into the hunting area. Carving out a bunch of areas here and there to

make the proposal safe does not seem realistic. Asan avid hikerand master naturalist volunteer, | utilize as many of the trailsin our area as | can.

As a hikerwith a dog, | am severely limited as to which trails | can utilize (before havingadrive thatislong enough to make it notreasonabletodo | The departmenthasremoved rule language which would have established that

on a daily or nearly daily basis. There are miles and miles of ice age trail that are wonderful, but come huntingseason | no longeruse them; it's archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant

592 justnot worth the risk. | pretty much exclusively hike in Lapham Peak certain times of the year because itis much saferthere forthe non-hunting | feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
hiker. This change would be incredibly disappointing. | would no longer have aneed for a state park pass. Duringnon-hunting season | would hike | pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measuresfor
on theice age trail and othertimes of the yearl would nolongerbe able to hike - at least not on a daily or nearly daily basis and with my dog managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

(there are lots of alternative places around, like Retzer Nature center, but they, understandably, do notallow dogs). It would be afartherdrive
which meansitcouldn't happen daily. Of course | am but one person, but| know this to be true for many. While | would prefe rno huntingatall, |
alwaysfeelitisbesttosee anissue frombothsides. Assuch, | do understand that overpopulation of deerisa concern - like it has beeninthe
Delafield areaingeneral. Imight be moreinclined to supportaone or eventwo week harvest. The park could be made available to hunters that
one weekand postverylarge and clearsignage in multiple locations. Thisistolet the non-hunting hikers know the situation and that they may
returnto the park, free of hunters, the following week. Of course, the above point of some hunters being very mindful /respectfuland others less
so does apply here as well. There certainly could be hunters that are not mindful of the date. But that seems a lot less confusing than the
proposed map. Thankyou fortaking the time to read my thoughts. | can appreciate that a lot of work goesinto finding asolution to this challenge,
but | alsofeel the workis notdone as this does not appearto be the appropriate solution. Pleasefeelfree to reach outto me for any clarification
or follow up questions. Thank you forall you do.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that

593 | would preferaclosed parkand open gun season. Bow huntingis cruel. Sharp shooters with gunsis more humane. archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
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pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

Deerherd reduction does need to happen atLapham Peak. | am all for any solution thatrespects the deerand utilizes the meat they produced.
So, this leads to basically 2 options: 1) Give hunters access to hunting Or 2) Have deer harvested by sharpshooters Eitheraccomplishes the goal of
herd reductionin an effective way. THEN You have to facilitate a safe way to provide fordeer harvesting. Lapham Peakis areally busy park! The
park would likely have to be temporarily closed to non-hunters for specifichours OR specificdays, to facilitate safe conditions. Posted closing of a
few days, fortwo weeksinarow, forthisvery specificreason, would likely be most efficient, most safe forall park users(, and will of course

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

594 attract some protesters. Thatisto be expected). Astrong DNR presence the firstfew years would be advised. |would also suggesthunterswear | feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
blaze orange to/fromtheirdeerstands, and wear their preferred camo once onstand. | lean toward allowing bow hunters to be offered this pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
hunting opportunity. It could even be a"Learnto Hunt" DNRoption. | haven'treally thoughtthat part through. It would provide one more managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
accessible publichunting option. If successful, it could be incorporated into other state properties. Wounded deerthatend up inside or outside of
the park are a stronger possibility with archeryin general. Surrounding landowner permissions to retrieve deer that die off park property would
alsoneedto be obtained.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
. . . . archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
Please do notopenthe huntingseason at Lapham Peak state park. Please compromiseifyoufeelthe needto cull and picka specificweekonly. | v .g . . B . P & .

595 . . feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

love tovisitthat parkin safety. . .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

I am commenting on NR45 in regards to snowmobile trailsin the Northern Kettle Moraine State Forest and request that they remain unchanged.

This great asset to snowmobiling has beenin place since the 60’s and has served the community in many ways including bringin gin snowmobilers

596 from otherareas to the NKM State Forest and surrounding businesses. The trails are maintained and groomed for winter use by our snowmobile Commentis notedand has been enteredinto the record.
club as well as others. We work under a strict contract that has worked well as a partnership between the clubs and the NKM Stake Forest
management.

Thanks for the (additional) comments. Just to clarify, right now, petsaren’t
allowedinall of the listed places and many more. The proposed language isa
compromise to begintoopen up more placesto pets, and to allow still more to
. . . . . . be potentially opened up (usually via master plans). The viability of postin
Wisconsin State Parks have a general reputation as being dog unfriendly. Both MN and Ml parks allow dogsin more areas and have more P yop p(’ y , P ) y' P . 8 .
. . . . ,. | everywhere that petsaren’tallowed is not workable on astatewide basis, soin
infrastructure, including swim areas fordogs. Our comments on NR45 are bolded. We support NR45.06 (1) (a) No person may allow that person’s . . .
) . . . . orderto open up more placesto allow pets (forexample, in administrativerule
dog, cat or other pet, or a pet underthat person’s supervision, to unreasonably interfere with the enjoyment of the area by others. However, . . - .
i . I . - right now, NO picnicareas or beaches can allow pets), thisis the proposal.ltisa
section bisveryrestrictive. These areas should be open unless posted (b) No person may allow adog, cat, or other petinany building, yurt, . . . .
. . . . . . . fundamental shiftaway from a presumption of pets not being allowed in most
observationtower, areathat has been designated as closed to petsin a property master plan, Paradise Springs areain the southern unit Kettle . . . . .
. . . . . . . . ) placesto pets beingallowed, with exceptions. You might be interested to know
Moraine state forest, or on any swimming beach or on any Great Lakes shorelinezone thatis not designated as a pet swimmingbeach, orinany . . , ) .
icnicarea, playground orfish hatchery ground, unless the areais posted as opento pets.Pets should be allowed off leash unless posted in state that we are doingthe research to consider what you’re proposing (possibly
597 b ! ! ' close groomed MTB trails to footand pets), butl wantto do that carefully, and

forests (c) Exceptas provided forin par. (d), dogs, cats, and other petsshall be kept on a physical leash not more than 8 feet longand under
control at all times. Anothervery restrictive componentis the following. Pets should be allowed unless posted closed to them (d) Inareas where
allowedinaproperty masterplanand posted by departmentsign, duringthe timesof yearindicated on the department sign, pe ts may be off
leash as long as they are underthe verbal control of the person supervising the pet. We support this section, butitshouldinclude keeping pets off
groomed mtn bike trails. SECTION 67. NR 45.06 (3) is amendedtoread: NR 45.06 (3) No person may allow theirdog, cat or otheranimal onany
cross—country ski trails during that period of the year when such trails are used groomed or being prepared for grooming for cross-country skiing.
Thanks for the opportunity tocomment. Including the above changes will help provides a more petfriendly environment on Wisconsin lands.

only afterwe have a good handle on the status of all of our groomed MTB trails
and know how such a proposal mightimpact each groomed MTB trail, and also
be able to talk to the volunteers doingthe groomingand otherwise supporting
those trails (nationally, prohibiting pets on groomed MTB trailsis much less
common than XC trails, even afterit has been considered, and | want to make
sure | understand why (lots of people like biking with their pets, pet footprints
may be lessimpactful on MTB than XC trails, etc.) before officially proposing
anything. Also, for example, we still have quiteafew places where groomed
MTB trails are also officially posted as snowshoetrails (rememberthat used to
be the case at Greenbush?)

116




598

Hello.lam a resident on Abitz Road just along the outskirts of Lapham Peak Fields. We walk and run through the fields and surrounding areas
every day with our Lab. Openingupthe areain Laphamseemslike agreatidea - butl am wonderingif you will be providing bright orange vestsfor
the walkers. lam not sure | trust someone who has notbeen approved and vetted as an honorable hunterto huntin the forests that SO many
People use onadaily basis. Like | said above, It may seem like agoodideabut| am not 100% on this venture. The deer populationis gettinglarger
and there does need to be somethingto help the herd. | justdon't think that four months of hunting without providing some safety forthe people
who do not know there will be hunters stationed throughout the park when they come tovisitis going to keep Lapham as a park with growing
income.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingis allowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

599

While | agree that deerare a problemin ourarea of Wisconsin, | do not agree that opening Lapham Peak State Park for bow hunting duringthe
entire season (Sept-Jan)andinthe random areas designated which would require hunters to hike to the far corners of the park is a solution.
Lapham Peak has significant numbers of people who utilizethe parkin the fall to winter months and if they are to hike or skithe entire trail they
would needto go thruthese areasto make a complete loop. This would affect alarge group (40,000 visitors each month ormore) of people over
alongperiodof time. Seems like there might be abetterway to cull the herd.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measuresfor
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

600

| wish to make a commentaboutthe proposal covered under NRB Order Number PR-03-20, Section 140, NR 45.13 (18). Lapham Peak Park, and
specifically the areas designated for possible hunting per your draft map, are areasthat are heavily used by bike and horseback riding enthusiasts.
Thisis the onlyarea inthe entire Kettle Moraine Forest, north and south units, that has been designated asa “no hunting” zone. Itisthe only WI
State Park where bike riders, horseback riders, dog walkers and hikers can feel safe from being accidentally shot by both arrow and bullet during
the hunting season. | see no practical reasonto make any changes now. There are thousands of acres available to hunters within the Kettle
Moraine units to enjoy theirsport. You may reason that this isa silent sport with little chance foranyone, orany animal to get hurt. | would like to
point outthat arrows do notalways reach their mark. The arrow may not make a good hit and fall out of the animal struck. The arrow head blades
are incredibly sharp which iswhy they cankill an animal. These same blades, if unintentionally left behind or are lost, can pierce the paw of a dog,
cause major or permanent damage to a horse’s hoof (the underside of the hoof is made up of softtissue), or possibly impale a hiker’s foot
through theirshoe while on awalk. For these reasons, | am asking you to remove proposal PR-03-20, Section 140 from your final approved plan.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

601

| am a very frequent user of Lapham Peak State Park. | make use of the park for biking,skiing hiking as well as other park sponsored events like
Fright Hike,Lapham Loppett ect. | check the park attendance numbers every month and know that the average monthly visits are around
35000....65000 in October2023.....| feel that with these types of numbers thatitjust does not make sense toinitiate bowhunting within the park
boundaries. Just way too many people wandering around the parkto make bowhuntingfeasible. | feel that a differentapproach would be abetter
way to lowerthe deerpopulation such as having the rangers take down the herd numbers during off hours. | think the old adage that if it's not
brokendon'tchange it

The department hasremoved rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

602

I'm not sure if my comments pertain as| missed the zoom meeting on Dec5th. | don't like to see meetings that pertainto hunting and fishing held
during hunting hours. | myself was muzzleloader hunting at the time of the meetingin an area with poor cell service. My commentis about
leaving stands, blinds, and cameras on state owned as well as state managed lands. I've had some bad experiences with both hunters and law
enforcement officers on dealing with me carryingin my stand and finding ladder stands attached to trees that | had scouted out to hunt just days
before. The rulesare clearly posted onthe property and on the DNRwebsite thatall stands and blinds are to be removed atthe end of the day.
The properties that I'm specifically referring to are VPA lands. The warden initially agreed that the stands were placed and leftillegally and
removed them only to have to put them back and try to find the owners by orders from his supervisor. | can't understand why we have to deal
with this on publicland. I'm 68 years old and have been taking my standin and out eversince it's beenlegal to huntfrom an ele vated platform.
There's enoughissuesto deal with on county and federal land so please keep state managed lands out of the drama. People always try to claim an
area wheneverthey're allowed to bait, leave astand overnight, or place cameras for extended periods. If you need any clarification feel freeto
contact me, | would love to talk more about it. I'm attaching a picture of the sign posted on a VPA parcel that is complete opposition to the
warden's supervisorthat was updated 5/3/22 which is after| dealt with the situation. By the way, at least one of the stands are still there.I'm
annoyed and frustrated!! Response on 12/11: Thank you for the clarification.

Response from Brigiton 12/10: Hello and thank you for taking the time to write.
This administrative rule package does notdirectly proposerulesrelated to the
VPA program or the related topics, butlam copying our VPA program managers
and wildlife rules manageron this email. They may be able to provide helpful
information related to your comments. Response
from Anne Reison 12/11/23: Thanks for reaching out to the DNR aboutyour
concern. Areyou a VPA landowneror VPA user? Ethan Gravesis our VPA-
HIP/THAP Coordinator (I'm copying him here). The DNR has very limited rights
on VPAlandsand we have to be careful about removing nuisance property. We
can have staff flyerthe stand with a warning or reach out to the individual (if
there isa name/addresstag) and let them know stands are not allowed on these
lands. If after 2 weeks we don’t have aresponse, then VPA staff can move the
stand to a driveway orareanear where local law enforcement can pick up the
nuisance property. We can only do this on behalf and with permission of the
landowner. Please rememberthat some VPA landowners also hunt theirown
property and the landowner maintains full rights to erect stands and/orallow
friends orfamily to erect stands. Ethan will follow-up with you viaphone to talk
more about your particular situation.

117




| write this as both an avid cross country skier, and a bowhunterwho has used the publicstands maintained by Delafield. The deer populationis
out of control, and with no predators otherthan the automobile something hasto be done, and | do think limited bow hunting should be allowed
inthe park. What should NOT be allowed howeveris hunting near the ski trails, or especially the man-madeloop. Thisis frequently the only place

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingis allowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

603 to skiin SE Wisconsin, and althoughitisillegal to walk on agroomed ski trail, it frequently occurs anyway. Second, this would potentially feedbackreceivedduring the publ|cc.omment penod.The'departmentwnl
. . . . . . . L pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
endangerskiers, orimpactthe experience. There is no shortage of hunting areas in the state, but there is a severe shortage of groomed ski trails, managing deerand turkev populations at Lanham Peak State Forest
and manmade snow. | would urge you to please notimpact our ski trails to allow hunting on them. This can and should be done elsewhere. ging ypop P '
| am not infavorof allowing hunting at Lapham Peak. | hike at Lapham Peak several times aweek and specifically choose the park because no
hunt'ing‘is allowed. !_apham Peakisa verY b'u.sy park and has manytrailstchat intersect, thus making the possibility ofa stray arrow or bullgt The department has removed rule language which would have established that
comingincontact witha hikerareal possibility. If the deerneed to be thinned at Lapham Peak, | suggestan alternative plansuch asallowingaset L . L
L . . . . . . archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
number of hunters (maybe by invite only)to come in for a set number of days (maybe 3 daysin the middle of the week), withthe publicbeing . . . . .
604 e . . .. | . . . . . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
notified viamediaand large visible postings onsite. There are other parksinthe areaopento hunting. |hike those parks with caution, noting . .
g . . L . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
when specifichunts are taking place, and making sure | wear blaze orange clothingitems forsafety. Lapham Peakis currently apark where I know managine deerand turkev pooulations at Lanham Peak State Forest
| can hike safely any time of the yearand not have to worry about my safety because of hunters. Please don't change that by openingthe parkup ging ypop P )
to hunting. Let'skeep Lapham Peak hunt free!
lama nelghborand.v?eryfrequentvmtorto Lapham Peak, pnman!yto go onwalkswithmy dog. | livea few'mlles awayin Tovyn of Genesee (but The department has removed rule language which would have established that
have a Dousman mailing address) and go several times per week, in some cases every day. |walk on the various paths and trails with my dog. | L . L
. . . . . . . ) archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, in response to significant
am greatly concerned that introducing bow hunting to Lapham Peak will make this safe and tranquil environment not safe atall. | don’twantto . . . . .
605 . . . . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
have to worry about getting hit by an arrow or my dog getting hit by an arrow. Lapham Peakis a very busy park and used for many hikesand . .
. . . . pursue a separate processto determine the most appropriate measuresfor
walks throughoutits entirety. Itisalso used by school groups and boy scouts and other groups. Lapham Peakis fartoo busy of a park to allow managine deerand turkev populations at Lanham Peak State Forest
this huntingwhich will only bring dangerto all withinit. Pleasedo notallow this bow hunting proposal to go through. ging ypop P '
I am not infavorof allowing hunting at Lapham Peak. | hike at Lapham Peak several times aweek and specifically choose the park because no
huntingisallowed. Lapham Peakisa very busy parkand has many trails that intersect, thus making the possibility of a stray arrow or bullet
comingincontact with a hikerareal possibility. If the deerneed to be thinned at Lapham Peak, | suggestan alternative plansuchasallowingaset
number of hunters (maybe by invite only)to comeinfor a setnumber of days (maybe 3 daysin the middle of the week), with the publicbeing
notified viamedia and large visible postings on site. There are other parksin the areaopento hunting. |hike those parks with caution, noting
when specifichunts are taking place, and making sure | wear blaze orange clothingitems for safety. Lapham Peakis currently apark where | know
| can hike safely any time of the yearand not have to worry about my safety because of hunters. Please don't chaOurneighborhood learned this
week thatthere may be a possibility of the DNR allowing bow and crossbow hunting within Lapham Peak State Park. For22 yearsthat we have
lived with Lapham Peak park as my backyard, we were underthe assumption that the state would respect the Hausman's deed restriction of The department has removed rule language which would have established that
having no huntinginthe entire park, not juston the land they donated to the park. Our neighbor David Buckley reviewed the draft map of the archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
606 potential hunting areas, areas with deed restrictions, areas of closure around campgrounds, the obse rvation and communication towers, feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
maintenance buildings, rangerresidences and private lands. He questioned whatthe DNRis safely tryingtoaccomplish? He alsoaskedhowisthe | pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measuresfor
DNR goingto manage and keep hunters within boundaries meant to protect buildings, residences, deed restricted areas and places where park managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
goers have had a safe havenfordecades? He asked if the DNR have the staff to patrol whatappearsto be a patchwork of huntingareas
overshadowed by a higher percentage patchwork of non huntingareas? Dave Buckley also said that given the number of visitors, the irregular
areas proposed forhunting, the ongoing dawn to dusk management of keeping hunters within the boundaries and the potential ri sk of havingan
unfortunate huntingaccident, in myview, hunting does not fit within Lapham Peak. The park has evolved overtime beyond the new proposed use
through the help of many hands to be much more than most State Parks and it would be bestto leave well enough alone. Ifitworks, don’tfixit.
You have a success story here. We do not want our Lapham Peak Road congested with cars of hunters. We do not give permissionforhuntersto
cross our land to find theirdyinganimal. We are very much opposed to this dangerousidea. If the deerand turkey populationis out of control,
why not close the park fora weekand have a hunterslaughter-fest.
I'am'wrltmgto strongly oppose the proposed huntingin Lapham Pgak State Par‘k, NRB ordernumberl?R-.OS—OZ, section 14Q, NR 45.13'(18). lam ? The department has removed rule language which would have established that
lifetime member of the Friends of Lapham Peak group, I volunteerin the beautiful butterfly garden within the park, and | hike with friends, family, L . .
and my beloved corgiin Lapham Peak several times perweek. |am alsoa Wisconsin Master Naturalistand have a deep appreciation forthe archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
607 y g P P ' Papp feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

natural world around me. Bottom line: As a Lapham Peak State Park “superuser” and silent sport enthusiast. | love Lapham Peak State Park
because | feel safe there. Itisa place | can go - without worry of conflict with hunters or fear of becomingatargetor even havingto encountera
wounded deer, gut piles, or other evidence of violence against the very wildlife |am there to enjoy as a payingvisitor. | have been fortunate to be

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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raisedin Lake Country, to have graduated from Kettle Moraine High School in 1999 and to move back to raise my family here. My connection to
the park runs deep —with over 30 years of hiking with several generations of my family and spending holidays together hiking. | have always been
incredibly grateful for having this jewel of a State Park so close with the safe year-round access Lapham Peak has provided —especially because
ALL other, wooded publicland where | can walk my dog is open to hunting from Septemberto February. As an avid hiker, | am not comfortable
gambling with my life, foralmost half the yearrelying solely on the judgement and ethics of a stranger wielding a crossbow when using the
Southern Kettle Moraine Trails, Ice Age Trail, and Waukesha County Parks. | strongly encourage you to keep Lapham Peakin the spirit that was
intended (and as the vast majority of the park land was deeded to the state) with NO hunting ortrapping allowed EVER. Here are the most
obvious reasons you should NOT move forward with current proposal: The Friends of Lapham Peak State Park group oppose this proposed change
that would allow huntingin the park. Really consider what that means —those who volunteersignificantly to maintain the park and donate sizable
amounts of money, DON’TWANTBOWHUNTING. Thisis a safety nightmare. Crossbows shoot on average 50-60 yards and can be carried by
convicted felons creating even further safety concerns for Park visitors and Delafield residents surrounding the park. This creates conflict,
confusion, and reason forconcern for all otherusergroups. The random patchwork of land that the DNRis recommending being opento archery
isnot realisticforeven the most ethical hunterto stay within. Hunters most certainly will be tracking and retrieving wounded animals all overthe
entire State Park and neighboring private properties. The areas suggested for hunting (Homestead Hollow, Tower, & the Westside Prairie) are too
close to incredibly popular hiking trails used by families and dog owners as well as cross-country ski trails during the busiest time of year. This goes
againstall logicfor safety. The horse trails on the Prairie Path pose a particularly dangerous risk for trail riders. Justin 2020, a horse inthe
Southern Kettle Moraine State Forest was shot by a bowhunterwhileundersaddle on the trail with agroup of several riders. The DNRwill need
more staff. The small staff of the park, already stretched thin, currently would not be able to reasonably enforce oraddress the safety concerns of
visitors. The DNRwould need to add additional staff and additional Conservation Wardens to help respond to additional calls with questions,
violation investigations, and trying to explain this puzzle of whatis open and whatis closed. (And the department already has enoughissues trying
to fill and retain Conservation Wardens —this change only makes enforcement MORE difficult.) Deer “over population” is an easy scapegoat — |
have spent 30 years hikingin this park. If anything, | see fewerdeernow thaninthe late 1990’s! The amount of increased human activity and local
community development hasimpacted the number of deerand how longthey linger. | have neverseenasick or starved de erinthe park and
would welcome any datathe DNR has to supportthis claim. If food is scarce, they will move on. Additionally, should adeer p ass away by natural
causes withinthe park, itis a food source for othersinthe ecosystem. | can assure you afterthis mast year of acorns, the deerherdis certainly not
goingto starve. If the DNR is worried about CWD, then deal with the deerfarmsin Waukesha County who have been the source of many CWD
caseslocally. If deerare a real problem, then work with the Friends group along with datato examine the need and find amore reasonable —ONE
TIME solution. Legally questionable - The state will find itself with potentiallegal questions when a hunterhas a “bad shot” and tracks and killsa
deeror turkey onthe “deedrestricted portion” of the park. Thisis a direct violation of how the land was given to the state. In fact, by ope ningit
as currently proposed, one could make areasonable case to a judge - that in effectthe entire park has been openedto hunting because very few
hunters are able to bow hunt using the legally allowable archery methods and drop a deer without having to use the “deed restricted area” to
track or retrieve ananimal. Mixing hunting with otherrecreational usersis just nota good ideaat a park with this volume of people —100,000+
peryear. Thisrecommendation fora FIVE-month seasonis wide open for “archery forall animals” for the entire archery season that runs from
Septemberto February. Thisfartoolong of a time that would impact the visitor experience for all recreational users foralmost half the

year. Especially aftersignificant efforts and investments have been made to make Lapham Peak a winter destination forall Southern Wisconsin
with the snowmaking and the future Lapham Lodge. There are weekends in winterwhen the parkis over capacity — staff turn people away at the
gate prior to entry. Thank you foryour consideration, and  hope the WDNR reconsiders its position. Openingbowhuntingin this parkisbeyond
dangerous-it's reckless.

| was very disappointed tolearn abouta proposed plan fordeerhuntingat the park. | have walked there for several years now and have always
feltsafe. That would come to an end. Have huntersinthe park while people are skiing, hiking, and walking dogs is nota smart move. | would turn

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

608 inmy 2024 pass if that happens. | agree the deer population needs to be culled and havingthe conservation wardens doiit, is the safestand clean feedbackreceivedduringthe pubhcc.omment penod.The'departmentwnl
. . . pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
way. There is also the school forboys property in Wales that the conservation wardens could use. No hobby hunters. . .
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department hasremoved rule language which would have established that
609 | am againstthe proposal adding bowhuntingin Lapham Peak State Park from SeptembertoJanuary. | seeitas a dangerto the publicwhouse the | archeryhuntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse tosignificant

trails for recreation during this period.

feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
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managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

We want to express ourobjection onthe proposed bow huntingin Lapham Peak park. How are you goingto protect the nearly 600,000 hikers,
horsebackriders, bikers, etc. that use the park yearly. Who will be responsible when someone isinjured??? Pleasetellme thatthe people who
sign off on this have some civil liability for damages occurred forany and all people who have suffered loss, either personalinjury on our property,

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

610 property damage or property value decreases forthose who own land abutting the park such as we. We bought this property 22 years ago to have feedbackreceivedduringthe publ|cc'omment per|od.The'departmentwnl
. L ) pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
not only privacy, but because they DID NOT allow huntingin Lapham Peak Park. We do not want our Lapham Peak Road congested with cars of managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
hunters. We do not give permission for hunters to cross our land to find theirdyinganimal. We are very much opposedto this dangerousidea.
| am a Waukesha County resident and horse owner. Lapham Peakis one of the extremely few bridle trails that are opento horse s during the fall
that do notalso have deerhunting. Whilebow huntingisless dangerous to equestrians than gun, we are all aware of the accidentthatresultedin
the death of a horse inthe Kettle Moraine State Forest -Southern Unitrecently. In fact, the person who shotthe horse (who'srider was wearing The department has removed rule language which would have established that
blaze orange) has still not beenidentified. Compound and cross bows are getting more and more powerful, and can be just as deadly as a gun. archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
611 Publichuntinglands allow hunters of any skill level, experience orcommon sense, which increases the risk level. |am stron gly against allowing feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
bow huntingin Lapham Peak Park, as this area is utilized by many hikers, dog walkers, bikers and equestrians. If this plan goes forward, | do ask pursue a separate process todetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
that the DNR takes stepsto keep more of the bridle trails open laterinthe year (as weather permits) instead of automatical ly closing them Nov managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
1st. This would allow riders to utilize the othertrails without the danger of bow hunting. Thank you foryour time and hard work keeping these
properties running and beautiful! We appreciate it!
If huntingis necessary, the hunting publicneed be involved. Like many other parksthat have been closed the deer population will go up and to
onlyallow wardens to hunt or exterminatethe deer is wrong. Like Nashotah Park hunting can be done safely bow or crossbow hunting only, 50% The department has removed rule language which would have established that
orange, during gun season. The wardens can help to enforce that part as 25% of the guys | saw only wore camo. Deerinthe park always see archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
612 people and not hunted by them so will be easierto huntthe 1st year. To keep the hunt time to a minimum and knock the population down quick | | feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
believeittobe necessarytouse an earn a buck program 1doe earns your buck, then 2 more does if possible. Other hunters| talkto believeitto pursue a separate processto determine the most appropriate measuresfor
be wrong forthe publicnot be allowed on aspecial hunt....please get thisright! managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
Willing to share my opinion Anthoy Heppe
I am infavor of bow hunting on KMSF-Lapham Peak property. The deer populationisterriblyhigh onthis park and so.ething must be done. This The department has removed rule language which would have established that
large populationthreatensto be a source populationfor CWD and Lyme disease. Also, the negative impact this population has on native plant archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
613 speciesisalready evident by the growth of several invasive plant species; not justin this park, but on neighboring properties. Finally, there have feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
beenseveral carvs deeraccidents on Hwy C leadingto Lapham Peak. Atthe veryleast, | hope the Wisconsin DNRwill open arestricted/limited pursue a separate processto determine the most appropriate measuresfor
huntat Lapham Peak. managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| suggestremoving Section 37 of the drafted rule updates. Notonlydoesitfail to meetthe law (whetherlaw changes are made or not), butit also
doesn'talign with publicopinion. Section 37fails to meetthe currentlaws: Statute 944.20(1)(b) requires ameasure of "indecency" in orderto be
acrime. This language isNOTmirrored inthe DNR proposed rule changes. The DNRisgoingtoo farintryingto ban somethingthatislegal.
Section 37 fails to meetthe proposed laws: Assuming SB477, SB478, HB503, HB504 are signedintolaw, the DNR proposed rule changes still fail to
meetthe law. These proposedlaws ban nudityinany formeverywherein the state. Nudityinchangingareas, bathrooms, and showers, along
with taking children to these places, will becomea criminal offense, butthe DNR has proposed exemptions forthes e things. The DNRwould be
llowing criminal behavioron lands. ndly, pr NR45.04 m)(2) call "any of the following areasn n licview:".
Iat'soamb?gcuous ?nliﬁa:it:o;)l dsr:\a;:nan:;iti/eizcélfa:’lz:gp:ssf:e wh<5)l(()e c(s;(:gigé a)rceaa I;t?illjcji:g iys(l)'\i;dino (;)r doegsaiseiar;pl?/ttilzenu:j?tsl:/\?it:\in ies "not The proposed rulelanguage has been reviewed n light of publiccomments
614 ! ’ received onthistopic. Adecision has been made by the departmenttoretain

opento publicview"? Again, the proposed senate/assembly laws don't define what "public" means, butthe jury instruction forthe laws state
"the conduct is observable by orinthe presence of otherpersons". Inside thesebuildingsis "public" perthe proposedlaw. The DNR's use of the
word "public" doesn'talign with the proposed law. If the state-wide laws stick, and the DNR's exemptions stick, perhaps the future of nude
recreationinthe stateisin the showersand changingfacilities atall the parks. Hopefully otherusers don't mind. Section 37 failsto align with
publicopinion: The opinion of specific DNRindividualsis clearly stated on the proposed updates. Itjustdoesn'treflectthe reality of the situation.
The realityis that there are about 430 miles of sandbars and beaches forthe general publicto enjoy onthe Wisconsin River, and the tiny slice
(0.15 mile) that should be legally designated as clothing-optional draws about 70,000 visitors and contributes $1-2 million to the local economy,
including many out-of-state visitors. The problems of "crime" are misleading -- | did a crime analysis about 10 years ago (attached) and found that

the language as proposed.
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the crime rate is far lowerthan neighboring Mazomanie and Mount Horeb. Problems stemmingfrom such apopularbeach have been basically
non-existent. The reasonthe DNR calls Mazo Beach such a beautiful place is because the naturists have keptitthat way. Drivingaway these good
stewards is a mistake. The Naturist Education Foundation has commissioned public opinion polls for decades. The mostrecentdatafrom 2021 is
attached. Althoughthe pollisnation-wide, Wisconsinitselfis likely close to these same numbers. (West-coast statesand Florida probably have
highernumbers, and the bible belt states probably have lower numbers, putting Wisconsinin the middle.) The conclusions are: 75% of people
believethat we should have the freedom to sunbathe in the nude, regardless of they participate themselves. (Which, 40% of the population has.)
74% believe there should be an areasetaside fornude sunbathingand skinny-dipping, similarto otherlands setaside forthings like camping, dog
parks, snowmobiling, horse riding, and hunting. Speaking for myself personally, | really miss Mazo Beach -- both the hike tothe location and the
beachitself. Ilive in Dodgeville, and have been frequenting Governor Dodge State Park recently. There's large areas of land designated for horse
campingon the northside whichis pretty unwelcomingto everyone withoutahorse. Hikingon the horse trailsis unpleasant -- meeting horses,
and dodgingtheirpoop. Most of the trails are dominated by horses. Same with the mountain biking trails and almost being run over. Hunting
season, hikersrisk getting shot. There's also two designated beaches on the lakes with fancy changing areas and bathrooms. Alot of money has
goneintoall these designated areas and uses. Would it really hurt "the public" to designate asmall secluded piece of the 5,350 acres in Governor
Dodge for clothing-optional sunbathing or skinny-dipping for the 74% of society who wantit and the 40% of society that would use it? Would it
really hurtto keep Mazo Beach clothing-optional? Compared with other users of publiclands, naturists really aren't asking for much. The DNR
should avoid following opinion and actually study the statistics -- low crime, better-ke pt natural land, increased tourist dollars, and what the
publicactually wants -- and plan accordingly. Please remove Section 37 from the proposed changes. It's causing far more problemsthanitsolves.
See attachments, "Doug Hickok"
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We oppose havingany huntingincluding bow huntingin the Lapham Peak State Park. While ourland does notattach directly to the park itisnext
to two family members whose land does share the park’s lotline. We occasionally have people wandering on our properties now and having
huntersinsearch of theirprey will certainly lead to more trespassing.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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| am writingtoyou and the DNRto voice my commentsin oppositiontothe DNR proposal to permit bow huntinginthe Lapham Pe ak Unit of the
Kettle Moraine Forest(hereinafter referred to as Lapham Peak). In so doing, | am making these comments based upon the information | have
received asa member of the public, Wisconsin State Park Sticker Holder, City of Delafield resident, Leader of the Friends of Bark River, and
regularuser of Lapham Peak. Like so many outdoor enthusiasts who enjoy hiking, biking, running, skiing and snowshoeinginand around Lapham
Peak, | support publicaccessto Lapham Peak, its beauty and natural setting, its many events and activities, the Friends of Lapham Peak, and the
freedomto enjoy and capture the special momentsit provides us asits visitors, all of whom are being protected without fear oranxiety underthe
bridle of safety Lapham Peak has created for our benefit. Unfortunately. this DNR proposal isinconsistent with the positive attributes Lapham
Peak has given usas members of the publicoverthe years of its existence without bow hunting.This extends to realizing our expectations as
Sticker Holders in making our choice to visit Lapham Peak, pay for our Sticker, make areturn trip, and recommend itto others. In essence, we
have become volunteer promoters and stewards of Lapham Peak forthe publicto enjoy its uniqueness and natural gifts without the interference,
restrictions, and confusion caused by bow hunting. Also, there isthe corre sponding economicbenefit to the State by the increased number of
stickers purchased to visit Lapham Peak without bow hunting. To furtherillustrate the problems with this DNR proposal and it s potential negative
outcome onthe publicaccess and enjoyment of Lapham Peak, | am setting forth below some, but notall, specificexamples of these issues which
have not been addressedinthe proposal and upon which | am expressing my oppositiontoit. i. Safety Risk Bow huntingitself presents asafety
risk to the public. Its location in Lapham Peak makes it exponentially more dangerous. Lapham Peak is the highest attended state park of i ts kind
in Wisconsin. Itis a relatively small area. One third of the areais prohibited for bow hunting by deed from the prior pro perty owners, The
remaining two thirds of the area not covered by such deeds would be the subject of this DNR proposal. The resultis adisprop ortionate

phyisical relationship between the heavilyused human populationand the deerinthe smallertwo thirds area, causingagreaterrisk to the visitors
tryingto enjoy Lapham Peak. One errant arrow striking one human ordomesticanimal is one too many. It is better park manage ment to take
stepsto preventsuch anincidentfrom occurring ratherthan repairingthe damage orinjury afterit occurs. The proposal failstoaddress the
dangerand safetyissues created by allowing bow huntingin Lapham Peak. Obviously, such adangerhas not beenaproblemforthe manyyears
of Lapham Peak use and operationwithoutsucharisk.2. NoTime Restrictions The proposal has no time restrictions forbow hunting.The public
has a rightto know the time established forbow huntingin Lapham Peak and the reasonable opportunity to be heard on thisissue.. 3. No
Reasonable Locations The proposal does not provide reasonable locations for bow hunting to protectthe publicfrom harm. The publichas a right
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to know and a reasonable opportunity to be heard onthisissue. 4, Unreasonable Period of Bow Hunting Activity The proposal covers a period of
bow hunting permitted between September 16 and January 7, startingin 2024. What is the origin of this time period for bow huntingand how
doesitapplyto LaphamPeak?. This represents approximately 3 plus months(over one quarter) out of the year. It also covers the prime times of
the year forpublicaccess and enjoyment of the natural beauty, colors, and physical activity in Lapham Peak, to wit: the fall for hikers, runners,
and bikers and the winterfor skiersand snowshoers. The proposal fails to justify such an unreasonable period and length of time to permit bow
huntingin Lapham Peak. Contrary to a primary purpose of Lapham Peak to make it available, accessible, and enjoyable to the public, it shiftsits
focus to primarily serving bow huntingin Lapham Peak. Italso removes the uniqueness of Lapham Peakin providing openness, access, and
enjoymenttothe publicduringthese primetimes without dealing with the impact of bow hunting affecting their decision to visit Lapham Peak
duringthis extended period. 5, Deterrent Effect The proposal fails to address the impact of bow hunting on the reputation of Lapham Peak as an
open, engaging, beautiful setting, drawing many differentvisitors involved in many diverse activities at various levels of performances, Itis
extremely popular. Much of this popularity comes from its accessibility, availability, and use, including training for and participatingin avariety of
eventsand races without the interference, complication, and confusion of bow hunting. The introduction of bow huntinginto the mix of Lapham
Peak activities would significantly alterand decrease its reputation as a unique experience forall. It would not have the appeal it has enjoyed over
the many years without the bow hunting distraction. As aresult, with bow hunting under this proposal, it would be reasonableto expecta
downturninuse and the unique Lapham Peak experience being enjoyed by its visitors today. 6. Anxiety The proposal would like ly cause
unnecessary anxiety to many of the visitors of Lapham Peak worrying about the bow hunting, includingits location, times, and 3 plus monthsin
use. From hikers, walkers with theirdogs, runners, bikers, skiers, and snowshoers, they do not wantto be concerned about bow hunting while
theyare inLapham Peak. They wantto relax, exercise, breathe fresh air, enjoyquiettime, socialize with others, train forfitness oran event, and
justbe calmand healthy without thinking about arrows being shotin the sky nearby. Eventually, they will lo se that special relationship with
Lapham Peak as a natural source of refuge, positive energy, and lifestyle. and look elsewhere for an alternative experience. 7. Precedent Lapham
Peak has the highest attendance of visitors in similar settings in the State. Bow hunting has been prohibited by deed and DNRrulesfordecades.
Thisfact is notjust the result of a coincidence. Itis a relationship shaped over many years by the publicknowing, using, and appreciating the
freedom of the Lapham Peak experience without bow hunting. As such, the publichas the right to rely upon this unique setting without bow
huntingin choosingto use Lapham Peak. The positive collaboration between the publicand the DNRinthe form of Lapham Peak is a relationship
worth preserving, not undermining with bow hunting. Precedent has been established to continue its use as it exists today without bow hunting.
The publichas spoken by the high number of attendees, theirvaried interests, and the activities provided in Lapham Peak. Moreover, the Ice Age
Trail runs through Lapham Peak, which brings more visitors, attention, and access to Lapham Peak. In fact, the Trail has justbeen designated asan
official unit of the National Parks Service, drawing more attention to Lapham Peak. The timingisright forthe DNR to promote the benefits of
Lapham Peak as part of the National Parks System and a great settingto visitalongthe way. To introduce bow huntinginto Lapham Peak at this
time would be inconsistent with this recent Ice Age Trail designation as a national trail. Plus, we have the Friends of Lapham Peak, avolunteer
group, protecting the best natural interests of Lapham Peak. Precedentand the publicinterest are working togetherin favor of the continuation
of Lapham Peak without bow hunting. To do otherwise at this time would be a mistake which can be avoided by supporting the status quo. 8.
Solutions The DNR needs tofocusits attention on solutions to the deer population in Lapham Peak other than this proposal of unrestricted bow
huntingin Lapham Peak. It should notabruptly change a successful park settingin the form of Lapham Peak. The proposal asit stands todayisan
overkill approachtothe deerherdissue. Itis contrary to the publicinterest and publicservice. Adue diligence inquiry and vetting process into the
issue asto whetherthere isa needto control the deer population in Lapham Peak would be a more reasoned and responsible initial approach
than arbitrarily establishing bow huntingin Lapham Peak by this proposal. The character of Lapham Peak s at stake. Itistoo good to bypass with
bow hunting underthis proposal. It should be preserved, not soiled. Thank you for the opportunity to submitthese commentstoyouforyour
consideration. As fellow stewards of Lapham Peak, we need to cooperate with each otherto protect Lapham Peak, its character, its history, and
value to our state parks/forests community. Todo so is clearly in the publicinterest. The proposal is not.
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| justbecame aware of dnrconsideration of opening up Lapham peak state park to bow and arrow hunting duringthe season. (Is that mid
SeptembertolJanuary 7th?) | am opposedtothisas it is one of a few parks that | can safely go to now during hunting season. If necessary to
contain deer population, | suggest otheroptions and/oralimited one ortwo week period (but not during deergun hunting season around
Thanksgiving) and warning to hikers and skiers of that time period. A four month time periodis way too long for people who like to use the park
safely.
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| come from a family of hunters and fishermen. | personally fish, but don't hunt, butam not anti-huntingin any way. However, | feel allowing
bow hunting at Lapham Peak duringthe whole deerbow seasonis not prudent. Laphamisone of the closest easy access State Parks, beingright
off 1-94 near the very populated Milwaukee/Waukesha county areas. Itis much more heavily used peracre than other well known state parks.
The hunt season overlaps with the most heavily used fall hikingseason. With the snow making equipment, itwould also overlap with the early

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

618 ski season. | wouldn'tthink of taking my grandkids there, if a huntis goingon, so scratch that park off my list with them, at least. The park is not feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
that bigwhenyoulookat acreage vs. usage. If something mustbe done, then | feel sharp shootersonamore limited designated wellpublicized pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
weekdayswould be abetteranswer, and actually yield betterkill results. Bow huntingon more limited days (no Sundays -Tuesdays, forexample) | managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
would be betterthan all week. However, bow hunters might actually not wantto hunt when hikers are around making noise anyway, soit could
be sort of a Catch-22 as well.
Please be itknownthatopeningup the traditionally non- hunting zone called Lapham State Parkto a huntingareais unsafe and unacceptable.
Here is why: 1) Since its |.nFept|on, locals and other attendees k_now thisasasafeland for non c.ons.ump.twe spgrts, gathering an(:! stargazing. There The department has removed rule language which would have established that
isno guarantee thatall visitors would become aware that hunting was suddenly permitted. This brings into being a huge safety risk forhumans S . -
. . . . . . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
619 and anlmalstahke. 2) The frlendso.1c Lapham State Pa.rk, oppose huntmg of any type mthese I.ands. 3) allowlng hunting at‘Lapham §tate Park, would feedback received during the public comment period. The department will
be grossly disrespectful to the residence of that Region, by putting theirsafety, and lives atrisk. 4) There is enough hunting permitted on on more . .
. . . . . pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
than enough publicland forthe 10% of Wisconsinites who are hunters. 5) The DNR, or any other organization, government, or private, does not . .
have the permission of the constituents of Wisconsin to change the land usage from non-hunting to hunting at Lapham Peak State Park. Taking managing deerand turkey populations atLapham Peak State Forest.
overone more space forthe use of the few defiesall logic. Locals disapprove of any such change of land uses at Lapham Peak State Park.
The Friends of Lapham Peak State Park o..pose the rule change allowing huntingin this park. | studied the park map and was stunned to suggest The department has removed rule language which would have established that
the parcels of land where huntingwould be allowed. 1ama member of a deer huntingfamily and have experience beinginthe north woods archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
620 duringthe deerseason. My first thought was the scenario of wounded, deerracing away from sounds and sights into resident yard s and other feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
spaces where recreationis allowed. The hunting season, between Septemberto Februaryis winter sports time posing safe ty risks forthese pursue a separate processto determine the most appropriate measuresfor
groups. | oppose this proposed hunting plan. Thankyou, Brigit Brown, fortakinginto consideration my position. managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| live in Delafield. My property abuts Lapham Peak where a proposed open huntingareais being considered. Myselfand my husbandarein favor | archeryhuntingisallowedfordeerandturkey,in response tosignificant
621 of this. Thank you! We have lived here for 17 years and the deerhave been a consistent problem. They are a daily nuisance and cause property feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
damage. We sincerely appreciate your consideration and hope deer hunting by bow and crossbow will be allowed. pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| am writing to oppose this bow huntingin Lapham Peak Park. | walk my dog daily through much of the park that would be deemed huntable for 4
months of the yearand would feel very unsafe!l My husband andsonsrun in the park daily - sometimes at dusk/dawn depending onthe time of
yearand daylight savings. | feel thatintroducing this to this area would greatly de-value the use of the park and make itan unsafe place to
be. There are many Children and Schools that use this park as well for field trips and learning. | fee | this would be affected negatively too by being
surrounded by hunters for the fall/winter months of the year. This is some of the most beautifultimesto enjoy the park and all the trailsit
offers. Allittakesisfor 1 unskilled hunterto wrongfully use that bow or crossbow and hita person or petto start a huge lawsuitagainstthe The department has removed rule language which would have established that
park/state. Whois responsible? Parkingis also aconcern as many times there is limited parkingin many areas of the park and if you now have archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
622 hunters there too taking up parkingspace, itisless for payingmembersto use. Will the Park be responsible for handing out Orange Veststoall of | feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
it's payingvisitors and pets duringthis time? Thatis nota way to make sure you are nothit by an arrow, butitis suggestedinthe proposal that pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
visitorswearthem....yet not theirresponsibility if the park doesn'tallow hunters currently. | would like to suggest that this proposal be changed, if | managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
to control the population of deer, allowing (some predetermined number of hunters) to be in the park for 1 week (M-F) to cut down on the
amount of deer population, that could allow enough of achange instead of it being open the whole hunting season. Making some thing like that
known to the publicand area users of the park would be much less of an issue than whatis currently being proposed.Thank you for listening to my
concerns (I live across the streetfromthe park where bow huntingis allowed, however we do notallow ourkids or petsto be outside if my
husband is hunting) Safety is Always more Important.
| think that hunting should be allowed. It's about time that somebody has common sense about thisissue. Drivingdown Hwy Cat dusk or nightis The departmenjc hasremovedrule Ianguagewhmh would have'es’Fa‘bllshed that
dangerous. The parkis nodifferent thanthe foresttothe south. There’s all kind of people hiking overthere and you rarely hearof anyissues. The archery huntingis allowed for deerand turkey, inresponse to significant
623 feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will

park has more issues with the skiers. The DNR cavesinto theirdemands(you can’t hike onthe trailsthere inthe winter). Give the huntersa
chance. Thanks

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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I'd like to preface this by saying | grew up in northern Wisconsin and come from a family of hunters, sol am not opposed to huntingin general, but
that beingsaid lam very opposed to hunting of any kind at Lapham Peak. Lapham Peakis the crown jewel of trailheadsin thisarea, with the best
and mostvaried system of trailsin Lake Country. I've hiked all overthe world, including the Rocky Mountains and Tuscany, and | think | am
incredibly lucky to have a park like Lapham Peak just a few miles from my house. Other hikers I've talked toin otherareas of the state plusinour
neighboring states often know about Lapham Peak and have visited it for hiking or skiing. Allowing huntingin the park creates unnecessary risk
and possible unpleasantnessin what's an amazing park that's known as a destination for peoplefromall over. Huntingis already allowed at many
otherparks and publiclandsinthe area. Because of this, Laphamis considered the "safe" park by many hikers, dog walkers, etc, duringthe fall

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

624 hunting seasons. Why can't us non-hunters have one safe haven? The length of the bow hunting season would encompass all the fall and early feedbackreceived during the publlcc.omment per|od.The.departmentwﬂl
. . . . . ) . . .| pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measures for
winter months, whichincludes the fall foliage and the first snow (plus early cross-country skiing season), meaning hunting would be taking place in . .
the park during some of the besttimestovisitfor non-huntingreasons. I've driven past othertrail systemsin the areathatdoallow huntingandit managing deerand turkey populations atLapham Peak State Forest.
hasn't escaped my notice that hunters often park their cars on the road directly outside the entrance in orderto avoid payingto enterthe park,
which | find infuriating. They are happy to use the land for hunting but can't be botheredto springfora few bucks to pay to useit. It's not the
hunters keepingthe parks going by paying forthe stickers, itseemes, it'sthe non-hunters. | understand that at this pointit's just bow hunting and
onlyincertain areas, but we all understand how the slippery slope works. Let's keep Lapham Peak likeitis--peacefuland hunter-free.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Keep us safe while we enjoy this beautiful quiet natural resource please! There is noreason bow huntingis neededat Lapham Peak. Thereare so | archeryhuntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
625 many alternativesforhunters, but during hunting seasons, there are limited choices where citizens feel safeto enjoy ouroutdoorsand are feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
inhibited from goingto places nearor where hunters hunt. Please keep this place safe for us. You will also lose money from alack of visitors. pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| objectto the anti-nudity provision of Rule NR45.04 section 37. Thisis a part of a greater package called “CR 23-060.” | believe thatsimple nudity | The proposedrule language has been reviewed inlight of publiccomments
626 inappropriate places on DNR lands, thatis notlewd and intended to offend, should be allowed. Please remove the anti nudity provisionfromthe | receivedonthistopic. A decision hasbeen made bythe departmenttoretain
proposedrule. the language as proposed.
Lapham Peakis one of the few places in Waukesha County we feel safe hiking at during the long hunting season. Plus, we don’t have towhere The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Blaze Orange from head to toe to feel safe there, orlistentoloud gunshots. More than 600,000 people, including many children, use Lapham Peak | archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse tosignificant
627 peryear, andit would be very dangerous to add hunters tothe mix. There are many, many place for huntersto huntdeerandturkey by gunand feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
bow throughout Waukesha County. Please, | urge you, do not add huntingto Lapham Peak. It makes no sense whenthere are so many people pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
hikingaround the park, and it would be a recipe for disaster. managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
I’m one of the 50,000 average monthly recreational users of the Lapham Peak Unit of Kettle Moraine State Forest Southern Unit. Lapham Peak
Unit is one of the busiestand most developed forest recreation areas in the state. Allowing huntinginthe Unitis taking to much risk for the
reward of herd management. Recreational use of the Unitwould be highly impacted by allowing bow hunting there. The proposed hunting areas The department has removed rule language which would have established that
include busy sections of the Main trail especially nearthe NR11exclusion areas forthe DNR Maintenance Sheds and Summerstage Theater. The archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
628 Main Trail up and overthe Peakis also part of the huntingzones. The Ice Age Trail skirts much of the proposed huntingzone. These trails are feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
normally groomed for cross country skiingin Decemberand January. When groomed they are closed to hiking. Some Hunting areas would be pursue a separate processto determine the most appropriate measuresfor
inaccessible due to ski trail grooming. Hunting use, like hiking, would damage the grooming and require staff to restore ski access or close sections | managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
of trails. Lapham Peak s very hilly and trails on hillsides are especially difficult to groom and maintain. Any Bow Hunting at Lapham Peak Unit
should be LIMITED BY LOTTERY, LIMITED IN TIME, and NOT ALLOWED IN DECEMBER AND JANUARY.
Hello:| fmderstz'and thatyou takingcomments o'n the deerpopulation contrgl. lamvery concerr‘med'aboutthe Ia'rge deerherdat Lapha'm State The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Park. It is very nice to see all the deer, but | realize thatthe deerare susceptibleto cruel starvation if atough winter comesalong. I retired from L . .
. . . . . . . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
629 the City of Brookﬂfeld Police Departme.ntafew years ago. | had (threct contact with the deersharp shooters. They a.re discreet, politeand quiet. feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
My recommendation would be acombination deerherd reduction effort. 1) | would recommend ashort bow hunting season on Tues, Weds and ; .
Thurs. 2) Afterthe bow huntersare done, cull downtothe desired deerherd numberusingthe sharp shooters. My wife and | | ove Lapham. Take pursue‘a separate processto deter‘mme the mostappropriate measures for
care. managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
(This comment was submitted with an email stringindicating the comment was
630 I’'mall forit. aboutthe proposal forbow hunting at Lapham Peak.) The department has
Good idea. removed rule language which would have established thatarchery huntingis

allowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant feedback received during
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the publiccomment period. The department will pursue aseparate process to
determine the mostappropriate measures for managing deerand turkey
populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

631

| have reviewed the proposed changes stated in the document PR-03-20, Section 140, NR45.13 (18) found on page 68 of the online version of the
document. | write to state my oppositiontoany changesto the existing ordinancethat would permit hunting at Lapham Peak State Park. My
rationale forthis oppositionis as follows: Legal Concerns (1) Possible violation of zoning protocol. To allow hunting adjacent to moderate density
residentialareas usually requires direct contact, or at least some form of reasonable publicnotification, to the residents affected by such
proposed zoning changes. To the best of my knowledge, residents affected by the proposed allowance of hunting at Lapham Peak State Park (e.g.
those with properties adjacent to Lapham Peak State Park) were not contacted by the WI DNR concerningthis proposed zoning change. (2) Vague
language. As of now, the proposed language allows too much latitude forinterpretation. Cf. "The department may designate areas where hunting
deerand turkeys with archery equipment, but not with firearms or airguns, is allowed." The criteriaforthe department designating the areas for
huntingis notelaborated. E.g. there are no guidelines or rationale given and thus, this leaves an uncertainty or openness of i nterpretation of why
the hunting areas are needed. Also, the designated areas are not specified. Pragmatic Concerns (3) Safety viol ations. Lapham Peak has a truly
incrediblevisitation rate of 600K people peryear. With more than half a million people visiting the park, and with hunting boundaries adjacent the
most popular hiking and skiing trails, someone will be hurtorkilled. It will take just one incident to overturn this hunting proposal. (4) Trespassing
violations. Itis known that bow and crossbow hunting usually does not drop a deerright away. Deerthat are struck will wand er-- sometimes
quite far. There is high probability that wounded deer will end up on private property adjacent to the park. Will hunters realistically gain
permissionto go on private property tofindand retrieve the deer? Probably not. What are private property ownerstodointhissituation? Call
the police and reporttrespassing? Call the DNRto reportviolations? Etc. (5) Parking violations. Since the proposedhunting portio ns of the park
are notnear the parkinglots, hunters likely will resort to parking on streets adjacent tothe to the park to more easily access the hunting areas.
Parkinginthese areas could be construed as violating Town of Delafield parking ordinances. At the very minimum, it will be considered a nuisance
and dangerto the residents to have increased trafficin theirfront yards. (6) Seemingly impossible hunting spaces. The draft map of potential
lands opento bow hunting shows a piecemeal arrangement of hunting tracts -- some which are impossible to hunt legally. Forexample, the
narrow swath of land around the Ice Age trail isshown to be opento hunting. Yet, current legislation prohibits hunting of any kind 100 yards on
eitherside of the trial. Functional Concern (7) Defiance of purpose. Itis well known that Lapham Peak State Parkis one of the few non-hunting
state parks in WI. The incredibly high visitation rate attests to that. In otherwords, people come to Lapham Peak State Park because they know
that they do not have to contend with hunters or have safety fears. The park was designed to functionin this way. Thatisits purpose fromthe
very beginning of inception -- to be a publicplace for hiking and skiing. It was not intended to be a place for hunting. If huntingis permitted at
Lapham Peak, hikers and skiers must give way to the hunters perthe very known and respecte d WI Statutes 29.083. Itis absurd to take a park that
was designed forhiking and skiing and make it something "other" for several months of the year. This, for the record, is my mainreason for
oppositiontothe proposal to open up Lapham Peak to hunting. Itis rumored that the main reason that hunting at Lapham Peakis being
consideredisto control the deer population. | agree thatthe deer population at the park needs to be controlled. Thereare, however, much better
ways to control the population than archery equipment hunting for an entire season. Please note that | have CC-ed my state representativeand
senatorso that they, too, may know my concerns about this proposal to allow hunting at Lapham Peak State Park.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingis allowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measuresfor
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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| am writing to express my strong opposition to allowing any kind of hunting at Lapham Peak State Park. | strongly urge youto rejectthisinitiative
and do notgrant any kind of permit to any kind of huntingin Lapham Peak State Park. There are numerous obvious reasons why this proposal to
allow huntinginthis parkisa badidea. The park is and has ever been heavily used by non-hunting visitors who enjoy the park for recreation that
doesnotinvolve killingand without fear of being harmed inadvertently by hunters or without having to fearfortheirpetsorchildren orhavingto
watch a hunterretrieve acarcass. It isa well-loved park used by those who walk, run or hike often with kids and dogs and watch or photograph
and peacefully enjoy wildlife, or cross country skiin the winter, as well as by those whoride horses onthe trails. These usersand the kids, dogs
and horses all would be putat risk. The introduction of hunters in such proximity to non-hunting users would create dangerous confusion and
likely conflict, were hunters permitted inthe areasidentified in the proposal. Itissimplyinvitingharm and confusion for no justifiable reason.
Even for the hunters, who might try huntinginthe park in the areas designated as legitimate hunting areas, it would be difficult to actually restrict
theiractivity safely withinthose areas. This of course raises the matter of how the DNR would be able to ensure safety of all users and
neighboring property owners and enforce the regulations around hunting without adding supervisory park staff and Conservation Wardens.
Without doing so, there of course would be little in the way of assurance to non-hunting users regarding safety. Indeed the areas that have been

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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proposed for hunting (whichinclude the Tower, Homestead Hollow and the Westside Prairie) are very close to heavily used hiking, cross-country
skiand even the Prairie Path bridal trail; so the matter of safety s critical and should make this proposal clearly unwise. Finally, the regulation that
would allow bow-hunting "for all animals" forthe whole length of the archery season, from Septemberto February, would utterly alter for the
worse the experience of the Lapham Peak State Park for all the otherrecreational users during that entire half-year; it would limit the joy and the
sense of peaceful presence in nature and the safety from human harm that makes beingin a State Park one of the great pleasuresforall non-
huntingvisitors. Allowingany kind of huntingin Lapham Peak State Park strikes me as being unwise, risky and likely to undermine the
investments and efforts to make Lapham Peak State Park a special destination for winter recreationin Southern Wisconsin. It was at this park
cross-country skiing at night, that | first saw northern lights so farsouth; it isa park that is special tothose wholive ina part of the State, whichis
losing so quickly its wild space to reckless development. Do not deprive those who have come to this park without the aim of killing animals of
one of the few placesin the area where they canrecreate in nature without human interference; do not ntroduce huntingina place where it does
not make any sense to do so. Thankyou for considering my comment.

| am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposal to allow bow huntingin Lapham Peak State Park. We walk ourdo g and bike
frequentlyinthe park. It will be extremely dangerous for my wife and | to walk our dog and itis unrealisticto expect non-huntersto wearclothing

The department hasremoved rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

633 that hunters are required to wear for safety. There will be more incidents like the womanin northern Wisconsin that was shot while walking her feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
dog duringthe recentdeergun huntingseason. If huntingis allowed in Lapham Peak State Park the regular usage by folks lik e ourselves and pursue a separate processto determine the most appropriate measures for
neighbors would decline greatly out of safety concerns. managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed bow huntingat Lapham Peak. lam deeply concerned about the pote ntial human
safety risks associated with allowing huntingin this area. The overlap of proposed hunting areas with existing ski trails, including human-made
ones, raises alarming safety concerns forrecreational users. Bow huntinginvolves inherent risks, and allowingitin a popul arrecreation spot like . .

‘g y' . 8 . & Pop . . p‘ The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Lapham Peak could jeopardize the well-being of both hunters and non-hunting visitors. Moreover, | advocate forastance againsthuntingin L . L
.. . . . . . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
general, emphasizing the importance of preserving natural spacesforeveryoneto enjoy without the threat of firearms or projectiles. Lapham . . . . .

634 . . . . ) . . e L feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will

Peakisa havenfornature enthusiasts, and introducing hunting may compromisethe peaceful coexistence of humans and wildlife in thisarea. As . .
. . o . . - pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for

a supporterof animal welfare and science-based decisions, | urge the Department to consider alternative methods for wildlife management that . .

. . . o . . . . . managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
prioritize non-lethal approaches. The well-being of our environment and its inhabitants can be safeguarded without resorting to hunting practices
that may disruptthe delicate balance of the ecosystem. Thank you for considering these concerns, and | hope the Department will prioritize the
safety and enjoyment of all individuals who value Lapham Peak as a unique and tranquil natural space.
As someone wholives near publiclands and knows how challengingit can be to balance all the interests of these publiclands, | oppose the
proposedrule change that would allow bow hunting anywhere in Lapham Peak State Park based on the following concerns: The random

atchwork of land thatthe DNRis recommending being opentoarcheryis notrealisticforeven the most ethical hunterto stay within. Hunters . .
P . . . L € 8 p Y . . . . 'y . The department has removed rule language which would have established that
most certainly will be tracking and retrieving wounded animals all overthe entire State Park and neighboring private properties. This creates L . .
. . . ) . archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

conflict, confusion, and reason for concern. The areas suggested for hunting (Homestead Hollow, Tower, & the Westside Prairie ) are too close to ) . . . .

635 ) . L . - S . . . . feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
incredibly popular hiking trails used by families and dog owners as well as cross-country ski trails during the busiest time of year. This could lead to . .

R . . S P . ” ) pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
significant safetyissues. This regulationis wide open for “archery forall animals” forthe entire archery season that runs from Septemberto managing deerand turkev populations at Lanham Peak State Forest
February. Thisfar toolongof a time that would impact the visitor experience forall recreational users foralmost half the year. Especially, after ging ypop P )
significant efforts and investments have been made to make the Lapham Peak a winter destination forall of Southern Wl with the snow making
and the future Lapham Lodge.
. . " I . - No changes are proposed inthisrule package that are directly related to rock
Dear Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, | am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically for .. & prop P g . Y
. . . . L . . e climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
the retraction or revision of NR45.13(1)(e), which prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believethat this prohibitionis . . . g e . .
.. . . L o . . . submitted on thistopic. Requeststo climb at specificSNAs will continuetobe
unwarranted and lacks a basisin evidence of adverseimpact. Infact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and . . . . .
. . . e . . . considered during the master planning process, and decisions regarding
climbers engage withthe DNRin stewardship initiatives to preservethe natural areas they enjoy. There isno compelling reasonto assume that L - . . .
A . . . o . . . ) L climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
rock climbingisincompatible with conservation, necessitating aspecial regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you . . . .
636 conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation

to reconsiderthis provisionand retract NR 45.13(1)(e). Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing language in NR
45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off-trail hiking, so that prohibitions are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmental
impact. This approach would ensure that rock climbingis treated on par with other outdoorrecreational activities. Thank you for yourattentionto
this matter, and | hope you will considerthe merits of my argument during this publiccomment period. | appreciateyour commitment to effective
and equitableland management policies in Wisconsin.

(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. With regard to the climbing permits
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provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.

Dear Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, | am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR45, specifically for
the retraction or revision of NR45.13(1)(e), which prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibitionis
unwarranted and lacks a basisin evidence of adverseimpact. Infact, the climbing community is known for its commitment to conservation, and
climbers engage withthe DNRin stewardship initiatives to preservethe natural areas they enjoy. There isno compellingreasontoassume that
rock climbingisincompatible with conservation, necessitating a special regulation beyond what applies to other recreational activities. | urge you

No changes are proposedinthisrule package that are directly related torock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted on this topic. Requeststo climb at specific SNAs will continueto be
considered during the master planning process, and decisions regarding
climbingata particular site will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
(NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding

637 . . - . . . . - ) appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions onthe best
to reconsiderthis provision and retract NR 45.13(1)(e). Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing | anguage in NR pp' P ) . 8 . . .
. - L o ) . . . available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off-trail hiking, so that prohibitions are appropriately implemented based on evidence of adverse environmental ) . . . o .
. . o . . L . judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteria regarding
impact. This approach would ensure thatrock climbingis treated on par with other outdoorrecreational activities. Thank you foryourattentionto ) e . L .
. . . . . ) . : . . . requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. Withregard to the climbing permits
this matter, and | hope you will consider the merits of my argument during this publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effective . . . . .
. L . provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
and equitableland management policies in Wisconsin. L . . . L . . .
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
| oppose the proposed rule change that would allow bow huntinganywherein Lapham Peak State Park for all of the followingreasons: The
Friends of Lapham Peak State Park group opposes this proposed change that would allow huntinginthe park. The random patchwork of land that
the DNR isrecommending being opentoarcheryis not realisticforeven the most ethical hunterto stay within. Hunters most certainly will be
tracking and retrieving wounded animals all over the entire State Park and neighboring private properties. This creates conflict, confusion, and
reason for concern. The small staff of the park currently would not be able to reasonably enforce or address the safety conce rns of visitors. The The department has removed rule language which would have established that
DNR would need to add additional staff and Conservation Wardens. The areas suggested for hunting (Homestead Hollow, Tower, & the Westside | archery huntingisallowedfordeerandturkey, inresponse tosignificant
638 Prairie) are too close to incredibly popular hiking trails used by families and dog owners as well as cross-country ski trails during the busiest time feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
of year. This goes againstall logicfor safety. The horse trails on the Prairie Path pose a particularly dangerous risk for trail riders. Justin 2020, a pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
horse inthe Southern Kettle Moraine State Forest was shot by a bowhunterwhile undersaddle on the trail with agroup of several riders. This managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
regulationiswide openfor “archeryforall animals” forthe entire archery season thatruns from Septemberto February. Thisisfartoolongof a
time that would impact the visitorexperience for all recreational users foralmost half the year. Especially, aftersignificant effortsand
investments have been made to make the Lapham Peak a winter destination for all of Southern Wl with the snow-makingand the future Lapham
Lodge. Thankyou forreading & considering tabling this pooridea.
| am an alumnus of UW-Madison, a Wisconsin landowner, amember of the Wisconsin-based Naturist Society Foundation, and an occasional user
of Mazo Beach whenitwasopenas a traditional site fornude recreation. |am a resident of Minnesota. | have justlearned of a proposal to make
nudity on Wisconsin DNR-managed land a criminal violation. This would be a poor policy choice. The differencesfrom one culture toanotherin
expectations asto whatbody parts mustbe coveredin publicare vast. In Wisconsin, variationsin accepted dress from one publicsettingto
another (the beach, the tennis court, the supermarket, the Wisconsin Senatechamber) are almost as vast. This high degree of variation tells us
that our various expectations are rooted mostly in tradition, not necessity. Naturismis anothertraditionamong many. Itisa traditioninwhich
simple nudityisn’tasignal of sexual interest oravailability. Naturists go bare because, whenit’s warmenough, nakedness feels good. It'snatural. | The proposed rule language has beenreviewed in light of publiccomments
639 Some traditions about covering up are rooted inreligious teaching. In our multi-cultural society, we are wise notto legislate based onreligious received onthistopic. Adecision has been made by the departmenttoretain

teaching; rather, we should allow, and DNR-managed space is vast and diverse enough to allow, space for people to practice the traditions they
are comfortable with. In oursociety, naturists are asmall minority group. Most Wisconsin people have not experienced what naturist settings are
like. This makes people pronetoimagine that users of clothing-optional beaches are looking for titillation. The majority might be surprisedto
hearthat many naturists think brightly-colored swimwearthat provides minimal coverage isin poortaste, precisely becauseitintends to draw
undue attention to the body parts which anti-nudity laws require us to cover. Naturists, when they give it some thought, realize that their
recreation choice breaks astrong taboo for many people. This createsaPR problem. Naturists by and large are good citizens, but the public
doesn’tknow it. The naturistcommunity responds by, forinstance, taking on roadside litter pickup of asegment of highway near Mazo Beach.

the language as proposed.
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And in my experience at least, the Beach itself, despitelarge numbers of users, was kept picked up. Serious crime isanimportantissue inour
society. Finding enough well-qualified peopleto staff ourlaw-enforcement, court, and corrections institutions is proving to be a challenge.
Definingyetanothervictimless crime won’t help solve this problem. The sheriff shouldn’t be going afterabunch of naked people playing
volleyball onasecluded beach.

As aresident of Wisconsin,an avid outdoorsperson, and someonewho logs hundreds of hiking miles in our state parks,state natural areas and
designated publictrails yearly. KEEP HUNTING of any kind out of Lapham Peak. Sharing resources with all citizens nevertrumps safety

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

640 - . . . . L . . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
considerations. Thisareais heavily used, yearround. Huntingisn't acompatible activity for this area. It's neverbeenallowed, and should remain : P . P . P
2s such pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
' managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
.. o . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
Please do notexpand huntingin our State Park at Lapham Peak. The communityis not happy nor comfortable with more huntingIna park where y .g . . ¥ . P & .
641 . . . . ) feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
so many of us walk, hike and run. It is just too close to patrons and the residential community. . .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
No changes are proposedin this rule package that are directly related to rock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
. . - . . - submitted on this topic. Requeststo climb at specific SNAs will continueto be
Dear Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, | am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically for . . P a . P - .
. .. . - . . . o considered during the masterplanning process, and decisions regarding
the retraction or revision of NR45.13(1)(e), which prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibitionis L . . . .
. . . L o . . . climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impacts to the
unwarranted and lacks a basisin evidence of adverseimpact. Infact, the climbing community is known for its commitment to conservation, and . . . .
. . . e . . . conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
climbers engage withthe DNRin stewardship initiatives to preservethe natural areas they enjoy. There isno compelling reason toassume that . . . . .
Lo . . . o . . . . o (NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
rock climbingisincompatible with conservation, necessitating aspecial regulation beyond what applies to other recreational activities. | urge you . ) L . .
642 . . .. . . . . _ . appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best
to reconsiderthis provision and retract NR 45.13(1)(e). Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing language in NR . ) . . . .
. - L o . . . . available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off-trail hiking, so that prohibitions are appropriatelyimplemented based on evidence of adverse environmental ) _ . . o .
. . e . . o . judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
impact. This approach would ensure thatrock climbingis treated on par with other outdoor recreational activities. Thank you foryour attention to ) e . L .
. . . . . . . . . . . requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. Withregard to the climbing permits
this matter, and | hope you will considerthe merits of my argument during this publiccomment period. | appreciateyour commitment to effective . . . . .
. L . provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
and equitableland management policies in Wisconsin. L . . . . . . .
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina process that includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
| am opposedtoallowingarchery hunting at Lapham Peak exceptfora very limited number of days (e.g., aweekin the late fall) each yearto archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
643 control deeroverpopulation. This parkis highly utilized for (hiking, biking, snowshoeing, and cross-country skiing) year-round. Allowing archery feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
hunting during anything more than a very short season is not safe with current park uses. pursue a separate processto determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| am against huntinginthe park! The park is for those who wish for solitude & enjoying animals & nature. We don’t need to worry about beingat . .
. 8 . & . P P Joying . . y g The department has removed rule language which would have established that
riskfor being shot or hitw an arrow!! Look at what happened atthe gunrange. Over shooting. Hit someone. Hunters can get e xcited when they L . L
. L . ) , . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
see a deer & forgetsafety. How can you reassure hikers and those enjoying the park theirsafety? If ahikerwas shotyou’d be infor a law suit & . . . . .
644 L . . L feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
would deserve to pay forliability. The parkis not a shooting range. Deer can be flushed outand hunted on otherland. Lame excuse toindicate for . .

. . . . . ) pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
disease. Itisnotopenseasonforhuntersinthe park. Bad idea. | hope you listentothose whowantto keep the park safe & enjoy nature managing deerand turkev populations at Lanham Peak State Forest
undisturbed. Rememberthe horse shot w the arrow at the southern kettle. It happens. Would be terrible to hita person mistakenforadeer!! ging ypop P '

These comments are regarding the proposed changes to allow archery hunting at the Lapham Peak Unit State Park. While | am generallyin favor
of this proposal and understand the need to manage the deer population onthe property, | also appreciate the unique aspect of havingan area The department hasremoved rule language which would have established that
where no huntingisallowed. Asahorse ownerand trail rider, the ability to have an area where we can ride during hunting seasonisagreat thing. | archery huntingisallowed for deerand turkey, in response to significant

645 While I know that the overwhelming majority of hunters are perfectly safe, and respectful of the needs of the diverse factions that use the feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

property, some peoplewho wantto think the worst of hunters and huntingin general simply will not see thisas a good thing. Asa hunter, | also
would like to see publicaccess to the property forthe purposes of archery hunting expanded. The increasing pressures put on any huntable public
landin SE Wisconsinis goingto continue, and | believe it willget worse. With the lousy economy and high fuel prices, many peopleare simply not

pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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goingto drive forhoursto go "up north" and then not see any deer. | have spoken to many hunters that are feeling that way afterthe 2023
season. It'stough to drive away from a deer-rich environment, to an over-hunted, predator-rich environmentin the North Woods. You spend a lot
of money to see nothing butempty woods. Yet- the lower 3rd of the state (most of whichis either private or posted non-hunting) has huge
populations of ag-fed deer being slaughtered on the roadways. | know | am offering conflicting opinions- lamtorn on the matter. To that end-
woulditbe possible to openthe property up to selective bowhunting? | know different methods have been used at other parks: Perhaps alottery
draw forlimited tags? Limiting the number of hunters that have access on any given day. Having alternating weeks where huntingis allowed or
not allowed. Having "zones" for hunting on given days- allowing hikers and trail riders the ability to avoid that corner of the property. | would like
to keep some aspect of the horse trails available for the trail-riders who want to avoid hunters. | have often come across huntersin the Southern
Kettle Moraine. Most have beenrespectful. Some less so. Some have kepttheirdistance, and some have been hunting on the trails- even hanging
tree-stands directly on the horse trails. Some hunters have not been especially receptive when we ask them to say somethingto the horses (to
help avoid spooking) when the hunters "think" they are hidden in theircamo. Perhaps a "horse etiquette" sheet would be helpful, if non-horse
owninghunters are goingto be sharing the property with trail riders? Some of the issues have been with Hmong, where language has beena
challenge. | think most of the discomfort has simply been confusion where and how the hunters should be usingthe forest, and ignoran ce about
the needs of the horse riders. We have tried to bridge the gap and explain things with limited success. As abow-hunter, pheasant hunter and trail-
rider, | understand the competing pressures on a multi-use property. | thinkthe main factors need to be education and communication if these
diverse populations are going to co-exist. Asahunter, | want the horse people to feel comfortable. | wantthemto know we respect theiraccess,
and theirsafety. Asa hunter, | wantto see huntingaccess expand. But, asa hunterwe need to do more to make everyone else usingthe property
feel okay with that expanded access.

This letterisinresponse tothe proposed new hunting regulationsinside Lapham Peak State Park. Let me first state thatl am a hunterand
understand that bowhunting (atleast with atraditional bow) is arelatively safe activity. My objections are based onthe increased nuisance that
bringing an additional population of people into non-traditional areas of the parkis goingto cause the surroundinglandowners. Asalandowner
on the northern boundary of the park off S Lapham Peak Road, the two available hunting areas are adjacent to multiple landowners and have no
easy access to the available land. The areathat contains the maintenance shops shows an access pointto the land, but there is no designated
parkingarea onS Lapham Peak Rd. You will have people parkingand accessingthe park without paying entry fees while also congestinga

narrow rural road or parkingin areas that landowners regularly maintain. We already have individuals that regularly park at the end of our
driveway to gain free access to the park. Addinghunterswould only make thatworse. This will occureverywhere around the park where there is
access froma publicroad. Additionally, you have the private driveway that extends eastfromthe end of S Lapham Peak Rd across my property

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

646 shown as a publicroad. Everyoneisgoingto be goingdown that private driveway looking foraccess to the northeastern block of land and ending | feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
up at a private residence. Are YOU providingthe private property signage? How are YOU goingto control traffic? My other majorconcerniswho | pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measuresfor
regulates and enforcesthe rules? The complexity of the boundaries will always be anissue whetherintentionally circumvented orby error. Who | managingdeerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
isgoingto resolve disputes? Isitthe employees of the park? Isitthe DNR? Isitthe WaukeshaSheriff'sdepartment? Sadly, the firstline of
enforcementis goingtofall onthe adjacentlandowners. While we have always taken astewardship role with the park, the added responsibility
of havingto deal with an increase intrespassand nuisance issuesis notappealing. Additionally all we ever hearis thatstate facilities are
understaffed. With the volume of visitors to this park and the urban nature of the surroundings, itdoesn't seem to be within the park staff's
capacity to effectively monitor this activity. | sincerely hopeyou reviseyour proposal. | cannot speakto whetherthe areas west of Hwy C and off
the southern portion of the park are suitable, but | reiterate that the two sections on the northeast portion of the park will be troublesom e areas
for allinvolved due to access and residence density issues. Thank you for your consideration
The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Please do notallow any type of hunting at Lapham Peak at any time of the year. Lapham Peakis a wonderful park foreveryone who wantsto get archery huntm.g |sallowed fordeerand turkey, in r.esponse t05|gn|f|cant.
647 . . . feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
outside in a safe environment. Hunters have many places they can go to hunt. Non-hunters have one. Please do not take this ONE away from us. . .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| oppose the proposed rule change that would allow bow huntinganywherein Lapham Peak State Park for all of the following reasons: Thisis The department has removed rule language which would have established that
VERY UNNECESSARY. I'd like to see the datathat scientifically shows there isa problem only solved by taking this approach. Whatisthe real archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
648 problem and what options were considered before landing onthis? Are the referenced deer who will "starve" in captivity? This proposal suggests | feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

that the deer cannot move on to otherareas. It provides avery narrow view and frankly seems to only have "more hunting" as the desired
outcome. How many hunters are there by % compared to our overall State population? Maybe 10%...and dwindling. Again, this feels VERY

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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UNNECESSARY . Thisis reckless. The way the maps are drawn, there are hunting zones that conflict with popular hiking trails, cross country

skiing trails, and roadways. There isn'tenough roomin the park to support thisand on paperand it will take away many recreation activities from
othersinfavor of hunters. Thisisn't safe and it is confusing. Further to the previous point, there is no way boundaries can be clearly marked for
peoplerecreatingto truly understand where hunting zones are and for hunters to know where they cannot pursue - at the end of the day, the
core of this park doesn'tallow hunting based onthe land deed and any such activity would be in violation. Based on other State Parks that have
huntingand non-hunting zones, there are many examples wherea hunterwill track his deerto the non-huntingzone and "finish the job"...those
are some blurrylines. Beingreal, thisfeels like an accident (and hopefully not fatal one) waiting to happen. Taking arisk like thisis VERY
UNNECESSARY. Even hunters | know think thisisa badideaand will fuel ageneral animosity toward hunting. Lapham Peak State Park has long
been known as a place where people can go during hunting seasons to safely enjoy the outdoors. Using publicland that should be shared for
hunting makes it unusable for many others. Try looking at how other states have worked out ways to leverage private land in safer ways. My wife,
daughter, dog, and | currently enjoy this parkand all it has to offer - especially during hunting season. Please reconsider this...ittruly is VERY
UNNECESSARY.

Yes | read with utter dismay of the DNR's intention of letting bow hunting occur at Lapham Peak. Lapham Peak haslongbeen a very peaceful park
where you can getaway from everything and feel safe otherthan the occasional tumble perhaps. Also, the DNR collects fees from peoplewho
wantto go hikingthere orfor seasonal passes. And now you want to allow bow huntingin a place where people value the peace and tranquility
and freedom. Obviously noone isgoingto go intothe park during bow hunting season. There are a lot of people whojust don't agree with
huntingregardless. While | do not like hunting | do understand that deer can overpopulate areas. And as you say thereisa necessity to
occasionally cull the deer. Why wouldyou allow free-for-all bowhunting as opposed to marksman cullingwhen the parkis closed and using the

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant

649 meatto give to homeless shelters orfood banks. Again noone would be interestedin hikingwhen there is huntinggoinginthe parkand people feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
who have seasonal passes or wantto pay to getin shouldn'thave to worry that there is hunting going on. And obviously you are pairingboth deer | pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measuresfor
and turkeys as though to make it more attractive to hunters. To be honest this all justturns my stomach and | am disgusted thatlam just finding managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
out onthe last day from an article that was writteninthe Freeman on December 8th. We all know that hunting has decreased t hroughout
Wisconsin. People aren'tinterested in huntinglike in the pastand | suspectthe huntinglobbyis behind so many of these decisions and not the
necessity to cull deerand throw in wild turkeys while you're atit - just as the hunting lobby beats its drum that wolves are creating so much havoc
that they too have to be "culled."

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant

650 | am opposedtoallowing hunting at Lapham peak state park. feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

| am puzzled asto whythe DNR isdeterminedto ban nudity onitsland. We go to the woods and lakes and rivers of Wisconsin to escape the noise

and hassle of our lives, to experience the world without the rules and trappings of jobs and schedules and billable hours. We feel good there

because we feel at one with the world, at one with our physical, spiritual beings as we originally were born into the world. Since | was a kid, every

time | find myselfinthe forestonasummer’s day, myinstinct has beento take off my clothes, to get down to the elemental, pure, humble human

animal thatwe all are. | feel closertothe greatlife force. Itisindeed my spiritual place, my temple, on this planet. You may ask why | need to be

naked. I mightask you whyyou need to be clothed. We are just hairless animalsand we should have the right to experience ourgreen earthin the

clothesinwhich we were born. lknow the DNRis about regulating, licensing, and managing Wisconsin’s publiclands, but | think outlawing nudity

isregulatingthe very thinglandisfor— the experience of it, and there isno more heightened experience of nature than being naked init. At this The proposedrule language has been reviewed in light of publiccomments

651 point, naturists assume thatthose who wantto ban all nudity are associating it with sex asif that is the only thing nudity could be about, but the received on thistopic. Adecision has been made by the departmenttoretain

naturistcommunity is pretty wholesome. We shun creepers. We consideritimpoliteto look at the bodies of fellow nudists, so we look themin
the eye. We police ourspaces and pick up afterourselves. We discourage lewdness. We strive to make women and children feelsafe. Hence the
term “family-friendly naturism.” And if sex on publiclandsis what you’re worried about, though | don’t know why the DNR should, it’s o bviously
possible to have sex fully clothed. These rule changes won’t stop that. The otherthing that bothers me about these rule changesis exemplified in
the closing of Mazo Beach years ago. That beach served 70-80,000 people ayear, partly because it wasthe only place opento clothes-free public
life. Butitalso concentrated quite afew touristdollars onareabusinesses, and they feel the loss. A blanket change like the DNR proposes is taking
away all local control of how communities want to deal with naturism. Some little, free-minded community on Lake Michigan mightlook enviously
at the $7 billion nudetourism netsin Florida every year. At Haulover Beach in North Miami, the parkinglotalone pullsin S1 million ayear. Like

the language as proposed.
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Mazo, the nude beachis so limitedinsize, itis packed, whilethe rest of the beaches are half empty. With demand so high, | have to ask why you
aren’t considering opening up designated areas for naked recreation all overthe state. Post them with signs and give the peo ple what they want.
The demandisthere, as are the dollars. Reliable sources report that 56% of Americans have skinny-dipped, 25% in mixed company and 15%
considerthemselves naturists. | have to believe Wisconsin falls somewhere closeto those numbers. Afterall, skinnydippingis astraditional asa
brandy manhattanin Wisconsin. My grandparents, borninthe late 1800s, took their “chocolate dip” as dusk settled on their O neida County lake.
Would they be outlaws today? | dare say naturists out numberwolf hunters and bear hunters and on Wisconsin lands, yetthose questionable
activitiesaren’t banned. They probably outnumber horseback riders and othervarious recreational allowances, too. Why not ex pand permission
to naturists? Give us the far end of beaches. We are willingto walk. Put up signsto alert people to our presence, as you mightto a huntingareaor
high voltage lines. People will either choose to avoid us orjoin us. But we really don’t need a paternalistic state regulating our naked essence. No
oneisaskingfor these rule changes and many want a liberalization of publicland use to allow us to disrobe and follow our spiri tual quest.

We do not support the proposed rule change. It attemptsto solve a problem that does not exist. Checkout time at 3 allows ad ay of enjoyment at

The departmentstands by this proposal. The proposed gap between check-out
and check-intimesis necessaryto 1) reduce conflictthat has been knownto
occur between arrivingand departing campers and 2) accommodate
maintenance tasks such as cleaning, mowing, ortree trimming orremoval. The

652 . . . . .
the end of a trip. We have not encountered a problem with the existing system. The change is unnecessary and willdo more damage than good. department also notes that many state park systems enforce agap between
check-outand check-in times. These systemsinclude butare not limited to
Michigan Maryland, Missouri, lowa, Virginia, Kansas, California, New York and
Ohio.
. . S . . . . . The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Itis my understandingthataproposal to allow bow huntingis being considered at Lapham Peak. At first, | assumed that this was a joke since P L guag . L
) A . . . . . ) . archery huntingis allowed fordeerandturkey, in response to significant
Lapham Peakis a heavily visited park with many families and all generations comingto enjoy the beauty of its landscape. When | found this . . . . .
653 . . . - . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
proposal tobe underserious consideration, | wanted to reach out and express my staunch oppositiontothisidea. | cannot feel safe with my . .
. . . . . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
children here and would nolongerbe comfortable running there, either. Please do not move forward with this proposal. . .
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
As both a frequentvisitor of Lapham Peak State Park and an environmental attorney who has worked closely with WDNR on manifold waterand
wildlife policy matters over the years—encompassing appointments to DNR advisory committees, testimony before the Natural Resources Board
and legislative committees, and legal action—I strongly recommend that the Wisconsin DNR reconsiderand rejectthe agency’s recently
proposedrule change that would allow bow hunting within Lapham Peak State Park. Forany one of the reasonsoutlined below, the risk of injury
or deathto Lapham Peak State Park visitors far outweighs any rationalein favor of opening the park to bow hunting: The rand om patchwork of The department has removed rule language which would have established that
land that the DNR is proposing to open for bow hunting will make it difficult for most hunterto stay within. Hunters most certainly will be tracking | archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
654 and retrievingwounded animals all overthe entire State Park and neighboring private properties. The small staff of the park currently would not feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
be able to reasonably enforce oraddress the safety concerns of visitors. The DNR would need to add additional staff and Conservation Wardens. pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
The areas suggested for hunting (Homestead Hollow, Tower, & the Westside Prairie) are too close to popular hiking trails used by familiesand dog | managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
owners, as well as cross-country ski trails, during the busiest times of the year. This regulationis wide open for “archery forall animals” for the
entire archery season that runs from Septemberto February. This fartoo long of a time that would impact the visitorexperienceforall
recreational usersforalmost half the year.  urge the WDNR to prioritize publicsafety and the interests of the Park’s non-hunting recreational
users/visitors and to desist from any rule change that would allow bow huntingin Lapham Peak State Park.
| would like to go on record as being againstthe proposed planto allow bow and crossbow huntingin Lapham Peak State Park. The park has
grown steadily in popularity and averages 1700 park goers a day. | can’t see how you could safely allow bow hunting with that much traffic. |
can’t believethat park visitors would feel safe and have the safe, relaxing outdoor experience thatthey now enjoy.n addition, | would like to . .
P . & P . Y , Joy . . The departmenthas removed rule language which would have established that
know how park management plans to make sure that hunters are obeying the proposed boundaries. |don’tevenwanttothinkabouta possible L . s
confrontation orhuntingaccident! Itwould certainly be tragicand could be avoidable. Bow huntingin some parks of Waukesha County can be archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, in response tossignificant
655 ) ) feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

and isbeing conducted currently. | know some of the landowners adjacent to those parks and theyaren’thappy. Lapham Peak State Park is nota
park that should allow bow hunting withinits boundaries. There are too many visitors and it would be too difficult (expensive?) to manage safe
huntingcompliance. | have been blessed to be a hunter my entire life, bow hunting the last 25 years. | have huntingexperienceand | know things
can go wrong. | urge youto reconsideryourproposal toallow bow and crossbow hunting within Lapham Peak State Park. | would vote againstit
if giventhe opportunity. Thank you foryourconsideration!

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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Please reconsideryour proposal to allow bow hunting at Lapham Peak. Il live aboutamile from Lapham and the beautiful parkis one of the main
reasons my husband and | chose to live in Delafield. We hike there often with our 2 young children and would notfeel comfortable bringing our
children ontrails that allow active hunting. But more than my own personal feelings, it would be irresponsibleto allow bow huntersto huntin
such a populated park. The current proposal would allow bow huntingin and around the actively used hiking trails. These trails are usedto
welcome hikers, families, pets, field trip groups, and Lapham Peak event visitors (fall colorama, fright hike, etc.). Itshould alsobe notedthat
people are very often going off trail or cutting through forested areas to get to other trails which would create an even more dangerous
situation. In addition, yourmapis deceptivelyincomplete. The map that was circulated is missing two very used trails that cut directly through the
proposed hunting grounds - the Nemahbin springtrail (historical landmark)and the trail from the towerto government hillroad. Additionally, it
should be stressed that Laphma peakis an extremely populated park. Lapham Peak welcomes nearly 600,000 visitors each year. Lapham peak
receivesvisitorsfromall overthe midwestto see the beautifulfall colors. Infacttheyreceive so many visitors thatthey have to cord off sections
of the grass in orderto accommodate surplus parkingin additiontotheir4 large parking areas. This would put a large number of people
potentiallyinthe path of an armed hunter. The winterseasonisnolessbusy with the actively used cross country ski trails. Second, itwouldbe

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

656 potentially fiscally irresponsible to allow bow huntingin Lapham Peak. Lapham peak draws huge crowds from out of town visitors that buy day feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
passesto see the beautiful colors of fall and to use the cross country ski trail. People travel from faraway to experience the beauty thatis Lapham | pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measures for
Peak. Giventhe potential fordangerof hikingorskiinginanarea | findit hard to believethat day visitors would still feel co mfortable bringing managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
theirspouses, children, grandchildren, etc. to the park. Out of town visitors willinherently not be aware of the allowance of bow hunting. Signage
isnot enough to ensure people’s safety from serious injury ordeath. Itisunreasonable to expectvisitorsto wearorange, stay on trail, read every
signjustto keep from sustaining serious bodily harm. | would imagine most people, like myself, would find visiting Lapham now worth the
potential risk. Third, | truly believe that if the DNRallows huntingin such a populated park they are not only creatinga dangeroussituation butin
fact a grossly negligentsituation. Asan attorney (currentlyinactive), | hope the DNR considers the potential legalissues and repercussions of their
actions. Notonlyis injury ordeath foreseeable by allowing bow huntinginacrowded park butyou have been put on notice of the potential
dangersand itis yourresponsibility to protect visitors of Lapham Peak from potential harm. Lastly, although bow hunting can be seen as less
dangerousthanfirearms,itis not free of danger. Particularly cross bows can notonly be fired at a greater distance but would also be much more
lethal and have a greater potential of accidental misfiring. 1know many hunters familiar with Lapham Peak that also think bow hunting should not
be allowed due to the potential dangertovisitors.
I livein Oconomowoc. After hearing the proposal to allow bow hunting at Lapham Peak, | wantto share some of my concerns: - The health of
Wisconsin will be Negatively impacted. This information will deter people from going to the park for a walk, picnic, hike or ski. As you know, nice
daysin fall, winterand spring are not as easy to come by, so whenitis nice outside, the freedomtowalk on a publicparkis good for the health
and wellbeing of all. Having hunting at the park will scare people from going to the park and will negatively impact people’s health. - Laphamisso
uniqueinitslandscape and location, that goingto a different parkinthe area does not compare. Allowing hunting will bring less people to the The department has removed rule language which would have established that
park and may even cause people toleave the state in hopes of finding parks like Lapham that do not allow bow hunting. - Thisland was never archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
657 intendedto be hunted-upon. Asone who likes to abide by laws and rules for order and structure in society, allowing hunting on land that was feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
originally neverintended for hunting seems wrongand a poorway to manage land that has been given to the state of Wisconsin . -Safety of kids pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
and families on hikes will be negatively impacted with hunting. If you have or had childreninyour household, you know the need forkidstorun managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
and be free. And also, how kids don’t always understand or listentorules. If there is hunting, and achild is carelessly running around in the forest,
they could get struck with a bow. | would neverwantto hear thisinthe news. Thiswould wound the community foryears and also make Lapham
a place that families find unsafe to visitforyears. | hope you strongly consider my points and the point of views from others who do not want this
to happenany time soon.
| would like to share my view that Lapham Peak State Park should not be open forhunting. My family are frequent hikers all year round there, and The departn?entc hasremovedrule Ianguagewhlch would have.esFa.bllshedthat
. . . o . . . archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, inresponse to significant
658 the natgre of the park and rambllngtrz.alls makes mefeelskept|calthat|tW|II be sgfg orclearto huntersand hikers which areas are.o!<to. huntln feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
and which will notbe. Many people bring small children to the park, and dogs. Thisis a well used and well loved park, pleas ekeepitinvitingand . .
safe for visitors. pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| read with utter dismay of the DNR's intention of letting bow hunting occur at Lapham Peak. Lapham Peak has longbeenavery peaceful park The department has removed rule language which would have established that
659 where you can get away from everything and feel safe other than the occasional tumble perhaps. Also, the DNR collects fees from people who archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant

wantto go hikingthere orfor seasonal passes. And now you wantto allow bow huntingin a place where people value the peace and tranquility
and freedom. Obviously no one is going to go into the park duringbow huntingseason. There are a lot of people who just don't agree with

feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
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huntingregardless. While I do not like hunting | do understand that deer can overpopulate areas. And as you say thereisa necessity to
occasionally cull the deer. Why would you allow free-for-allbowhunting as opposed to marksman culling when the parkis closed and using the
meatto give to homeless shelters or food banks. Again no one would be interested in hikingwhen there is hunting goingin th e parkand people
who have seasonal passes orwantto pay to getin shouldn'thave to worry that there is hunting going on. And obviously you are pairing both deer
and turkeys as though to make it more attractive to hunters. To be honest this all just turns my stomach and | am disgusted thatlam justfinding
out onthe lastday froman article that was writteninthe Freeman on December 8th. We all know that hunting has decreased throughout
Wisconsin. People aren'tinterested in huntinglike inthe pastand | suspectthe huntinglobbyis behind so many of these decisions and not the
necessity to cull deerand throw in wild turkeys while you're atit - just as the hunting lobby beats its drum that wolves are creating so much havoc
that they too have to be "culled."

managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

Thisemailisinreference toallowing deerhuntingin Lapham Peak. While | recognize thatthere isa problem with the deerp opulation | do not
believeallowing huntingin a State Park isthe answer. Deerbow hunting season goesforseveral weeksincluding parts of Octoberand
November. The parkisvery much inuse (especiallyin October) by people hiking and bicycling. Fromthe map, it appearsalarge section of the

The department hasremovedrule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant

660 projected areaisthe part adjacentto Cushing Park whichis the primary areamy family and | go for walks. Havingto look outfor hunters would feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
put acramp inthe enjoymenttosay the leastand be a detrimentto publicsafety. | alsofinditunlikely thiswould be aone yearevent. Once the pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measures for
doorisopenthiswould continue to occurand prohibitthe enjoyment of the park as isits intended purpose. Let's keep our p arks as the safe haven | managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
theyare intended to be forthe enjoymentofall.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
Please donotopen Lapham Peakto hunting, itis one of if not the best park in the area for hiking, with as popularas it is with hikers, openingit archery huntingisallowed for deerand turkey, in response to significant

661 to hunting seems likeit would be a safety concern. Also with the constant loss of habitat for wildlifeto development, thisisasaf e haven, which feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will

would be lost. pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

| am writing to show my supportfor the rule change to allow archery hunting for deerand turkeysin Lapham Peak State Park. It is quite obvious

that our area has an abundance of deerand in some cases, they are a nuisance. Beinga participantforthe last5 years and an assistant

administratorforthe last 2 years for the Town of Delafield Deer Management program. | would ask that any huntinginthe areabe

controlled/facilitated by amanagement group. All stand locations would be monitored-hunting “sits” would be logged and rules would be

established. Doingthis may ensure less pushback fromthe public. Letting every Tom-Dick-Harry into this area uncontrolled will lead to issues. |

want hunting this property to be as safe and successful as possible and monitoring all hunts would be the easiest way to track the success of the

program and minimize the negative impact. As we attempt to control the deer population in the town of Delafield, we are limited toa small

amountactual area we are able to hunt/harvest deer. Right now, we have permission to have stands on the Ethan Allen Boys School Property and

a few othervery small tracts of private land. These properties have stands installed by the program administrators. Each huntisreserved ahead

of time by hunters who have completed a MANDATORY safety training. Each huntlasts’ of a day (morning orevening). Doe tags are provided by

the DNR anq each harvest |s'Iogged/traFIfed and registered by the program administrators. This allc?ws parthpantsto reserve astand anfj know The department has removed rule language which would have established that

that they will not have hunting competition 30yards away from another hunter. We do not allow violationsin the program-we cannotrisk the L . .

safety or negative publicopinion to shut programs like ours down. As we get some calls for othersmall propertiesin which residents complain archery huntmg IS a”°‘fved fordeerand turkey, in response to 5|gn|f|cant.

662 feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will

there are too many deerand are a nuisance, we need to get permission from other properties surrounding these. Itis not always easy because us
as hunters seemto portray a negative image to alot of people. Tosome, itis the blood and gore they do not want to see, some are concerned
aboutsafety, and others have just had bad experiences with “hunters” in the past. Below are some suggestions forthe program.-Mandatory
Safety Training. Just because someone has passed the state mandated huntersafetycoursesinthe pastdoes not mean theyfollow the rules atall
times. The park has a very high population atany given time of people participatingin otherrecreational activities. An extraabove and beyond
training module or power point presentation pointing out possible park specificsafety hazards should be implemented. -Number of
hunters/ldentification. Lapham Peak would be a premier place to hunt and will generate interest from alot of hunters, in the pastyou neededto
weara back tag while huntingin the state of Wisconsin, whilelam opposed to thisfor the general hunting population | feel inasituation like this
it expresses asense of accountability because the hunters on the property would be able to be identified by any non-hunter participatingin other
activities orother huntersif there may be any rule violation. This would also mean that there would need to be a documented list of hunters that
would be approved to hunton the property. | believe that limitingthe number of hunters that are allowed to participate onthe propertyisalso
crucial. An application process should be implemented so you know whois using the property forthese activities. Limiting the number of hunters
that are usingthe property will also limit the number of hunter/non hunterinteractions. In the Town of Delafield program hunters book huntson

pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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an appointmentregistration website. Thereis alimited number of “stands” on each property and we know who and whenis huntingon any of the
propertiesatany giventime. This way when there are problems/complaints or violationsitis easy to identify who the indivi dual was, and we can
deal with the situation. -Removal of gut piles/entrails. After harvestinga deerthere is waste thatis not the most precious thingtoseeinthe field.
Non-hunters usingthe park forother activities are not goingto wantto see or smell the guts/entrails of the deerorhave their dogs eating
anythingtheyshouldn’t. Thisis a requirement forour properties we have Town of Delafield sanctioned stands on for our program. This removesa
lot of the blood/gore people are goingto see. This seems to be a majorcomplaintalong with people’s concerns with their saf ety on some the
Facebook posts about allowing hunting on the property that | have seen posted. -Proficiency test. The image of seeingwounded deerora deer
with an arrow stuckin itwalking around the parkis also a main concern of the opponents of hunting at Lapham Peak. | know i n otherstates,
proficiency tests are required for hunters seeking to get special permissions ortags for certain areas for the opportunity to hunt. | feel this should
be implemented as well. Somethingas simpleasrequiringahunterto school a 3-inch group from 20-yards with their crossbow or vertical bow
would be sufficient, | believe thisis what was required to get special “Conservationtags” in lllinois. If you failed, you did not get a tag. -Designated
Hunting Areas. | have seen a map with the proposed huntingareas circulating on social mediaalso, | feel thisis also crucial to keep hunter/non-
hunterinteractions ata minimum. Posting these maps at the entrances atthe parkand possibly posting signs alongtrailsthatare close to the
designated huntingareas would also help. Designated hunting areas should try to be isolated from high concentrations of trails/recreational
areas. As stated, | am absolutely in favor of allowing huntingin Lapham Peak State Park and am looking forward forthe opportunity todosoif the
rule change movesforward. Additionally, | would enjoy the opportunity to further discuss and share more insights/opinions to help move this
furtheralong. |would also be willing to volunteer my time to help coordinate and implement any special rules or processes to make it happen.
Please feelfree toreach outto me directly oryou can also email us at delafielddeermanagement@gmail.comlIfthe optiontoroll this propertyinto
the town of Delafield’s management program s available- we would love to discussit further.

Lapham peak holds a special place in my heart. Please don’t allow bow hunting at Lapham. We should cherish the beauty of wildlifein the area.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant

663 o . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
There are many other places hunters can go in Wisconsin. Please protect this areafrom hunters. i .
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| have been skiing, mountain biking, hikingand campingin both South and North Kettle Moraine for 45 years. Lapham Peak has been one of my The department has removed rule language which would have established that
favorite placesto skiand hike. Please do not allow bow hunting. The amount of people hiking hasincreased overthe years, and allowing bow archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, in response to significant
664 hunting nearhikingtrailsis definitely not safe. The open seasonis duringthe fall when many families are hiking to enjoy the fall colors. People feedbackreceived duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
should be able tofeel that theirfamilyis safe while hiking or skiing. Wearing bright colors is no guarantee of safety. There are many otherplaces pursue a separate processtodetermine the mostappropriate measuresfor
to huntthat are not adjacentto hikingtrails. Bow hunting at Lapham Peak should not be allowed. managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
No changes are proposedinthisrule package thatare directly related to rock
climbing. The State Natural Area (SNA) program has reviewed the comments
submitted onthis topic. Requests to climb at specificSNAs will continueto be
| am writing to advocate for proposed changes to the administrative code NR 45, specifically forthe retraction orrevision of NR45.13(1)(e), which | considered duringthe master planning process, and decisions regarding
prohibits rock climbing on most State Natural Areas. | believe that this prohibitionis unwarranted and lacks abasisin evidence of adverse impact. | climbingata particularsite will be based on the assessment of impactsto the
In fact, the climbing community is known forits commitment to conservation, and climbers engage with the DNR in stewardship initiatives to conservation values of each site. The Bureau of Natural Heritage Conservation
preserve the natural areas they enjoy. There is no compelling reason to assume that rock climbingisincompatible with conservation, necessitating | (NHC) employs the precautionary principle when making decisions regarding
665 a special regulation beyond what applies to otherrecreational activities. | urge you to reconsider this provision and retract NR45.13(1)(e). appropriate recreational activities on SNAs, basing decisions on the best

Alternatively, the code should be rewritten to align with existing language in NR 45.13(2)(c), which prohibits off-trail hiking, so that prohibitions
are appropriatelyimplemented based on evidence of adverse environmentalimpact. This approach would ensure that rock climbingistreated on
par with other outdoorrecreational activities. Thank you foryour attention to this matter, and | hope you will consider the merits of my argument
duringthis publiccomment period. | appreciate your commitment to effectiveand equitable land management policies in Wisconsin.

available science, the conservation values of the particularsite, and professional
judgement. NHCisinthe process of developing evaluation criteriaregarding
requeststoclimb at specificSNAs. Withregard to the climbing permits
provision, the departmentis committed to developing acomprehensive rock
climbing policy including potential revisions to administrative code, and will
engage ina processthat includes publiccomment opportunities on any specific
administrative code proposals.
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| am opposed to bow hunting at lapham peak - | walk the trails frequently and some Would be inthe hunting zone. I shouldn’t have to go outand
buy special clothing to walkin the park and still wonderif my grand kids or myself could get hit.|am not opposed to deerhuntingin general -

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, in response to significant

666 . . L feedback received during the publiccomment period. The department will
members of my family are hunters and accidents do happen. Bow seasonis quite long-youwantto selectafew days and close the park that would g P . P . P !
. . . . - . . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
be a better option than endangering us for such an extended period of time. Your decision will factorinto my park renewal. . .
managing deer and turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
| am strongly opposed to any part of Lapham openingup for hunting. Laphamisthe only park my family and | hike during huntingseason because | The departmenthasremoved rule language which would have established that
we are safe.In 2020 a bow huntertook out a horse in Kettle Moraine South. We live just south of Lapham, and have found arrows on our archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
667 neighborhood’s communal area. There have also been arrows lodged in aneighbor’s tree. It'simpossibleto trustin the precision and safety of feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
bow hunters when such things have occurred (note these hunterswere all trespassing). Please do not take away one of the only state parksin the | pursue a separate processto determine the mostappropriate measuresfor
state that does not allow hunting. Itis the only place we go Septemberthrough January every year. managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
I’m submitting this statement that was written and submitted by arespected and knowledgeable personin the fish and wildlife field, Everett
Fuchs. | would appreciate if you would write my name in opposition to this proposed rule change becausel agree wholeheartedly with the
following statement. | oppose the proposed rule change that would allow bow huntingin Lapham Peak State Park. Some reasons are documented
below. My oppositionis notbecause | am anti-hunting, just the opposite. |lam super pro-hunting. However, thisissue is so controversial it has
reached my attention onthe western borderof Wisconsin. Asahuntingadvocate, | believe the DNR should not be undertaking a ctions that will
push non hunters off the State Parks. It is not in the bestinterest of huntersand the hunting heritage to do so. The backlash will only lead to more
conflict. Instead, the DNR should be putting their effortinto a program that gives bow hunters access to private lands for hunting. Such a program
can be a wi.n—.\/\{inforthe landowners and the bow hu.nters. Otherstate.s have extremely successful programs of this type.. We need more unity, The department has removed rule language which would have established that
not more division,amongall types of outdoorusersin ourstate. The Friends of Lapham Peak State Park group oppose this proposed change that L . .
S . . . . L archery huntingis allowed fordeerand turkey, inresponse to significant
would allow huntingin the park. The random patchwork of land that the DNRis recommending beingopentoarcheryisnotrealisticforeventhe . . . . .
668 . I . . . . . . feedbackreceived during the publiccomment period. The department will
most ethical hunterto stay within. Hunters most certainly will be tracking and retrieving wounded animals all over the entire State Park and . .
. . . . . . . pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
neighboring private properties. This creates conflict, confusion, and reason for concern. The small staff of the park currently would not be able to . .
. L . managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
reasonably enforce oraddress the safety concerns of visitors. The DNRwould need to add additional staff and Conservation Wardens. The areas
suggested for hunting (Homestead Hollow, Tower, & the Westside Prairie) are too close to incredibly popular hikingtrails use d by families and dog
ownersas well as cross-country ski trails during the busiest time of year. This goes against all logicforsafety. The horse trails on the Prairie Path
pose a particularly dangerous risk fortrail riders. Justin 2020, a horse in the Southern Kettle Moraine State Forest was sh ot by a bowhunterwhile
undersaddle onthe trail with a group of several riders. This regulation is wide open for “archery for all animals” forthe entire archery season that
runs from Septemberto February. Thisisfartoo long of a time that would impactthe visitor experience for all recreational users foralmost half
theyear. Especially, aftersignificant effortsand investments have been made to make the Lapham Peak a winter destination forall of Southern
WI with the snow makingand the future Lapham Lodge. Thank you for consideration!
SUBMISSION - IN OPPOSITION TO CHAPTER NR 45 (SECTION 37) CHANGES
As part of introducing myself, laminvolvedin three groups - Friends of Mazo Beach, the Naturist Action Committee and the Naturist Education
Foundation.
e Friends of Mazo Beach was formedinthe early 1990s in part to have a cooperative relationship with the DNRto assist with helping keep the
beach safe and clean. It consists of mostly naturists, but non-naturists and some local businesses are represented by FOMB as well.
e Naturists practice naturism. One definition of Naturismisthe practice of beingas oneisborn ina non-sexual setting entailing an acceptance The proposedrule language has been reviewed in light of publiccomments
669 and respectfortheintegrity of one’s whole person, other persons, and the environment —living in harmony with nature, with the intention of received on thistopic. Adecision has been made by the departmenttoretain

encouraging self-respect, respect for others, and respect for nature.

Please acceptthis submission expressing opposition of the proposed Administrative Rules changes to Chapter NR45 (in particular, Section 37) of
the Wisconsin Administrative Code,

| am writing on behalf of not only myself, but also thousands of beach users of the area popul arly known as Mazo Beach, some of whom have
respectfully skinny-dipped along that very small area of sandbar bordering the 93-mile long stretch of the Lower Wisconsin State Riverway since
as early as the late 1950’s. Amongthem, theiragesrange fromnewborntoover 100 years old, with great diversity regarding education levels,

the language as proposed.
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income levels, religious beliefs, political leanings, sexual identities, professions, etc...
Regarding the number of people impacted by proposed changes (both beach users and local businesses):

| am part of the thousands of supporters of that small area of publicland, many of whom considerthemselves “Friends of Mazo Beach”, mostare
naturists, some are not naturists, and some are local business owners. What they have in common, whetherfrom downthe road or another
country, is that they all found benefit from the existence of the beach. Beach users have been very good stewards of the beach and riverway, and
business owners have found financial benefit from the tens of thousands of tourists from across the state, the country and even other countries
who have visited and supported theirestablishments. Asrecentlyasthisweek, there were local Mazomanie business owners wh oindicated to
me the struggle they are having with tryingto draw more customers from outside of the village to maintain their businesses.

Thus, it was surprisingtoread inthe Fiscal Estimate & Economiclmpact Analysis, “No significant effects to businesses, business sectors,
associations affecting businesses, orlocal governmental units are anticipated.”

Priorto the closure of the beachin 2016, the beach had drawn hundreds of thousands of people to the areaoverthe years —Eventhe DNR’sown
estimates confirmed the number of seasonal visitors at 70,000.

Clearly thatnumber of people visiting has had significant effects to businesses. | am personally aware of anumber of busin esses that were hurt
by the decreased volume of business when the beach wasfirst closed during the weekdays in 2013. These busine sses were then further harmed
whenthe DNR restricted access to the entire beach areain 2016. Duringthese times of change, | know of some businessesthathadto close, and
others have had theirrevenue impacted but are still trying to hang on while waiting forthe beach to re-open andtouriststoreturn.

If the beach were to re-open and be like any of the other beachesinthe area, it would not draw the tourists back; and clearly the recent local
Mazomanie studies have shown thatlocal residents are in general quite satisfied with the existing natural recreational opportunities in the area.
(Many local people that | know, preferotherbeaches such as Peck’s landing due to the distance aswell as the ease of parking.)

Duringthe last revision of the Wisconsin Riverway Master Plan the following petition with over 2,000 signatures was submitted by FOMB to the
DNR:

I, the undersigned, am either a naturist/non-naturist Mazo Beach userand/or a local business ownerwho benefits from this clothing-optional
beach. | supportthe continuedinclusion of the long-standing traditional clothing-optional usage of the beach as part of a multi-use management
planfor the Mazomanie Unit of the Lower Wisconsin State Riverway. Whetherornot | choose nude recreation as my personal option, | oppose
any action by the DNR or any other publicofficials to restrict oreliminate such usage. | strongly urge publicofficialsto allocate the resources to
make beach visits safe and enjoyable every day of the week, and | request priority by given to preserving this site for the many thousands who use
it eachyear.

As forthe beach users, a recognized valid legal user group, overthe years the DNR has acknowledged that the naturists are anexemplary user
group as well asimpressive stewards of the area.

| will not take the time now to go into details, but here is a brief listing of just some of the many ways that the naturist users have shown
themselves to be respectful stewards of the areathroughout the years:

¢ Maintaining Adopt-a-Highway stretches (four miles) along State Highways 78 and County Road Y since the mid-1990s.

¢ Maintainingthe beach and carrying out all litter. (It was even acknowledged by the Riverway Coordinator ata DNR meeting when praising our
stewardship and care of the areathat he couldn’tfind as much as a cigarette butt on the beach.)

¢ Having many food drives throughout the years providing many tons of food forlocal food pantries.

¢ Having many clothing drives throughout the years providing large volumes of clothing for local distribution.

* Being members of the local Mazomanie and Sauk City Chambers of Commerce.

¢ Helpingthe DNRwith flood clean-up projects bothin the riverandin the area.
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¢ Helpingthe DNRwith various work projects at other state properties.

¢ Organizingand performingannual garlicmustard pullsinthe woods and along the gravel road for many years at the Mazomani e Unitand
elsewhere on state property, literally filling and removing thousands of bags of the invasive destructive we ed. Whenthe DNR closed access to the
woods, FOMB could notenterthe woods but continued to pull the mustard alongthe road up to the trees. In 2016 and 2017 after the DNR closed
the entire beach area, requests by FOMB to enterthe areaduring the months of the pullsto keep ahead of the invasive mustard were denied.

e Offeringto pay for port-a-potties,road maintenance, etcoverthe years. (offers weredenied)

Andin case you weren’taware, even though the DNRreduced beach accessto only weekendsin 2013, the Madison Magazine “BEST OF THE
BURBS” announced MAZO BEACH as the “#1 FAVORITE AREA ATTRACTION IN DANE COUNTY” for 2015.

In addition, the decision of beach userstovotingfortheirfavorite local businesses was greatly instrumental in gettinga dozen local businessesthe
recognition they greatly deserved:

Best bakery— The Old Feed Mill, Mazomanie (3rd place)

Bestbed & breakfastinn—Walking Iron Bed & Breakfast, Mazomanie (1st place)
Bestbowlingalley—Black Earth Lanes, Black Earth (1st place)

Bestrestaurant & burger —Wall St Gallery & Bistro, Mazomanie (2nd place)
Best community newspaper—News-Sickle-Arrow, Mazomanie (2nd place)

Best fish fry— Bay 5 Diner, Mazomanie (2nd place)

Best florist — B-Style Floral & Gifts, Mazomanie (1st place)

Best grocery store — Carr Valley Cheese, Mazomanie (2nd place)

Best hair salon—Cloud Nine Salon, Mazomanie (1st place)

Bestlibrary— Mazomanie Free Library, Mazomanie (1st place)
Bestneighborhood bar—R&J’s Saloon, Mazomanie (1st place)
Bestneighborhood bar—The Shack Bar & Grill, Black Earth (2nd place)

Sadly, after Mazo Beach received the First Place titlein 2015, that was soon followed inthe spring of 2016 by the total closure of the area “until
furthernotice.”

These are some of the reasons that so many view FOMB as an exemplary usergroup. | believe it would be hard to find any otheruser group that
invests so much of itself being good land stewards of the place they love.

We askthat prior to voting forthe proposed changes, that those voting take a closerlook at the perceived and reported issuesto determine the
typesand amounts of real issues that can be addressed thru optional management choices.

We believe you willfind that there is little difference inillegal activitybetween the clothing-optional beach and otherbeaches and publiclands.
Thru open record requests overthe years, we have found numerous examples of biased reporting. | will gladly share more information and proof
of the truth behind these statementsatany time. For the fewrealissuesthatneedtobe addressed, there are already laws to take care of such
behavior. More laws are not necessary —especially poorly written ones that would probably not hold upin a court of law on many levels. | will
gladly expound onthe potential problems that could be created by the proposed changes as writtenif you are interested.

Please show all vested parties, both on and off the beach, the appropriate respect thatthey deserve. This can once again be a win-win situation
forallinvolved asithad beeninthe past, if the DNRis willingtowork with the usergroups. There is plenty of sand to share if one utilizes amulti-
usergroup land management planas should be the case. Many beachesare successfully managed with textileand clothing-optional areas.

That is the way Mazo Beach was for many years. Historically the clothing-optional areawas upstream from the textile area. After the majorflood
reconfigured the sandbar FOMB proposed moving downstream from the textile areaand the DNRagreed. Thenthe beachlocation was at the end
of a peninsuladownstream from the textile beach with willows blocking the sight from the textile area. Only after DNR perso nnel started
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approaching clothing-optional beach usersonaregularbasistellingthemthatit waslegal to be nude anywhere (and FOMB had no right to restrict
where they recreate) that some beach users started using the more convenient textile areaas there were rarely textile users in the areasince the
beach areaisover a mile walk fromthe parkinglot.

This poorly written proposal will certainly lead to unintended consequences and secondary effects that will not resolve the managementissues,
but will onlylead to further problems and greater time and costs for the DNR and the state.

The user group has had many years of good working respectful relationships with both land management and law enforcement pers onnel, and
theylook forward to the day that the DNR is willingto do so once more. The river belongs to everybody, andthere isenough sandforall user
groups to share once more. Any criminal activity can be addressed without displacing this large respectful user group of traditional skinny-dippers
who have always been of great benefittothe beach and the surrounding area.

Naturally,

/s/

On behalf of myself, aswell as
Friends of Mazo Beach
Naturist Action Committee
Naturist Education Foundation

670

| would like to share my thoughts and suggestions about the proposed rule change to possibly allow bow hunting at Lapham Peak Unitinthe
Southern Unit of the Kettle Moraine State Forest. Mixing hunters and nonhunters on publiclands makes me uneasy, sincel already see alot of
nonhuntersinareas with active hunting seasons not wearingbright colors. And | alsothink about the horse that was shot by a bow hunter(who
was never caught) on a horse trail in the Southern Unitin 2020. (SeeJSOnline article and Horse shot by an arrow). Will shootinghumans be
next?? Allowing publicbow huntinginahigh, year-round usage parkland property inametro arealike Lapham Peak could be an accide nt waiting
to happenduringthe 5.5 months of hunting (nearly a half-year). If thereisanincident, publicity aboutit might even drive down Lapham Peak’s
visitornumbersand fee revenue. Lapham Peakis much busierthan eventhe most popular state parks, | learned, when considering the size of the
propertiesand the numberof visitors. Itis my understandingthatthe DNR does not currently restrict huntingin areas with high levels of visitor
usage. Here are my calculations forvisitor “density”: -Devil’s Lake State Park has about 10,000 acres (Wisconsin’s largest state park) and nearly 3
million visitors each year. (lused 2.9M.) That’s about 290 visitors peracre. -Peninsula State Park has 3,800 acres and had 1.2 million visitorsin
2022. That’s 316 visitors peracre. -Lapham Peak Unit has about 1,100 acres and 600,000 visitorsayear. That’s 545 visitors peracre. So Lapham
Peak has 88% higher usage than Devil’s Lake and 72% higherusage than Peninsula. There likely could be asafetyissue here. Andthis makes me
wonderwhether hunters would even wantto huntin such a busy place where the human activity could easilyspook the quarry. | understand the
issue at Lapham Peakisthe needtoreduce the deerherdssize to prevent starvation and the spre ad of diseases like CWD. Andthere have been
fourdeer-vehicle hits very recently on County Road C that splits Lapham Peak. Sodoingnothingaboutthe herdis nota sustainable option. |
would like to suggest trying out several methods to reduce the herd that keep hunters and nonhunters separate. (Perhaps contactingthe
municipalities that have tried these options for furtherinformation could be helpful): -Sharpshooters —tried during Paul Sandgren’s time (aformer
Southern Unitsuperintendent) but was not successful. Yetithasbeenverysuccessfulinthe City of Brookfield. A city employee duringthe time of
the sharpshooters said 225-250 deer were harvested ayear. They used baitstationsin city parks. -Deer contraceptives —have not been
scientifically proven yetso my understandingisthatthe DNR will not use them. Perhapsthere are newerforms of control to consider now. -Shut
down the park to all but bow hunters on several consecutive mid-weekdays, oron early mornings during some weekdays. My understandingis
that thishas notbeentried by the DNR elsewhere. -Shut down asection of the park (such as the whole area west of County Road C) for several
daysto all but bow hunters. -Hunting only from DNR-installed blinds or tree stands with advance signup —Could be offered during quieter, early-
morning hours. Done currentlyinthe City of Delafield by its Deer Management Committee. Infoonits deer management program: 2018
program draft, also 2023 August agenda/revised program plan/otherdocuments. -Huntingin areas without trails —unfortunately most of Lapham
Peakis covered with multi-use trails. There’s no bigareawith lowervisitor usage, unlike the separate hunting areaatthe Pike Lake Unit. -Reroute
trailsto stayin the deed-restricted, no-hunting area, oradd new shortcuts to remaininthe deed-restricted areas during hunting seasons —|
understand thiswould depend onthe areatopography and otherfactors. Thank you foryour consideration of my thoughts and su ggestions.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerand turkey, in response to significant
feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the mostappropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.
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As alongtime resident of Waukesha, and afrequent year round user of Lapham Peak for trail running, hiking, and snow shoein g, I'm adamantly
opposedtothe proposedchangetos. NR 45.13(18), Wis. Admin. Code, whichwould allowthe WDNR to designate areas wherehunting deerand
turkeys with archery equipment, but not with firearms orairguns, is allowed. As one of many that cherish Lapham Peak State Park for its diversity
of terrain, floraand fauna, and as a safe bastion to explore and commune with nature, the introduction of hunting would sign ificantly diminish
such attributes. The proposed encroachment of huntingin close proximityto currentrecreational uses threatens the tranquility forand the safety
of those engaged in such activities. Indue consideration of such factors and the fact that there are numerous areas openforhunting, | urge you
to maintainthe sanctity of Lapham Peak State Park as an area where one can continue tovisityearround withoutthe stress and concern for
personal safety, which would otherwise accompany the allowance of hunting.

The department has removed rule language which would have established that
archery huntingisallowed fordeerandturkey, in response to significant
feedback received duringthe publiccomment period. The department will
pursue a separate process to determine the most appropriate measures for
managing deerand turkey populations at Lapham Peak State Forest.

672

Thisletterisinstrong oppositiontothe DNR’s proposed administrative rule Section 37 NR 45.04(3) establishinga prohibition of goingnudein
publicon department managed lands and further defining nudity. In my many years of using DNR controlled properties for outdoor recreation, ie.
hiking, biking, canoeing, etc., | have never considered norencountered nudity on publiclands. While | appreciate your protecting me from such
behavior, | feel thatasa woman | can make my own decisions andtake appropriate actions should | encountersuch activity. | resent being
“babysat” by Department of Natural Resources officials whilel am recreating outdoors. Should Senate bills 477 and 478 become law withupto a
$10,000 fine forviolations, | doubt this statute will prevent males and possiblyfemales from exposing their genitalia, however briefly, torelieve
themselves when nature calls. | take further offenseatthe rule’s verbage prohibiting only females from exposing theirareol as (except for
breastfeeding) while shirtless men can wander the forests and lakes without fear of breaking the law. Asafeminist | find this clause (exception) to
be sexist genderdiscrimination. | am certain there are males whose breasts and areolas would be more offensivethan mine when publicly
exposed. Seriously, are male rangers goingto be lurkingin the forests with binoculars to see if |lam goingto drop my pants to relieve myself? For
years| have heard that the DNR is shorthanded on personnel to carry out their mission of protecting Wisconsin’s lands, so why are you adding one
more burden on an understaffed department? Anothersolutioninsearch of a problem!

The proposedrule language has beenreviewed in light of publiccomments
received onthis topic. Adecision has been made by the departmenttoretain
the language as proposed.
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Appendix 2
Registrants of the December 5, 2023 Public Hearing on PR-03-20

Indicated at time Provided
of registration they oral
State of wishedto make an Attended  testimony
Last Name Residence Authorized Representative (of anotherpersonor an organization)?  Position on PR-03-20 oral statement hearing? at hearing?

Samuel Anderson Wi Undecided Yes No No
Stephen Anderson Wi Undecided Yes Yes Yes
Judy Aughey Wi As interest may appear No No No
Ethan Becker Wi Undecided No No No
Joshua Blum Wi Undecided Yes No No
Michael Braund wi Undecided Yes Yes Yes
Joel Brennan Wi Greater Milwaukee Committee - President Undecided Yes Yes Yes
Jon Bush Wi Star Prairie Fishand Game - President Undecided Yes No No
Bryce Coppersmith Wi Undecided No No No
Jim Dickey Wi In opposition No Yes No
Peter Diotte Wi Undecided No No No
Judy Dollhausen Wi President, Friends of Havenwoods State Forest In support Yes Yes Yes
John Eberhardy Wi Undecided No No No
Paul Edmonds Wi Undecided No Yes No
Jeff Epping wi Undecided No No No
William Erbstoesser Wi Undecided No Yes No
Susan Gaeddert Wi 1000 Friends of Wisconsin As interest may appear No No No
James Gillett Wi Undecided No Yes No
Sue Greenway Wi Undecided No Yes No
Kris Haibeck Wi In opposition Yes Yes Yes
Carmen Hamm Wi In opposition No Yes No
John Hillmer Wi Friends of Lapham Peak, President In opposition Yes Yes Yes
Nicky Hoffman Wi In opposition No No No
Yuliang Hu Mi In opposition No Yes No
Jason Jacobs Wi Undecided Yes Yes No
Joe Janek IL Undecided No Yes No
Carson Johnson Wi As interest may appear No No No
Alexander | Knoebel Wi Undecided No Yes No
Claire Koenig Wi VISIT Milwaukee In opposition Yes Yes No
Mike Konczal Wi Undecided No Yes No
leffrey Kratowicz Wi Undecided No No No
Greg Krueger Wi In opposition No Yes No
leff Kuderski Wi Polish Fest - Executive Director In opposition Yes Yes Yes

140



Jodie Kuklinski Wi Undecided No No No
Marion Lovell Wi President Southwest Wi lzaac Walton League of America In support No Yes No
Teresa Mercado Wi Mexican Fiesta/ Executive Director In opposition Yes Yes No
Molly Modlinski Wi Milwaukee Irish Fest In opposition No Yes No
Barb Molash Wi Undecided No Yes No
Christine Morton X In opposition No No No
Robert Morton TX In opposition Yes Yes Yes
Bryan Much Wi President, Wisconsin Off-Highway Motorcycle Association As interest may appear No Yes No
Evan Nix CA In opposition No Yes No
Sarah Pancheri Wi President, Milwaukee World Festival, Inc. In opposition Yes Yes Yes
Jeff Pereles Wi Camo Manito-wish YMCA CEO In opposition No Yes No
Alex Peric Wi Undecided Yes No No
Jim Plaisted Wi Historic Third Ward Association In opposition No Yes No
Jolene Plautz Wi In opposition Yes Yes Yes
Eric Radue Wi German Fest, President In opposition Yes Yes Yes
John Rice Wi Undecided No No No
Claudette | Richards Wi In opposition No Yes No
Glenn Rieker Wi In support No No No
Anne Riendl Wi Undecided No Yes No
Anitra Riley Wi Black Arts Fest MKE In opposition No No No
Jon Rohr Wi Undecided No No No
Mary Schanning Wi Milwaukee World Festival, Inc., General Counsel In opposition No Yes No
Luana Schneider Wi Wsiconsin Coalition of Four Wheel Drives Undecided Yes Yes Yes
Alexander | Schuett Wi Undecided No Yes No
Erich Schuttauf FL American Association for Nude Recreation In opposition Yes No Yes
Maxwell Schuttauf FL American Association for Nude Recreation In opposition Yes Yes Yes
Wes Shaver Wi Milwaukee Pride, Inc. President & CEO In opposition Yes Yes No
Tim Sheehan Wi In opposition No Yes No
Sydney Shimko Wi Undecided No No No
Melissa Smith Wi Great Lakes Wildlife Alliance In opposition Yes No No
Laura Vazquez Wi Mexican Fiesta In opposition No Yes No
Peggy Williams-Smith Wi VISIT Milwaukee In opposition Yes Yes Yes
Michael Wolfe Wi Undecided No No No
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