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Abstract 

 

Chronic Wasting Disease (CWD) is a disease which affects white-tailed deer and elk 

in both wild and captive populations. In 2002 the Department of Environmental 

Conservation observed that CWD could possibly spread to New York State as the 

disease seemed to be moving towards the east. As a governmental regulatory agency, 

the DEC imposed emergency regulations on the public in the hope of stopping the 

spread of CWD. This thesis analyzes the DEC‟s discussion of CWD on its web site 

from 2002-2006. The analysis is based on two models of environmental risk 

communication:  decide-announce-defend (DAD) and community collaboration (CC). 
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This thesis presents the results of my analysis of documents concerning 

Chronic Wasting Disease (CWD), a disease which affects white-tailed deer and elk in 

both wild and captive populations. The primary purpose of this research is to analyze 

the communications from the New York State Department of Environmental 

Conservation (DEC), a government regulatory agency, to the public about this 

disease. The purpose of the analysis was to analyze whether the DEC followed a 

decide-announce-defend (DAD) or community collaboration (CC) model of 

environmental risk communication. This study examines the texts produced in the 

DEC‟s information campaign on Chronic Wasting Disease. The texts approached 

were from 2002-2003 and 2005-2006. Relevant publications provided by the 

Watertown Daily Times and North Country Public Radio were also analyzed. 

The analysis was designed to explore the communication between the DEC 

and the public on the topic of CWD. According to James Farquhar, “the public 

responded negatively to a 2002 ban on feeding deer, because the public did not 

believe the ban was necessary” (Farquhar, “Public Forum,” 2005). At the same time, 

DEC‟s early communications seemed technical and confusing, raising the question of 

whether it exacerbated or eased the conflict in the public.  

No other studies on risk communication about CWD or DEC‟s risk 

communication were available for review. Therefore, I will describe, and not 

evaluate, what this agency has done in this case. A detailed descriptive study is more 

appropriate at this point because data is not available to evaluate the types of risk 

communication or the public impact of DEC‟s communication.  

Two models from the field of environmental risk communication were 

analyzed to assist me with this analysis:  the decide-announce-defend (DAD) model 
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and an alternative model known as community collaboration (CC). The DAD model 

suggests that an organization will finalize a decision, announce it to the public and 

then defend that decision. CC is quite different, in that the public is given more 

responsibility in the decision-making process. The DAD and CC models were not 

used as a form of DEC evaluation, but instead were applied as tools to describe and 

analyze the DEC‟s texts in terms of key features of the DAD and CC models. These 

two models will be used to determine whether the DEC‟s communication style or 

rhetoric has changed since 2002, shifting from a DAD towards a CC model.  

The study concludes that the DEC did not achieve a CC model of 

environmental risk communication. Instead, this study concludes that additional 

factors should be considered during the study regarding the DAD model. The use of a 

DAD approach is not always “cut and dried.” The DEC used a DAD approach, 

allowing for no real audience input into the DEC regulations. Also, the DEC‟s DAD 

approach was complicated by the nature of the risk, the nature of its mission to 

protect wildlife and people, and its modest efforts to improve communication with the 

public. Depending on the environmental risk and the community‟s position, agencies 

will use a variety of risk communication styles. These sorts of details should be 

considered by researchers (see Conclusion and Suggestions for Further Research, 

below). 

There are five assumptions that guide the research for this project. First, 

understanding Chronic Wasting Disease is complicated, in that knowledge of the 

disease is not complete, and symptoms are not always visible. Moreover, little is still 

known about how prion diseases are spread. Additionally, the affect of CWD on 

humans is still unknown.  Despite our limited knowledge of CWD, DEC requires the 
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public to change some of its behaviors. Therefore, the public must have access to a 

high quality education about this complex disease and possible responses to it. 

Second, it is good to inform the public about the risk of CWD infection to 

deer and elk populations.  By educating the public, CWD becomes a defined disease.  

With good information, the public will get an understanding of the problem. Also, the 

public will know where to find resources to help them further understand the disease, 

risk and containment. 

Good information causes less alienation among the public, while bad 

information can cause panic and resistance. Good information is the type that informs 

the public on specifics that are known and, does not make assumptions about the 

unknown. On the other hand, bad information is information that lacks credibility and 

does not inform the public on an appropriate level. Bad information may speculate 

about the unknown or have an overly scientific tone. 

Poor explanation can contribute to ignorance and noncompliance among 

members of the public, especially when they do not see an immediate risk to the 

human population. (An example of this is the 2002 DEC regulations regarding 

CWD). 

A third assumption is that communication in the DAD model will generally 

offer less effective explanations to the public. A typical feature of the DAD model is 

that decisions are made by experts in the field and those decisions are then announced 

to those that will be affected by the decision. According to Belsten, “because the 

public perceives that the decision has already been made, and they have no reason to 

believe that the facility proponent/developer will take their concerns into 

consideration, significant opposition is heard at the public meetings” (Belsten, 1996, 
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p. 31). The above assumption is drawn from the literature review, as well as from 

public resistance to DEC‟s deer feeding ban in 2002. DAD-style risk communication 

simply presents regulations and government agency rationale. CC-style risk 

communication would tend to educate and involve the public. When dealing with a 

complex issue like CWD, DAD can result in more resistance and less compliance 

than CC. Citizens are less likely to comply with regulations they do not trust or 

understand. DAD does not educate as well as the community collaboration model. 

DAD limits education by focusing on regulations and government agency rationale. 

Both panic and resistance can result, as well as ignorance and noncompliance. 

Therefore, this study identifies greater and broadly understandable explanation as part 

of a CC model. Community collaboration would seek full education and would 

involve the public, which would minimize resistance and panic. 

Fourth, with the shift from risk to crisis, the context of DEC‟s communication 

changed radically. In 2002, DEC identified a risk of CWD in New York; by 2005 the 

disease was detected here. The shift from risk to crisis occurs because CWD has 

entered New York and, therefore, communication is geared toward ways of 

containing the disease. Proof of CWD in New York State would probably cause a 

shift in the DEC‟s messages, as well as public views of those messages. 

By researching these documents, I will be able to track the differences in the 

DEC‟s language and/or rhetoric over time. This will demonstrate whether or not the 

DEC‟s communication has shown attributes of the DAD and/or CC models. 

This study addresses the following specific questions:  1) Do the Department 

of Environmental Conservation‟s texts on CWD show decide-announce-defend, 
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community collaborative, or combined attributes? 2) Have there been any changes in 

the DEC‟s form of communication or rhetorical style regarding CWD?  

In summary, the findings of this research suggests that the DEC‟s style of 

communication or rhetoric overall follows the decide-announce-defend model.  

However, findings also show that their two-way communication improved once 

Chronic Wasting Disease was found in New York State. The DEC demonstrates three 

phases or environmental risk communication: an area of risk, acknowledgement of a 

crisis and the process of containment. 

Literature Review on Environmental Risk Communication 

 Environmental Risk Communication is the forerunner for my analysis. What 

follows is a brief historical background of environmental risk communication. 

   Historical Background of Risk Communication 

“The origins of structured risk analysis have been traced to the Babylonians in 

3200 B.C. Methods used by the ancients to predict risks and to communicate 

knowledge about avoiding hazards were based on myths, metaphors, and ritual. Risk 

communication was embedded in folk discourse” (Krimsky and Plough, 1988, p. 2). 

Although the concept of risk communication has always been around, the study of 

risk communication in a social context is new. In fact, “there was very minimal 

research on the concept of risk communication, until approximately 1986” (Krimsky 

and Plough, 1988, p. 2).  

Two definitions of risk communication are useful. The first one seems very 

general and can apply to any situation:  “environmental risk communication [is] any 

purposeful exchange of information about health or environmental risk between 

interested parties” (Carveth and Desmond, 1996, p. 80). The second definition sounds 
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like a definition produced by a governmental agency which, I believe, suggests that 

dissemination of information should be in the hands of professionals:  “[r]isk 

communication is the transmission of technical or scientific information from elites to 

the general public” (Krimsky and Plough, 1988, p. 5). The first definition could be 

considered one that fits with a CC model of communication. In contrast, the second 

definition follows a DAD model of risk communication.  

“Risk communication has five components to its meaning:  intention of the 

communicator, content of the message, nature of the audience, source of the message, 

and direction of the message” (Krimsky and Plough, 1988, p. 6). In the case of the 

DEC‟s messages, the intention of the DEC as the communicator was to establish an 

understanding of CWD as a risk, and therefore, assert the importance of the 2002 

feeding ban. The content of their message included but was not limited to an 

explanation of CWD as a TSE disease and their assumptions about the spread of the 

disease between deer and elk. The DEC would have been presenting to mainly a rural 

population with some input into suburban areas (nature of audience). It is important to 

note that the source of the DEC‟s messages was equal to the research they conducted. 

Some sources for the DEC included but were not limited to the Department of 

Agriculture, Cornell University‟s diagnostic laboratory and the Chronic Wasting 

Disease Alliance. The DEC directed its messages to New York State residents in 

particular because it was proven that CWD was spreading from west to east. Overall, 

the DEC as a governmental regulatory agency, tries to get the public to understand a 

new regulation and to abide by it. 

Since 1986, “[t]he concept of „risk communication‟ [has] evolved from two 

distinct disciplines - communication studies and risk studies” (Krimsky and Plough, 
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1988, p. 2). “Contributions to the study of risk communication fall into several 

categories” (Krimsky and Plough, 1988, p. 4). First, there are media studies which 

involve analyzing the media‟s content and its ability to influence the public. Another 

method of study is that of risk perception, which examines how the various 

communication strategies are used to influence public opinion on risk. The DEC as a 

governmental regulatory agency has specific methods of presenting their collected 

information to the public. 

However, neither agencies nor the public are fully aware of those studies: 

     Federal regulatory agencies with responsibilities in the health and 

     environmental areas draw on a diverse and at times conflicting body of 

     research on risk. Selectively, they choose analytical frameworks that are 

     most compatible with their primary agendas. Citizen groups, less 

     concerned about formal theories, have become increasingly aware that 

     getting a message across to government in disputes over health and 

     environmental hazards is essentially a political activity. (Krimsky and 

     Plough, p. 2)  

This is a characteristic of the DAD model, because the agencies are doing scientific 

research, compiling the data and then making decisions based on that research. In 

DAD, one is not concerned about the full range of knowledge about risk 

communication. The decisions are based on the information acquired by people in a 

position of higher authority with little or no regard for public input. An agency using 

this approach has little need for theories of risk communication. 

Yet, some agencies have given more attention to theories of risk 

communication:  
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     At the federal level, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has done 

     the most to advance the use of risk communication techniques in the 

     regulatory sector . . . William Ruckelshaus foresaw the importance of risk 

     communication for resolving the conflicts that arise between the 

     technosphere (those legally responsible for making risk decisions) and the 

     demosphere (those on whose behalf risk decisions are made) in the context 

     of new laws that give citizens greater rights of participation in the decision 

     making process.(Krimsky and Plough, p. 3)  

This statement suggests that the EPA‟s decisions have been known to be of a DAD 

nature and that Ruckelshaus, in response to new laws, made a movement towards at 

least mitigating the effects of DAD and possibly moving in the direction of a CC 

model. 

A more public-friendly view of environmental risk communication would be 

to emphasis a high quality process of meaningful communication between experts or 

their representatives and the public. Thus, Belsten suggests that “risk communication 

needs to focus more on the process and integrity of the communication and less on 

the quantitative and scientific assessments of risk” (Belsten, 1996, p. 34). Belsten and 

others call for a more careful study of the communication process. She suggests that 

we should redefine risk communication preferably as an interactive, inclusive process 

that promotes more than simply an expert‟s work of risk analysis. 

 The problem surrounding risk communication has always been that the 

expert‟s conclusions and resulting decisions are disseminated to the public without 

actually improving the public‟s comprehension of the risk or willingness to comply 

with imposed regulations. Thus, if the communication does not enhance true 
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comprehension, then it cannot bring the “public perception of risk closer to the 

scientific determination” (Krimsky and Plough, 1988, p. 4).  Environmental risk 

communication is often an attempt to gain the public‟s compliance. For example, 

when the communication from the DEC about Chronic Wasting Disease was given to 

the populace, emergency regulations had already been put in place. Therefore, the 

community did not get to respond before regulations were actually established.  

It is important to understand the factors which have surrounded the concept of 

risk communication as these concepts set up how risk communication is achieved 

today. Belsten identifies historical factors that have led us to study risk 

communication. Technological changes have occurred since World War II, which 

bring new risks. As a result, environmentalism developed and demonstrated better 

communication about risk.  

“First, since the end of World War II, the American public has seen a 

significant rise in the use of new technologies and in the manufacture of new products 

and chemical compounds” (Belsten, 1996, p. 29). As a society, we are advancing in 

our understanding of science and, as we do, we market new products to the populace. 

Also, we continue to create new chemicals for public use. Some of these products 

pose new risks and require new kinds of communication. “The proliferation of 

chemical compounds in recent decades, along with the perception on the part of the 

public that many of these substances are hazardous, is one of the primary factors 

driving the need for effective communication on risk” (Belsten, 1996, p. 29). 

A social movement known as environmentalism was born in the 1960s and 

1970s. Belsten defines the “emergence of environmentalism . . . as another factor 

which has led to the evolution of risk communication” (Belsten, 1996, p. 29). This is 
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the beginning of the age where the public is more concerned about how the above 

products and chemicals will integrate into the environment. 

One of the first environmentalists, Rachel Carson, published the book Silent 

Spring in 1962. In this book, Carson makes us aware of dangerous chemicals such as 

DDT and arsenic, which affect soil, water, crops and even our own bodies. She also 

shows us that the risks from these chemicals may not show up right away in the 

environment. In fact, the effect of these chemicals could show up years down the 

road. We will never know the full range of effects of a substance in the environment. 

In short, at this point in time the public is beginning to have a consciousness about 

prior acts that may have caused undue harm to people and the environment.  

 “The third factor in the evolution of environmental risk communication is the 

decline in public trust and confidence in almost every major American institution” 

(Belsten, 1996, p. 30). F.N. Laird, in his 1989 article in the journal Risk Analysis, 

“terms this phenomenon the decline of deference” (Laird cited in Belsten, 1996, p. 

30). Following a review of the Louis Harris polls data, Laird concludes that “people 

do not trust experts and institutions that are associated with risk management. More 

specifically, the public is skeptical of government agencies that claim they can 

effectively handle environmental hazards and at the same time protect the people‟s 

interests” (Laird cited in Belsten, 1996, p. 30). Therefore, Belsten argues that risk 

communication is complex and should be studied (Belsten, 1996, p. 30). 

 Furthermore, the public demands better communication than the mass media 

provides.  According to Carveth and Desmond, “the mass media is seen by the public 

as having low credibility because of their slowness in making the public aware of 

environmental issues” (Carveth and Desmond, 1996, p. 81). Carveth and Desmond 
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also speculate that media is not “a good disseminator of matters of environmental risk 

because of their inability to present scientific information clearly and the concept of 

sensationalism that always surrounds the media.” This leads to “confusion and 

suspicion on the part of news viewers and readers” (Carveth and Desmond, 1996, p. 

81).  

A few comments about the DEC will illustrate these concerns. DEC wanted 

the public to accept the scientific view that CWD could come to New York and could 

be risky. However, DEC could not provide solid evidence to convince the public. 

Early information linked CWD to Mad Cow disease, which may have undermined 

DEC‟s credibility. “[S]ome of the initial news coverage of Mad Cow disease clearly 

overstated the risk to humans, and in doing so excessively alarmed the public” 

(Wilson, “Popular Science,” 2002). The overstated risk leads the public to not believe 

CWD as credible. This may have encouraged the public‟s skepticism of DEC‟s 

statements. Initially, we see public resistance to DEC. When CWD came to New 

York State, we see less public resistance to regulations.  

   Belsten‟s Analysis of DAD Contrasted with CC 

 Decide-announce-defend (DAD) and community collaboration (CC) are two 

models of environmental risk communication. Belsten defines DAD as a traditional 

approach to environmental risk communication, which does not involve the public in 

the decision-making process. In contrast, she describes CC as a form of 

communication that promotes public involvement with decisions involving 

environmental issues. In the next two sections, I will discuss the decide-announce-

defend and community collaboration models in more detail. 
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 In DAD, environmental problems and other risks are not discussed with the 

communities that will be affected by an agency‟s or company‟s decision. 

“Governmental agencies and private firms dealing with environmental siting and 

remediation decisions have traditionally excluded the public from the decision-

making process, opting instead to solicit public comment after decisions have been 

made” (Belsten, 1996, p. 31). This type of exclusion can lead the public to feel 

disempowered from the decisions, which are ultimately chosen. 

Another feature of the DAD model is that “any alternative options are 

presented to the public as if these options are absolutely impossible” (Belsten, 1996, 

p. 31). When decisions are proposed to the public in such a manner, the public has no 

reason to believe that the decision makers will listen and consider their concerns. 

Because of this lack of confidence, “the public shows signs of opposition at public 

meetings. In a worst case scenario, civil disobedience ensues” (Belsten, 1996, p. 31). 

The decide-announce-defend model is seen as a poor model in that it lacks public 

involvement. 

 An example of the DAD model is the case of DEC with CWD in 2002. The 

populace and environmentalists suggested alternatives at the first set of public 

meetings (Smith, “Deer Feeding,” 2003, B3). Even though the people were able to 

voice their concerns and alternative ideas, they believed their opinions to be of no 

consequence because the regulations on feeding deer had already gone into effect on 

an emergency basis (Smith, “Deer Feeding,” 2003, B3). 

 In summary, the DAD model includes these features: 

 Excluding the public from the decision-making process, 

 Announcing decisions to the public, 
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 Asking for public comments after decisions have been made, 

 Alternative approaches are brought up to the public, but are presented as 

if they are impossible, and 

 Opposition at public hearings that take place after the decision-making 

process has been completed 

On the other hand, the community collaboration approach has had positive reviews by 

scholars. This model is characterized by its “citizen-empowerment-based” 

approaches. “The general phenomenon of collaboration is defined as a „process of 

joint decision-making among key stakeholders of a problem domain about the future 

of that domain‟” (Belsten, 1996, p. 36). It is important to define the stakeholders as 

any individual with a concern for the outcome of a particular decision. More 

specifically, “communication empowerment means offering stakeholders the 

opportunity to participate in the decisions which affect their health, their quality of 

life, and their economic well-being through open, inclusive, broad-based, ongoing 

rational discourse” (Belsten, 1996, p. 41). With regard to facilities siting, Belsten 

argues that such a CC model is better than DAD:  “the overwhelming conclusion 

from the community collaboration research and case study analysis is that community 

collaboration offers the best approach and greatest opportunity for overcoming 

NIMBYism and community opposition to environmental cleanup and siting 

decisions” (Belsten, 1996, p. 39). 

 In summary, Belsten provides many features that describe a community 

collaboration model of environmental risk communication. The main features she 

describes are:  

 “a high level of inclusive decision making process, 
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  a variety of participation is actively encouraged,  

 a credible and open process, not dominated by a single group,  

 ongoing, direct, interactive dialogue,  

 stakeholders participate in the establishment of the decision-making 

process,  

 sharing of power, and  

 the right to say „no‟ - the acceptance of risk is voluntary” (Belsten, 1996, 

p. 37, formatting added). 

Background:  CWD and DEC 

   Chronic Wasting Disease 

 Chronic Wasting Disease, otherwise known as CWD, is considered a very 

complicated disease and not much is known about it. The origins of CWD are 

unknown. The disease has progressed eastward from Colorado since 1967. “It was 

first recognized as a symptom in a herd of confined deer at a Colorado research center 

in 1967. About ten years later, that case was identified as a transmissible spongiform 

encephalopathy [TSE]. It first appeared in elk in 1981” (CWDA, 2002, p. 3). 

Originally seen in deer and elk in Colorado, Wyoming and Nebraska, by 2002 the 

disease had spread into Illinois, New Mexico, South Dakota, Utah, Kansas, 

Minnesota, Montana, Oklahoma and two provinces of Canada. “In February 2002, 

CWD was found in Wisconsin, showing that the disease was spreading east” 

(Farquhar, “Public Forum,” 2005). It wasn‟t until April of 2005 that the disease was 

found in New York, despite extensive testing since 2002. “Two deer tested positive 

for CWD in Oneida and Madison counties in 2005. Deer tested in Hamilton County 

did not test positive for the disease” (Farquhar, “Management,” 2005).  
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 Information about Chronic Wasting Disease itself is very limited. CWD is 

considered an infectious, neurological disease of cervids, which includes white-tailed 

deer and elk. It has been found in both wild and captive white-tailed deer and elk. 

“This disease is part of a group of diseases termed transmissible spongiform 

encephalopathies otherwise known as TSE‟s” (DEC, “Understanding Chronic 

Wasting Disease in New York,” 2005). Another example of such a disease is known 

as Mad Cow disease. 

 CWD is caused by a prion, which is a self-replicating protein. “This abnormal 

protein is found in the brain tissue, brain stem, lymph nodes and tonsils of infected 

deer and elk” (Farquhar, “Management,” 2005). Unfortunately, the prion protein is 

not detectable immediately: “there is a slow progression from the point of infection to 

the point where symptoms arrive. The effects take several months to occur and 

probably 1 ½ years or more before the animal dies from the disease” (Farquhar, 

“Public Forum,” 2005). This means that if and when deer and elk are tested for the 

disease, a negative result does not necessarily equal the absence of the disease. 

“Currently, there is no treatment for the disease and, if a deer or elk is infected, the 

infection always leads to death” (Farquhar, “Public Forum,” 2005). 

 Chronic Wasting Disease causes progressive degeneration of the central 

nervous system. “DEC asks hunters to report deer who show the following signs of 

the disease: weight loss, dehydration, changes in temperament, changes in behavior, 

and excessive thirst, urination and salivation” (Farquhar, “Management,” 2005).  

“The disease is spread between deer and elk through contact with bodily fluids 

such as saliva, urine, feces and blood. Other possibilities of transmission could 

include mothers passing the disease on to their offspring, environmental causes, and 
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feeding deer and elk in herds. It is believed that the transmission of CWD between 

deer and elk is subject to the proximity at which animals are feeding” (Farquhar, 

“Public Forum,” 2005). For example, the DEC created the feeding ban back in 2002 

because they believed that deer and elk congregated around man-made feeding areas. 

In this location, deer may exchange saliva. Also, “animals in this close proximity 

would be eating the same foods and would be using that same space for defecation” 

(Farquhar, “Public Forum,” 2005).  

Research is ongoing on the topic of transmission of CWD to humans. There 

have been no cases of CWD crossing over from deer and elk to the human species:  

the disease specifically is a disease of cervids.  There have not been any cases of 

CWD crossing over to other species. Most of what we consider knowledge on the 

disease can be considered to be a best guess -- our “knowledge” is largely supposition 

or conjecture. 

   DEC as an Agency 

 The Department of Environmental Conservation in New York State is 

considered an example of a government regulatory agency. “The definition of a 

government regulatory agency is an administrative division of a government or 

international body authorized to act for others” (Dictionary.com, “governmental 

regulatory agency, 2006).  

“The body of law that established the Department of Environmental 

Conservation and authorizes its programs is called the Environmental Conservation 

Law, often abbreviated ECL” (DEC, “Environmental Conservation Law,” 2006). “As 

with all laws, the ECL typically is made up of broad provisions that need to be 

defined and made explicit” (DEC, “Regulations and Enforcement,” 2006). Therefore, 
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the DEC can be defined as a state regulatory agency, as its purpose is to create, 

maintain and enforce environmental regulations. “DEC accomplishes this through 

rules and regulations that define who is bound by the law, what those people or 

organizations must do (or must not do), and what the consequences will be if they fail 

to meet their responsibilities” (DEC, “Regulations and Enforcement,” 2006). 

 The DEC is in charge of implementing and enforcing the New York State 

laws to protect the public‟s health and safety. This is where most of the power lies 

within the Department. “Regulations are drafted by experts in environmental or 

natural resource fields, with input from the regulated community and the general 

public” (DEC, “Regulations and Enforcement,” 2006). When the DEC has created a 

regulation it then presents it for public comment, and this process usually includes 

some kind of public forum. Comments from the public are then reviewed and any 

revisions that are necessary for the regulation are completed before the regulations 

become official. At this point the provisions provided in the regulation require the 

force of law for protection. “To accomplish this, the Department of Environmental 

Conservation acquired its own police unit known as Environmental Conservation 

Officers and Forest Rangers” (DEC, “Environmental Conservation Police Officers,” 

2006). The Environmental Conservation Officers and Forest Rangers are the 

individuals who detect and investigate suspected violations, as well as, arrest and/or 

fine people who violate the DEC‟s regulations. 

   DEC Timeline of Chronic Wasting Disease 

 According to a DEC public forum held in September of 2005, “the DEC 

considered CWD a western localized problem until 2002” (Farquhar, “Management,” 

2005). It wasn‟t until the disease was found in Wisconsin in 2002 that the DEC 
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realized that the disease was making a jump to the east. Since that time, the DEC has 

had an interest in preventing CWD from entering New York State. “In April of 2002 

the DEC implemented a deer feeding ban across the state in the hope of stopping the 

introduction of CWD into New York” (Farquhar, “Management,” 2005). The ban was 

implemented because DEC was under the assumption that when wild deer congregate 

together, CWD could be spread through saliva and feces. This ban also included the 

importation of live/dead deer and elk into the state, since it is also thought that 

transporting infected parts and carcasses of deer can cause the entry of CWD into new 

areas. The ban was initiated to eliminate the close concentration of wild deer and elk 

and, therefore, the potential spread of CWD between deer in close proximity. A ban 

was also put on the importation of these same animals into New York State in hopes 

of preventing the disease from entering the state.  

The DEC began to test deer in New York as part of a surveillance program. 

“The DEC considers a minimum statewide sample to be 500 deer a year, but on 

average they have been testing 1,100 - 1,200 deer per year up until 2005. Almost 

every town in New York has had at least one deer tested” (Farquhar, “Management,” 

2005).  

In 2002, the DEC began its public forums to discuss its new emergency CWD 

regulations. The main regulation was the feeding ban on wild and captive deer that 

was established.  The regulations also forbade: 

 “importation of wild or captive deer unless a permit was provided, 

 distribution of certain food materials, 

 importation of carcasses and parts of wild and captive animals, and   
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 liberation of wild or captive animals” (DEC, “Part 189,” 2003, 

formatting added). 

As stated earlier, these bans were misunderstood because local folks are used to 

feeding deer on their property. Local newspapers and the DEC have acknowledged 

that many members of the public resisted these regulations and doubted the 

seriousness of CWD (see below). 

In April of 2005, the disease was found in New York State. “A healthy-

looking white-tailed deer was donated to the Verona Fire Department for their Annual 

Sportsmen‟s Feast on March 13” (Watertown Daily Times, “Dinner,” 2005, p. A1, 

A7). As part of the slaughtering process the head of the deer was sent to state labs to 

test for CWD.  “In the meantime, as many as 350 people were served infected 

venison” (Watertown Daily Times, “Dinner,” 2005, p. A1, A7). This was not realized 

until two weeks later when the test results arrived.  

The CWD regulation was amended to include containment procedures and 

regulations due to the entry of the disease into the state. The problem now becomes 

the fact that CWD is in New York State:  the risk has turned into a state of crisis. The 

purpose of these new regulations was to prevent further spread of CWD into the state, 

as well as to contain the spread of the disease.  

At this point in time, a containment area in Oneida and Madison counties was 

created:  

     In Oneida this included fourteen towns and two cities; in Madison the containment 

     area included two towns and one city.  In these areas, DEC created mandatory deer 

     check-in stations where hunters are required to bring their deer for sampling.  The 

     DEC also created a prohibition on the movement of animal parts outside of the 
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     containment area. (Farquhar, “Management,” 2005)  

The DEC imposed further regulations to contain CWD in the containment 

areas.  

 DEC prohibited the possession of road kill deer,  

 DEC prohibited the collection and sale of deer/elk urine in the containment 

areas, and  

 A ban was put on the rehabilitation of deer in the containment areas   

These regulations were imposed statewide:  

 “DEC required taxidermists‟ records and reports to be more specific, 

 Prohibition of the rehabilitation of wild deer with captive deer, 

 Prohibition of the sale of deer feed for wild deer, and 

 Retailers were required to put up signs that stated the feeding of wild deer 

was prohibited” (Farquhar, “Management,” 2005).  

To summarize, from 2002 until 2005 the DEC created regulations in the hope of 

preventing Chronic Wasting Disease from entering New York State. As of April 

2005, the DEC amended its regulations to include new regulations on the containment 

of CWD in areas where it is located in New York State.  

   DEC as a DAD Model 

Decide-announce-defend is the model the DEC‟s Chronic Wasting Disease 

campaign follows. “The people behind the DEC researched the Chronic Wasting 

Disease campaigns of related environmental agencies in Wyoming, Wisconsin and 

Colorado and made decisions based on that research” (Farquhar, “Public Forum,” 

2005). Once the decisions were made, the DEC created a new regulation in 2002 

regarding the feeding of white-tailed deer and elk. This information was then 
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presented on the DEC web site through public service announcements, regulation 

guidelines and links to relevant information from the states of Wyoming and 

Colorado. Also, the DEC set up numerous public meetings across the state of New 

York to explain the reasoning for the new deer feeding regulations. 

There are many features of the decide-announce-defend model that fit the 

DEC.   

 Decisions are made by an agency or other organization,  

 The public is excluded from the decision-making process, 

  When public forums are held any alternatives brought up by the 

community are analyzed and explained by the agency to be 

impossible, and 

  When the deer feeding ban was proposed, there was a surge of 

resistance and noncompliance by the public as many people were 

used to feeding wild deer on their properties.  

Evidence for public outrage is seen in forums, newspapers, radio and in DEC‟s 

communications. There is a slight shift in 2005, because there is a new Regional 

Citizen Participation Specialist position at the DEC. Also, the public is more 

receptive to the idea of CWD as a crisis, because better information is available. This 

shift will be discussed later in detail. 

   Research Questions Restated 

To reiterate, my research questions are:  1) Do the Department of 

Environmental Conservation‟s texts on CWD show decide-announce-defend, 

community collaborative, or combined attributes?  2) Have there been any changes in 

the DEC‟s form of communication or rhetorical style? 
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Methods 

   Gathering DEC Documents 

I analyzed the DEC web site pages from 2002 - 2006. I reviewed 

approximately forty-six links on the DEC web site, varying from regulations, press 

releases and PowerPoint presentations to contact information and links to other web 

sites with relevant information. Also analyzed was a transcription from the September 

29, 2005 DEC public forum held at the Potsdam high school auditorium. During that 

forum a booklet was given out and later analyzed to review how information was 

provided to the public.  

In an effort to give some insight into public opinion and perception, around 

seventy articles done by the Watertown Daily Times were reviewed. In addition to the 

above articles, audio files about CWD were provided by David Sommerstein, at the 

North Country Public Radio Station. Approximately eleven of these audio files were 

transcribed. The articles and audio files were not included in the analysis process. 

This is an area that would fit under further research, as it was not the purpose of this 

project to analyze outside critique of the issues. 

 I conversed with two staff contacts from the DEC in an effort to establish a 

pipeline of information directly from the source to myself. Numerous emails were 

sent to these two contacts requesting specifics about their communication of CWD. 

At one point the Citizen Participation Specialist mailed a CD with a PowerPoint 

presentation which was used for public forums. 

   Defining Attributes of DAD and Community Collaboration 

 

The decide-announce-defend (DAD) and the community collaboration (CC) 

models, which are two models of environmental risk communication, provided a 
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framework for analysis of the DEC‟s documentation. All documents were charted 

from a DAD and CC perspective, noting specific attributes of each model. The 

significance of each attribute is explained below. Within the chart of DAD attributes I 

was looking for the following features: 

 Decisions were made by an agency,  

 There was use of expert opinion,  

 Public was excluded from the decision-making processes,  

 Decisions are announced to the public as if they are the only possible 

solution to the problem; alternative options appear impossible, and  

 Force of power - to gain public compliance. 

In terms of CC, I was looking for the following features: 

 An inclusive decision-making process was used, 

 A variety of participation was encouraged,  

 The public was involved through every aspect of the decision-making 

process,  

 Power was shared,  

 Individuals could accept risk as voluntary, and 

 The public has the right to reject any proposed plans. 

   Content/Textual Analysis of Documents 

 “Content analysis is the study of recorded human communications, such as 

books, Web sites, newspapers and laws” (Babbie, 2005, p. 328). The previously 

mentioned recorded communications will be the units of analysis. For example, with 

this project the units of analysis were the DEC documents and more specifically the 

textual phrases and/or words on their pages. 
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Textual analysis is a form of content analysis involved with analysis of 

specific texts. Textual analysis is the specific method of analysis for this project. 

Because this project spans across a time period of five years, it was important to look 

at texts from the perspective of a point of risk and a point of crisis. In 2002 - 2004, 

DEC saw a risk of CWD coming to New York in the future. In 2005, a crisis occurred 

when CWD was found in Verona. The Department of Environmental Conservation 

terms these phases‟ prevention (2002 - 2004) and containment (2005 - present). I will 

primarily use the terms “risk” and “crisis,” but the DEC‟s terms will be used when 

appropriate. This is also important to note as a way of analyzing whether the DEC‟s 

text showed signs of a DAD model, CC model and/or was possibly a mix of the two.  

Information was charted based on whether the information presented on the pages fit 

with the attributes of a DAD model, CC model or a mix of both. 

Another way in which the charts were used was to analyze the actual language 

of the documents (see Appendix A). The primary criteria under review included:  

 Accessibility  

  Persuasiveness  

 Scientific and/or confusing language versus clear and or vague 

language.  

I defined accessibility as the availability to access DEC web pages and other 

documentation by the public. Was it easy for the public to look up information on 

CWD and to navigate on the DEC‟s web site? Persuasiveness is the ability of an 

agency to show the significance of their messages. For example, could the DEC 

convince the public to follow regulations such as the feeding ban to prevent CWD? 
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As for scientific language versus clear language, was the DEC‟s documentation user-

friendly or confusing to the reader?  

The language criteria above will allow me to decide whether a word or phrase 

can be categorized as DAD or CC. Remember that DAD would be confusing 

language written from an expert perspective, and/or language that is written like a 

regulation. CC would be language that is easier for the public to understand, as well 

as allowing the public to participate. Non-verbals such as symbols, graphics or 

pictures were reviewed to see if they would help a reader understand the 

documentation. Also, textual formatting was studied because the appeal of the 

documents could be increased if language was broken up by formatting such as 

bolding, underlining and italics. It would clarify for the reader what areas of each 

document were important to grasp. This would be categorized as more of a CC model 

of communication, as it is language that is clear and simple. DAD language tends to 

be scientific and more confusing. The language comes from experts and is not revised 

well for the general reader. 

Secondary to the above features, I also looked at more specific aspects of 

language and formatting of the texts. 

 Language at a point of risk versus language at the point of containment, 

 Language - the definition of terms, 

 Language accessibility, 

 Language persuasiveness, 

 Scientific language versus simplistic language, 

 Non-verbal language, and 

 Formatting - how text is presented (bold, italics, indented, separated). 
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Two other items relate more to the actual web sites than do the other documents. 

These features are web development and relevant links to other sources. Specifically, 

I noted who developed the web site pages, and what relevant links were provided on 

the sites. 

   Analysis of Trends in Documents 

 

 For each document analyzed, the main themes or trends were identified. These 

trends are important in answering the research questions posed at the beginning of 

this project. I compared the amount of times attributes of both the DAD and CC 

models were used within the texts to determine if the DAD, CC, or a mixed model 

was used.  attributes of DAD would show that the DAD model is the prominent 

model used. The same would be true for CC when more attributes of CC are found. If 

there was use of both models with no obvious signs of one being more prominent 

than another, I defined this as a mixed use of the models. This would signify that the 

DEC was attempting to make its documentation and presentations more accessible to 

the public.  

Results 

   2002:  Risk of Chronic Wasting Disease Moving East 

       Examples of DAD in 2002 

DEC was just beginning its research into the topic of CWD, and therefore had 

limited knowledge in this area. DEC often states that: 

 CWD is a progressive disease and it is always fatal,  

 Currently there is no treatment for the disease, 

 A human link to CWD has not been found (therefore, CWD does not 

infect humans), and 
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 DEC does not know how CWD is spread (they can only speculate on 

this) and no one knows CWD‟s origin. 

CWD was found in Wisconsin in 2002, and it was at this time that DEC proposed a 

temporary regulation in the hope of preventing CWD from entering New York State. 

The risk of CWD coming to New York was apparent to the DEC, so their reaction 

was to act in a proactive manner to stop CWD from spreading further east. In July 

2002, the “DEC began sampling wild white-tailed deer to determine if CWD is 

present in New York State deer herds” (DEC, “State Issues New Regulation on 

Chronic Wasting Disease,” 2002). The DEC imposed emergency regulations banning 

deer feeding during this time period and began to host public forums to discuss CWD. 

During 2002, the regulation was revised at least three times to add in new 

requirements (DEC, “State Issues New Regulation on Chronic Wasting Disease,” 

2002).  

“The new regulation clarifies the prohibition on the feeding of wild white-

tailed deer in New York” (DEC, “State Issues New Regulation on Chronic Wasting 

Disease”, 2002). Feeding white-tailed deer and elk, importation of deer and elk as 

well as carcasses and/or parts of these animals is all prohibited. A few feeding 

practices were exempt from the ban, such as habitat management, the provision of 

wildlife food plots and the cutting of browse to feed wild deer. Cutting of browse is a 

process of cutting trees that are digestible for ruminant animals such as deer and elk, 

and leaving them for deer to eat.  

Furthermore, the DEC began to collaborate with other state departments, 

including the following: 

 Agriculture and Markets and Health 
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 U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) 

 Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) 

 Veterinary Services/USDA APHIS Wildlife Services and 

 New York State College of Veterinary Medicine at Cornell University 

DEC worked with these agencies to “develop and implement a comprehensive 

Chronic Wasting Disease Response Plan for New York to prevent CWD from 

entering the state” (DEC, “State Issues New Regulation on Chronic Wasting 

Disease,” 2002).  

During this time period, I noticed scientific language and increased 

regulations to extend compliance (Farquhar, “Public Forum,” 2005). At this point, 

DAD is seen as the main form of environmental risk communication.  

       Examples of CC in 2002  

In the press release, “State Issues New Regulation on Chronic Wasting 

Disease,” CWD‟s current locations were listed; this could help the public track the 

path of CWD towards the east. New additions to the temporary regulation were 

posted in an easy-to-read bulleted list. This particular document is an actual press 

release and therefore, lists a clear release date, title, and subtitle and is listed under a 

large heading that states “News.” The press release is also endorsed by Erin M. 

Crotty, the DEC Commissioner. This is a sign of authority and credibility. Contact 

information is also available, including a contact person and a phone number. 

On the above press release, two web links are provided for two separate 

reasons. The first link gives the reader the opportunity to view the full text of the 

revised temporary regulation. The second link gives the reader access to the results of 

DEC‟s sampling program for CWD. I define providing links as enhancing better two-
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way communication with the public. These links help the public access details about 

DEC‟s regulations and information for CWD. The above links provide the 

opportunity for the public to look in other areas for more information or clarification. 

This can be construed as inviting the public to learn more about what the DEC is 

doing. Although the public is invited to view these two pages of the DEC site, the 

DEC developed and controls the information on these pages. What this means is that 

the public can only view what the DEC makes available. 

Overall, during 2002, there were limited signs of better two-way 

communication in the web-based textual communication. The public could access 

information on the web pages. There were areas called “frequently asked questions” 

which could be viewed by the public. The questions posted on the frequently asked 

questions pages relate to the basic questions that came up during the public forums 

(Farquhar, “Public Forum,” 2005). Links to outside sources were available for more 

information, including pages such as the Department of Agriculture and the CWDA 

site (DEC, “Understanding Chronic Wasting Disease in New York,” 2002).  

Basically, the only sign of direct interaction with the public was that the DEC 

created public forums in 2002 and 2005 to let the public know why regulations were 

imposed and what else they knew about CWD. But while these meetings should 

promote public opinion and possible alternatives (features of CC), this does not occur. 

Instead, the DEC “tells” the public what it knows, what it is doing and about 

regulations (i.e., the deer feeding ban). The public is directed to the DEC web site and 

DEC offices for more information. The CWD deer feeding ban is imposed on the 

public without negotiation. (Farquhar, “Public Forum,” 2005). These forums are 
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informative and responsive but they do not achieve Belsten‟s definition of community 

collaboration. 

       Language in 2002  

In this area an analysis was made by examining, the clarity of definitions, 

accessibility, persuasiveness, scientific or otherwise confusing language and non-

verbal symbols. DEC‟s web pages were always accessible:  anybody could literally 

type in Chronic Wasting Disease and numerous links would appear. At times, though, 

it was hard to find specific information on the topic of CWD.  At the public forums, 

the public was told to review the DEC web site. The actual DEC regulation on CWD 

is posted on the site. This original regulation was full of scientific language when 

describing CWD. However, the language is clearer when informing the public of 

what they can and cannot do in terms of feeding deer. In fact, this section of the 

regulation was the easiest to understand. Photos show deer affected by CWD in a 

“wasting state.” 

On the other hand, a press release on the new regulation should provide 

simple and clearly understandable language for the reader. The first page of the “State 

Issues New Regulation on Chronic Wasting Disease,” has simple language, making 

the page a fast read. But when the reader turns to page two, they are met with the 

terms “eradicate” and “confine” which can be seen as frightening terminology. For 

example, the public could possibly define eradicate as the destruction of all deer and 

elk, this could make the public fear the risk of disease.  

In 2002, DEC defines CWD as a “neurological disease found in deer and elk” 

(DEC, “State Issues New Regulation on Chronic Wasting Disease,” 2002). DEC 

continues to let the public know, as they have done throughout the year, that “CWD 



                                                               Environmental Risk Communication     36 

 

 

belongs to a family of diseases known as transmissible spongiform encephalopathies 

or prion diseases” (DEC, “State Issues New Regulation on Chronic Wasting 

Disease,” 2002). Prion is a new term that is used to describe a TSE. 

       Formatting in 2002  

In this area, texts were analyzed to see if the DEC has specific formats to 

showcase its main points on CWD. Each DEC web link has its own title and subtitles, 

which are bolded to stand out. The DEC has a standard letterhead type of graphic at 

the top of each page. For the actual CWD regulation, the various sections are clearly 

separated. On the press release, “State Issues New Regulation on Chronic Wasting 

Disease,” the word “news” is in large caps with the DEC address, governor‟s name 

and commissioner‟s name below the heading. This gives the feel of a type of 

letterhead document. There are two headings on this document. The first is bold, 

which shows what the press release should be covering. The second heading is a sub 

heading, which describes the aim of the new regulation. If someone was to look this 

document up online they could view these headings and quickly get to the 

information they were trying to find. Also, the new additions to the regulations are in 

a bulleted list. By providing a bulleted list, the viewer can easily compare it with the 

current regulations to view changes quickly. One possible negative feature of this 

press release is the fact that it is very wordy and long. Even though the bulleted list is 

meant to draw the reader‟s eye, it may not do that, because the list appears at the 

bottom of a long page of straight text. The bulleted items are posted in the form of 

phrases and also, complete sentences. For example, the first bullet reads “a ban on the 

importation of the brain, eyes, spinal cord, lymph nodes, tonsils or spleen from wild 

deer or elk taken in states or Canadian provinces where chronic wasting disease has 
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been found. This ban also applies to captive or captive-bred deer or elk from 

anywhere outside New York” (DEC, “State Issues New Regulation on Chronic 

Wasting Disease,” 2002). 

   2003:  DEC Regulations in Place, Outrage at Feeding Ban 

      Examples of DAD in 2003  

At this point in time, the DEC had already established the CWD deer feeding 

ban and had termed the regulations regarding deer feeding as temporary. But also at 

this time, the regulations stipulated penalties in the form of fines and arrests for not 

following the regulations. These are signs of DAD which lead to the outrage of the 

public. The public does not have enough information on CWD and therefore, the 

importance of the feeding ban is not apparent to the public. The penalties listed above 

do not seem fair to the public and they continue to resist the ban. Once again during 

this year, public forums were held across the state; at these forums the public voiced 

negative comments about the proposed ban. Hunters and other people believed that 

the complete ban was too harsh and too early. There is still a limit on the amount of 

understanding the DEC has gained on CWD as a disease. 

“Part 189” is a typical example of a state regulatory agency regulation. 

Although the text is broken down into sections, it is also written in scientific language 

or from the expert‟s perspective. The document itself does not in any way engage the 

reader to want to look further into the document. The majority of this text “reads” 

through a list of prohibitions. Examples of these prohibitions are listed below. 

 Importation of wild/captive deer except with a permit, 

 Feeding wild white-tailed deer in NY except for certain exceptions,  
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 Distribution of certain food materials - no feeding wild or captive deer 

materials with proteins,  

 No importation of carcasses or parts from outside of NY,  

 Meat from deer/elk can be imported once it goes through a specific 

process and is packaged with specific labels, and 

 Liberation of wild/captive deer is not allowed. (DEC, “Part 189,” 2003) 

A few concerns should be addressed about the bulleted list above. The second bullet 

mentions the prohibition of feeding deer but does not include captive deer in the 

description of the prohibition. To the general reader, it is a confusing exception:  

usually the DEC mentions wild and captive deer. Suddenly, they leave out one or the 

other.  Also, the third bullet states that the distribution of certain foods is prohibited, 

and in this section lists reference numbers to go to other areas in the regulation. The 

fourth bullet discusses importation prohibitions, but the interesting item here is that 

the fifth bullet states that meat can be imported. Why can meat be imported but not 

carcasses and parts? The DEC assumes that properly processed meat can be imported. 

The DEC is making a huge assumption here, especially since the symptoms of CWD 

are not seen for as long as 18 months. Therefore, this questions the soundness of their 

prohibition. 

It is interesting to note that the DEC is not thorough in its descriptions. For 

example, in “Part 189,” sometimes the DEC mentions wild and captive deer, while 

other times they just mention captive or wild. Also, they may mention deer but not 

elk, and then sometimes they state “cervids,” which covers the deer/elk population as 

a whole. Consistency is not a feature of DEC‟s writing. 
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Examples of CC in 2003  

Suggestions were made by deer lovers to “wean” deer off feeding a little at a 

time instead of all at once. The public believed it was healthier and that deer had 

more of a chance to live out the winter if feeding was to continue and slowly be 

diminished (Smith, “Deer Feeding,” 2003, B3). In this way, deer could gradually get 

use to not being fed by people and could more easily live off the land. This was 

suggested as an alternative plan to the deer feeding ban. The above proves that the 

public was trying to get involved with the decision-making process by providing 

alternative ideas. Since the DEC imposed emergency regulations, they defended their 

decision at the public forums. There is no evidence that the DEC took into account 

these kinds of suggestions. 

The DEC did not make any changes to the deer feeding ban upon hearing the 

above alternative idea. They considered the deer feeding ban as an emergency 

situation. Furthermore, the public would have to conform to following the terms 

stipulated in the regulation. The DEC web site was changed to make it more 

accessible to the public. A page was dedicated specifically to CWD, with links to all 

other information that DEC had on CWD broken down by type of information. For 

example, all PowerPoint presentations were listed in their own subheading and links 

to other sites were put in a separate area under another subheading. As the DEC 

gained more information about CWD, the web site began to become more user- 

friendly, suggesting that the DEC was trying to accommodate the public. A list was 

created which named the types of trees deer eat, in order of preference. This was 

mainly for those that owned captive deer, but it could also be seen as encouraging the 
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general public to cut browse and leave it for deer and elk instead of feed grain with 

proteins. 

“Part 189” states, near the top of the document, “This regulation became 

effective 4/9/03 as a 90 day emergency action; as well as listing a last updated date of 

4/17/03” (DEC, “Part 189,” 2003). These statements are informative to the public. It 

allows the public to track the changes to the document and points out that the 

regulation is temporary. By mentioning that the regulation is a “90 day emergency 

action,” the public can assume that this is a precautionary measure. The text is 

separated into bullets and a couple of headings that assist the reader in finding 

information. But this information continues to be wordy, scientific and “regulation 

style” and does not draw the reader in to want to know more. 

The first two sections of the “Part 189” page seem to be working toward a CC 

model of communication. The first section gives a description of what CWD is and 

also the purpose of the regulation. The second section provides definitions for some 

terms in the regulation such as “Department” means Department of Environmental 

Conservation, while “captive-bred” means born in captivity. These are specific 

definitions. The DEC could have been clearer in its descriptive definitions, for 

example “bona fide” could have been added to the above list. 

       Language in 2003   

At this point, the original regulation for the deer feeding ban had very 

scientific language, including a definition of CWD as a disease. The language seemed 

to be written by scientists for scientists. This document was definitely not written 

with the public in mind.  During this time period, the DEC was sampling deer 



                                                               Environmental Risk Communication     41 

 

 

populations and posting sampling maps on its web site. The maps were easier to 

understand than the actual text surrounding the maps.  

Under the regulation, “Part 189,” CWD is defined as “a fatal transmissible 

neurodegenerative disease” (DEC, “Part 189,” 2003). The regulation also states that 

CWD “endangers wildlife populations and captive cervids.” By using the terminology 

“neurodegenerative” and “cervids,” scientific knowledge is expected. However, if the 

terms “nerve disease” and “deer/elk” were used, then the general public would gain a 

better understanding of the regulation. Another example can be seen in the following 

statement. CWD is in “imminent danger of being introduced to New York State” 

(DEC, “Part 189,” 2003). This term “imminent” leads us to expect that CWD will 

“arrive” in NY relatively soon. This language is indicative of a DAD model, as it is 

language written by experts for the experts. 

On the other hand, “Part 189” lists a clear purpose for the regulation:  “to 

prevent the introduction of CWD into New York, to restrict those activities that may 

increase the risk of the development or spread of Chronic Wasting Disease in New 

York, and to protect the health of wild white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus) in 

New York.” Yes, there is scientific language with the use of (Odocoileus 

virginianus), and non-consistency, because only “wild” deer are mentioned. But, 

overall, the above statement is one that the public could understand and relate to. It 

would have been nice to have an example of “restricting those activities,” so that the 

public could get an idea of which activities were approved and what were prohibited. 

This relates back to the DAD model, as most regulations within their text do not 

provide examples as to what they mean by those specific terms. (Owners of captive 

deer were exempt from the feeding ban but this was not clarified in the regulation). 
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       Vague Language in 2003 

The fact that “Part 189” reads like a regulation provides proof that the 

language can get overwhelming and therefore, vague. After reading page one of this 

document, and by the time a reader gets to page two they could have already lost 

understanding in what they read on page one. There are sections that sound like legal 

terminology, such as the terms “Article 11,” “Title 5,” “NYCRR Section 62.8,” and 

“bona fide” (DEC, “Part 189,” 2003), which appear early in the document.  My 

question is what does this mean to the average person? Does this help him or her to 

understand the rules that the regulation provides? Or will the person feel like he or 

she is trying to sort through legal terminology? 

       Formatting in 2003  

The DEC web site showed the most change in terms of formatting. The DEC 

created a page dedicated specifically to CWD which was separate from all other DEC 

regulation pages. Within the page, there were links to other pages within the site that 

dealt with topics on CWD, as well as links to other web pages off the DEC site.  

   2005:  CWD Arrives in New York State 

In this year, CWD appears in New York State, specifically in Oneida and 

Madison counties. More public forums are held across the state and DEC also hands 

out two very clearly written booklets with detailed information about CWD; their 

efforts could easily increase public compliance. I received a personal communication 

from James Farquhar and Stephen Litwhiler in answer to whether they conducted 

surveys of the public before holding open forums. According to Farquhar, “the 

Cornell‟s Human Dimensions Research Unit did a statewide survey in April/May 

2005 to assess hunter reaction and knowledge shortly after CWD was discovered” 
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(Farquhar, personal communication, June 25, 2008). Although this study existed, it 

did not shape presentation content in great detail, it only helped the DEC find out that 

hunters were aware. Fear of infection by eating deer with CWD also shifted public 

view. There is an increase of requirements and more specific regulations in the 

containment areas where CWD was found in New York. For example, taxidermists 

are required to submit more specific records to the state, especially within the 

containment areas. 

The DEC web page entitled “NYSDEC - Division of Fish, Wildlife and 

Marine Resources Proposed Regulations” includes a small section on “Part 189 - 

Chronic Wasting Disease,” which is a small description of the regulation. 

One of the clearly written booklets appeared in a web version. The DEC web 

page entitled “Questions and Answers Regarding Chronic Wasting Disease in New 

York” is actually a web version of a handout from the DEC public forums including 

the one held at the Potsdam High school Auditorium in September 2005. This page is 

basically a “frequently asked questions” page on the site.  Although clearly written, 

the web page/booklet uses a DAD-style of communication. 

       Examples of DAD in 2005 

The DAD features on the “Part 189” page relate to the language on the page. 

Such items as “a defined containment area,” “control the movement of deer parts,” 

“regulate the sale and use of materials,” and “establish other requirements” all show 

regulatory attributes. Also, on the second page of this document, there is an 

interesting statement in regards to sending an email comment. The capability to send 

an email to the DEC suggests the CC model, but what follows suggests a DAD 

model: “Due to the high volume of comments received, the Department will be 
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unable to reply to individual submissions. However, in the event the Department 

adopts this proposed regulation, an assessment of public comment will be published 

in the NYS Register” (DEC, “Part 189,” 2005). This suggests that comments can be 

made, but the DEC does not clarify how seriously those comments will be taken into 

account with the decision-making process. 

The DAD features on the “Questions and Answers Regarding Chronic 

Wasting Disease in New York” page revolve around DEC as a governmental 

regulatory agency with the power to create regulations, without including the public 

in the decision-making process. For example, some of the terminology used is 

“established a CWD containment area,” “filed regulations,” “regulations prohibit,” 

“mandatory check stations” and “prohibit possession” on page one (DEC, “Questions 

and Answers Regarding Chronic Wasting Disease in New York,” 2005, p.1). 

Page two continues with the same type of terminology. “Statewide 

regulations” are created as well as “statewide restrictions” on the sale of deer feed 

(DEC, “Questions and Answers Regarding Chronic Wasting Disease in New York,” 

2005, p.2). Owners of captive deer and elk are “required” to conduct routine sampling 

and testing (DEC, “Questions and Answers Regarding Chronic Wasting Disease in 

New York,” 2005, p.2). 

The DEC‟s message and the public‟s reception of this message shifted. During 

a 2005 public forum, James Farquhar, a DEC wildlife biologist states that “the 

feeding ban was a rather hot issue in the Adirondacks, and I stood right about here 

back then with 202 people in the room. I‟ll say 198 of them were not very happy with 

what we were doing related to the feeding ban. And it was a long, long and painful 



                                                               Environmental Risk Communication     45 

 

 

evening here” (Farquhar, “Public Forum,” 2005). This shows that the public in 2002 

had issues with the proposed deer feeding ban.  

       Examples of CC in 2005  

One feature of community collaboration is ongoing, direct interactive 

dialogue. “Part 189 - Chronic Wasting Disease,” on page one states that comments 

will be accepted from May 18 through July 5, 2005. An address is also provided to 

send the comments to. When the DEC provides an address to reply to, they are 

initiating a conversation between the community. There is a problem with this 

address, in that it is in Albany instead of a locally based office.  The public is not 

given the option to contact a local representative of the DEC with comments or 

concerns and is forced, if interested, to send a response to Albany. This could 

possibly be a lengthy process especially if the public would like a response back. 

Communication is not immediate. 

Within this document, we find that there are revisions to the originally 

proposed regulation. Another example of better two-way communication is the fact 

that we are told that underlined text indicates where new material has been included 

in the regulation and that brackets indicate material to be deleted. The DEC is clearly 

communicating with changes in the regulation and telling readers how to recognize 

them; this section is well formatted. 

The format of the “Questions and Answers Regarding Chronic Wasting 

Disease in New York” provides a list of questions and follows each question with a 

specific answer. This occurs on pages one through three. On page three, there are four 

links to related sites for more information. This could be seen as a way to provide the 

public with a way to do their “own” research on CWD, on sites other than the DEC 



                                                               Environmental Risk Communication     46 

 

 

web site. There is more encouragement of the public to comment on proposed rulings. 

The above communication can be considered more two-way than direct. If the public 

cannot find the answer to their question on the DEC web site there are links to go to 

other sources that may have that information. However, there is little opportunity to 

directly pose new questions or to communicate directly with a DEC staff person. 

The booklet version handed out at the public forums contained headings for 

CWD as a disease, causes of CWD, links to relevant information, a management plan, 

protecting deer and preventing the spread of the disease, DEC sampling, human 

health concerns and meat processing suggestions. The reader could easily open this 

booklet, scan the headings and begin reading on the areas they are interested in. This 

shows improvement in DEC document accessibility. PowerPoint presentations were 

used at the public forums. The PowerPoint presentations were very organized and 

included diagrams, maps and clear statistics that assisted the DEC in describing the 

current situation. 

During a 2005 public forum a specific list of tips was given verbally to 

hunters about how to handle deer. More precautions are being taken because CWD is 

in New York by this time. The tips listed below show that the DEC is trying to 

cooperate and inform the hunters of northern New York. 

 Do not shoot deer that look sick or as if something is wrong, 

 When gutting deer use latex gloves, 

 If possible use separate tools dedicated to butchering, 

 Take carcasses and parts to a landfill, 

 Avoid keeping the liver, spleen, kidney, heart and heads of deer as there is 

more risk involved with these organs. (Farquhar, “Public Forum,” 2005) 
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Near the end of the same public forum, the audience in attendance had a chance to 

pose questions to Farquhar that show the public‟s interest in learning about CWD. 

Some of these questions are listed below with Farquhar‟s answers. His answers show 

specific information for questions he is able to answer and if unknown he admits 

these details as well. 

Question:  “In cleansing the butchering utensils – you‟re recommending 50% Clorox, 

has that been shown effective”? 

Farquhar:  “Yes.  As I mentioned, prions are hard to kill, hard to render them 

uninfectious.  For normal cleanliness, 5% bleach or 10% you know, 10 parts 

water, 1 part bleach is adequate to kill virtually all the bacteria, viral infection, 

which including rabies which you might encounter. It is not effective in 

rendering a prion inactive. For that you need higher concentrations, and they 

recommend about 50%. At our containment area, check station, we‟re not gonna 

use Clorox, simply because if you use that concentration on a daily basis –it‟s 

not healthy. We‟re using a different chemical, we‟re gonna use sodium 

hydroxide. And our hope is that we don‟t use that.  Actually, our hope is we 

keep things so clean we don‟t have to do a lot of mopping up with it. But 50%, 

soak it in that which should be adequate.” … 

Question:  “If a dead deer is chewed by a mole or fox or something else, can that 

animal go out into the wild, leave its droppings and infect the forage, can other 

animals pick up CWD from that”? 

Farquhar:  “That is believed to be absolutely possible, yes. It will not affect the 

wolf or the coyote or the dog or whatever consumed it, because their body 

basically just passes it, but it will pass and it will pass and remain infective. And 
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that is one potential route of spread, yes.  Scavenging. And whether that‟s the 

crow‟s picking it up or if it‟s a coyote pooping it out.”  

Question:  “How much money is this research costing the government nationally and 

statewide”? 

Farquhar:  “I don‟t know what the national figures are. I wish I did, but if you 

look at what USDA veterinary services puts into the lab alone in research, USGS – 

United States Geological Survey is doing a lot or research, surveillance, and -- getting 

on the ground and learning was about a million dollar proposition right there. It‟s 

costly, it‟s very costly. Wisconsin, I believe is spending somewhere in the 

neighborhood of 5 million dollars a year in tracking and trying to manage the disease 

alone. I don‟t think we‟re gonna hit those numbers, but states are spending a lot of 

money.” (Farquhar, “Public Forum,” 2005) 

The questions posed above show that the public is willing to listen to the DEC 

and also, that the public wants to learn specifics. As you can see above, Farquhar 

mentions that he does not have a concrete answer to the question of how much money 

was spent. But he also mentions the United States Geological Survey as a source of 

research. The public could easily look up information about this survey to find out 

more about monetary statistics and areas where research is being done. Therefore, 

there is two-way communication between the DEC and the North Country public. 

The above questions were only a few of several questions asked at the 2005 

forum. I have grouped the questions in seven different categories. These categories of 

questions included:  the deer feeding ban, CWD, the spread of CWD, hunting, CWD 

and humans, making and selling deer feed and research on CWD. 
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The first set of questions below fall in the deer feeding ban category. These 

questions, posed by the public in 2005, all relate to the DEC‟s emergency, temporary 

feeding ban and show that the public did not pay attention at the 2002 public forums. 

If the public would have been open to the ban, they would have gotten answers to 

these questions back then. 

 Where did the deer feeding ban come from? Legislators? 

 So if you catch someone feeding deer, they could be arrested? 

 What is the purpose of the feeding ban? (Farquhar, “Public Forum,” 

2005) 

A second category of questions is specifically related to Chronic Wasting Disease. 

The questions below are asking for specific information pertaining to the disease. 

These questions show the curiosity of the public at the 2005 public forum. 

 If the first outbreak for Chronic Wasting Disease was in the 1960s, why 

is there so much research being done now and what happened back then? 

 You don‟t know then how long it‟s been in New York? 

 It was discovered in Wisconsin in 2002? 

 They tried to eradicate like a 200 square mile deer population in that. 

What‟s been the result of that, have they had any success, what‟s their 

CWD status now? (Farquhar, “Public Forum,” 2005) 

The third category includes questions relating to the spread of CWD. The public 

shows interest in how the disease spreads and if other species of animals can contract 

the disease. An interesting question here is the one about a doe passing CWD on to 

her fawn during birth. The DEC cannot answer this question specifically because 

there is still little known specifically about the spread of CWD. 
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 So it spread?  It spread species to species, you mean?  

 CWD is also a disease that affects the central nervous system. If a dead 

deer is chewed by a mole or fox or something else, can that animal go 

out into the wild, leave its droppings and infect the forage -- can other 

animals pick up CWD from that? 

 Can CWD be transferred from a pregnant doe to her fawn in birth? 

 Do I understand that you can render animal parts into dog food, and then 

dogs can defecate on the landscape and the deer can pick CWD up from 

that? 

 It will still spread naturally in the wild, right? (Farquhar, “Public 

Forum,” 2005) 

Fourth, is simply the category of deer hunting. The two questions posted below show 

that hunters are concerned with hunting as a sport (they do not want to contract CWD 

even though it hasn‟t been proven to pass to humans), they are curious about the 

effectiveness of cleaning after killing a deer. 

 In cleansing the butchering utensils – you‟re recommending 50% Clorox. 

Has that been shown effective? 

 I hunt in the Southern zone, in Stubben County and the doe permits that 

were handed out this year are way down, which would indicate that 

biologists are trying to increase the population. Does that mean they‟re 

not concerned about CWD there? If they were responding to CWD there 

or hear of it, I would think they‟d be trying to reduce the herd. (Farquhar, 

“Public Forum,” 2005) 
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A fifth category of questions pertains to CWD and how it affects humans. The public 

is very concerned with how CWD spreads and, therefore, curious to know what the 

DEC knows specifically about CWD and human contact. An infected deer was 

consumed in the containment zone during this time period and the public is concerned 

about how long it might be before they show symptoms of CWD if it were to pass to 

humans. 

 How long from the time the dead deer is consumed would it be before 

the spore would become active? 

 Out in Wisconsin in ‟02, when they came up with CWD, does anybody 

that‟s working there or around the disease picked up any contact or any 

symptoms of the disease? 

 How far along, or let‟s say you interfere and this deer had just had 

contact with it and this one over here was 2/3rds dead in that area. 

Would you say most the people will pick up the deer and consume it 

without any concern about the physical condition of the deer? (Farquhar, 

“Public Forum,” 2005) 

Sixth, questions deal with cooking biological products to feed to deer and retail sales 

of deer feed. The public must not have been paying attention at the 2002 public 

forums because at that time, new regulations were added in dealing with the sale of 

deer feed. 

 People that cook biological food products from food plots, is that illegal 

too? 
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 If you were at a store that sells deer feed and they sold you deer feed 

when they know they‟re not supposed to, and they knew what it was for, 

would the DEC come back on the store owners? 

 What if they were selling animal feed? (Farquhar, “Public Forum,” 2005) 

The seventh and final category of questions surrounds the topic of research on CWD. 

This type of questioning shows that the public is interested to know who is doing the 

research and where information is coming from that DEC provides. The public is also 

concerned with the amount of spending for this research. This could possibly be a 

way to prove how much research is being done and to what scale topics are being 

covered.  

 How much money is this research costing the government nationally and 

statewide? 

 How much actual research are they doing on it? 

 Do they research all the time? (Farquhar, “Public Forum,” 2005) 

        Language in 2005  

There are areas of DAD and scientific language in the “Part 189 - Chronic 

Wasting Disease” page. Examples of terminology include: “rule making is 

necessary,” “cervidae,” “proposed rule will legally define a containment area,” 

“control,” “regulate,” and “causative.” CWD is defined as “an infectious neurological 

disease of cervidae, the family which includes deer and elk,” as well as “a 

progressively fatal disease with no known immunity, vaccine or treatment” (DEC, 

“Part 189”, 2005). 

The language within the “Questions and Answers Regarding Chronic Wasting 

Disease in New York” piece is simple. The language is simple and understandable, so 
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it can be assumed it would be easy for the public to “interact” with the text. It has 

scientific language when necessary. For example, “transmissible spongiform 

encephalopathies” is the scientific term for a TSE (DEC, “Questions and Answers 

Regarding Chronic Wasting Disease in New York,” 2005, p.1). Maps of surveillance 

areas within the containment areas are clear with understandable language.  

At the 2005 public forum, the following definition was given for a prion 

followed by an explanation of what a prion does. “A prion is an abnormal protein in 

the nervous and lymph tissue. Prions take healthy proteins, cause them to misfold and 

flatten out to some degree, disrupting the process in the nervous system, which causes 

holes to form in the brain” (Farquhar, “Public Forum,” 2005). This suggests that, as 

the DEC gains more concrete data on CWD, it is able to create better two-way 

communication. Overall, the language of the regulations is more simplistic, but they 

still have sections of DAD as discussed above. 

       Vague Language in 2005 

“Is CWD transmissible to humans? There has been considerable research on 

this issue, and research is ongoing” (DEC, “Questions and Answers Regarding 

Chronic Wasting Disease in New York,” 2005, p. 1). This answer is vague because it 

does not explain what research has been done or where the research is taking place. 

Under the question, “What should be done if someone sees a sick deer?” the answer 

focuses on rabies as a possible disease, which, seems to take away from the 

discussion of CWD and encourages the public reaction of caution to rabies. If it is not 

CWD, it might be rabies, and that could be transmitted to a human. The intention of 

the DEC might have been that rabies is an equivalent of CWD in that it is a TSE 

disease, but this intention or thought process was not clear. Since rabies is a more 
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established disease that has been around for quite a long time and more is understood 

about it that DEC is trying to show that the risk of being infected with rabies is 

possibly just as realistic as being infected by Chronic Wasting Disease (even though 

this has not been proven). 

       Non-Verbal Language in 2005 

There is a picture of a buck on the top of page one within the large heading. 

On page one through three, deer footprints act as the “bullets” on the pages. The 

additional links on page three are listed with their organization logos, except for the 

Chronic Wasting Disease Alliance link. The link to the Chronic Wasting Disease 

Alliance site was added to DEC documentation in 2005. This might be because the 

other three links are all governmental regulatory agencies. 

       Formatting in 2005  

Page formats were reviewed; these include bold text, large text and bulleting. 

As an example, on page one, the questions are bolded and separated by “deer 

footprint” bullets. 

Accessibility refers to both the availability and readability of a specific 

document. Readability is influenced by the non-verbal language and formatting of a 

document. The use of these aspects of design can help the audience “sift” through the 

written language on the page and gain a better understanding of the message that is 

being implied. As mentioned above, the booklets had useful subheadings, which 

increased accessibility. 
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2006:  DEC Continues to Inform but States Limits on “Public Involvement” 

       Examples of DAD in 2006  

We see continual use of PowerPoint presentations to inform the public at 

public forums. The PowerPoint can be seen as specific descriptions of what the DEC 

is doing in an effort to prevent the spread of CWD and to contain it where it is. This 

includes any new policies and requirements that are formed.  

The Public Involvement web link is organized by the DEC‟s central and 

regional offices. This site suggests that the public can get involved and even influence 

environmental programming. But as with most DEC pages it has an underlying DAD 

theme. 

“Opportunities for two-way communication are organized by DEC‟s central 

and regional offices and the level, frequency and purpose of public involvement 

varies according to the needs of programs” (DEC, “Public Involvement,” 2006). This 

means that the DEC sets up all communication so that the public has to follow their 

lead. Also, this document states, “not everyone needs to or can be fully involved in 

decisions that may affect you” (DEC, “Public Involvement,” 2006). This suggests that 

the public can only be involved up to a point and, therefore, does not have full rights 

in the decision-making processes. Remember that, in the CC model, the public is 

allowed to be involved throughout the entire decision-making process. 

       Examples of CC in 2006   

The site continues to provide clear links to relevant information. But it would 

be better for DEC to list the information on CWD chronologically. The only way to 

get to the information published earlier to research the DEC archives. Something new 
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is seen:  the DEC admits that they do not know everything that there is to know about 

CWD and that there are still unknowns surrounding the disease. 

       Language in 2006   

The language continues to be more of a simplistic nature, except when it is 

necessary to include scientific language.  

       Formatting in 2006   

Nothing to report. 

Discussion 

   Our limited understanding of Chronic Wasting Disease 

In 2002, the Department of Environmental Conservation did not clearly 

understand various aspects about Chronic Wasting Disease.  It drew knowledge from 

western states, environmental agencies and wildlife experts, as well as the CWDA. 

Farquhar mentions CWDA as a source. DEC did know that CWD was a type of 

transmissible spongiform encephalopathy, or TSE disease, similar to Mad Cow 

Disease or bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE). Today, there is still very little 

known about how CWD spreads and why it has been gradually moving from the west 

to the east. The DEC hypothesized that the transmission of CWD occurred through 

saliva and feces during group feeding of wild deer on personal property, as well as 

captive deer feeding. The DEC felt that the risk of infection in New York was 

possible and, therefore, created the 2002 feeding ban on white-tailed deer and elk to 

thwart the risk of entry into New York. 

The risk was not apparent to the DEC‟s audiences, as the DEC could not 

prove that CWD would come to New York State.  And, also, it was impossible for the 

DEC to specify which deer were infected with CWD, because the symptoms did not 
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appear immediately. Since BSE was used numerous times as an example of a TSE, 

and since BSE is a rare disease not normally found in the North Country, the public 

was not convinced that CWD, another type of TSE, was a risk.  

From the DEC perspective, CWD could have been in New York in 2002, but 

not yet visible. They randomly tested deer, but they found no infected individuals. 

Only testing the brain tissue of deer could provide proof. There was no visible proof 

of the disease. Furthermore, even if a deer were thin and/or ill looking, the public 

would respond by feeding it. For example, those who own their own land and fed 

deer before the feeding ban probably continued to feed the deer until they saw proof 

of the disease in New York State. Only that proof might have convinced them not to 

feed the deer, regardless of any penalties. DEC‟s regulations opposed that long habit.  

Compounding that habit was the public‟s skepticism and doubt of CWD; because 

there was no proof that it was present or a serious risk. As long as the DEC lacked 

proof that CWD existed in New York, the public would continue to oppose the 

feeding ban. 

These are inherent problems for the DEC, which saw CWD moving from west 

to east and acted when CWD crossed the Mississippi River into Wisconsin. The DEC 

never did a great job overcoming these inherent challenges. As a governmental 

agency, the DEC decided it was a risk that might be contained by a controversial 

feeding ban, which they announced and defended. 

The DEC is a governmental regulatory agency and, as such, tends to use 

scientific language in their regulations as well as on their web pages. DEC focused on 

the scientific study of CWD and used the language of experts. They relied on 

scientific explanation, including comparisons to BSE and rabies. They failed to 
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convince the public to believe their theory of transmission through group feeding. In 

2005, CWD was found in New York, and only this proof changed the public‟s belief 

and reception of the DEC‟s messages. 

   Shift in DEC‟s language from 2002 to 2005 

 Once the DEC found that there was opposition at their forums on CWD and 

in the media representation of public reactions, it was clear that they needed to 

change their messages and make them more user-friendly. 2002 was the year for 

restrictions and scientific language based on experts‟ opinions. What little was known 

was discovered through scientific research. Information was provided by other 

governmental agencies and organizations based in the west and Midwest, as well as 

DEC‟s own information.  Therefore, the language can be seen as a combination of 

languages from all of these sources. 

Opposed to this is the year 2005. At this point, CWD entered New York State. 

It can be assumed that language will shift with the change from the risk of the 

mysterious disease to crisis of its appearance here. The tone of DEC‟s language 

shows improved communication, but the underlying function of the language is still 

DAD: DEC defends its regulations in two-way communication at the public forums, 

as it did in 2002. The DEC presents proof in “PowerPoint presentations, which 

clearly provide statistical data, results of sampling 317 deer in the containment area, 

images of what „sick‟ deer look like, internal diagrams of deer to emphasize what 

areas of a deer‟s body are affected by CWD, and maps of surveillance areas in the 

containment zone” (Farquhar, “Management,” 2005).  

The main DEC web site went through a complete update/revision in 2005. 

“The DEC asked the public to get involved with this process by participating in web 
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related exercises” (DEC, “Department of Environmental Conservation Seeks 

Assistance from Website Users,” 2005). They surveyed the public on page design and 

usability. The DEC should have done this on all major aspects of their 

communications. The focus of the DEC was strictly on how information was 

organized and used online. It did not adjust its regulations based on suggestions 

provided by the public. 

At this time, the DEC web page “Current Situation on Chronic Wasting 

Disease in New York,” provides a detailed list of additional links organized under 

specific headings. This type of organization shows improvement in communication 

on their site. These headings are labeled below. 

 “Related Information, 

 PowerPoint Presentations from Public Meetings, 

 DEC Press Releases on CWD, and 

 Other Important Links.” (DEC, “Current Situation on Chronic Wasting 

Disease in New York,” 2005) 

An attribute of the CC model is allowing the public to be involved in the decision-

making process. Here, the DEC invited the public to help shape its communication 

via the web site. It did not invite the public to help shape its policy decisions. 

More signs of better two-way communication are shown below. At the DEC 

public forum in 2005, James Farquhar provided a definition of what a prion is and 

what a prion does. “A prion is an abnormal protein in the nervous and lymph tissue. 

Prions take healthy proteins, cause them to misfold and flatten out to some degree, 

disrupting the process in the nervous system, which causes holes to form in the brain” 

(Farquhar, “Public Forum,” 2005). This is better two-way communication because it 
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provides the audience with a concrete description of how a prion affects the brain. At 

this same public forum, recommendations/tips were provided verbally to hunters, 

which are listed below. 

 “Do not shoot deer that look sick or as if something is wrong, 

 When gutting deer use latex gloves, 

 If possible use separate tools dedicated to butchering, 

 Take carcasses and parts to a landfill, 

 Avoid keeping the liver, spleen, kidney, heart and heads of deer as there is 

more risk involved with these organs.” (Farquhar, “Public Forum,” 2005) 

The above list of verbal tips specifically addresses audience members who are 

hunters. In a public setting this can be seen as active listening on the part of the 

presenter, addressing concerns of his audience. 

 A booklet was provided at the 2005 public forum in Potsdam, New York, which 

was sponsored by Cornell University‟s Cooperative Extension and the DEC. The 

booklet, entitled “Understanding Chronic Wasting Disease in New York State,” 

provides a simple breakdown of CWD in New York. Subjects which are discussed in 

this booklet include:  a description of CWD, the DEC‟s management plan for CWD, 

the protection of white-tailed deer populations and captive deer and elk farms, the 

DEC‟s CWD response plan, human health concerns and meat processing suggestions. 

On the back of the booklet, a short list of New York State agency contacts such as the 

Department of Agriculture and Markets and the Department of Health are listed with 

their corresponding web addresses and phone numbers. This can be considered better 

two-way communication because the organization of this document is more user-
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friendly than previous documents. It also provides clear headings and diagrams that 

can engage the reader in learning the knowledge that is provided. 

 If members of the public had proof of CWD in New York, they would be more 

open to learning all that they can about CWD in order to protect themselves, as well 

as the deer and elk population. Therefore, when risk became crisis in 2005, the 

audience itself became more “friendly” to the experts and their knowledge. 

Throughout the research on this project, a shift can be seen in the type of 

information DEC provides on CWD. In 2005, the DEC has proof and specific advice 

for how hunters and consumers can protect themselves. There is also shared concern 

between the DEC and the public. Also in 2005, the DEC added information on how 

hunters and consumers can avoid the disease, including specific butchering 

instructions. In contrast, in 2002, the DEC just imposed a deer feeding ban and did 

not offer helpful advice. The DEC did not mention butchering information on their 

web site.  It did not plainly explain prion diseases. It did not seek public feedback on 

web design. In 2003, the DEC posted information on cutting browse as an alternative 

to feeding deer in back yards. 

This suggests that the message is dependent on the situation. When the DEC 

was discussing CWD in 2002, the communication was based on trying to prevent the 

disease from arriving in New York. The DEC was trying to take precautionary 

measures in this instance. The community was not ready to agree with the DEC and 

take precautions, because they did not sense that CWD was a threat. On the other 

hand, in 2005, CWD arrived in New York and the DEC‟s communication changed to 

emphasizing containment of the disease, proof of the disease and more advice on 

actions for the public to take. Even though the public could not personally see the 
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disease, it had been proven to be in existence in New York. Fellow citizens had eaten 

an infected deer; that deer was only tested after they had eaten it. The public was 

ready at this time to listen to the DEC, because the threat had become reality. 

Between 2002 and 2005, the situations pertaining to CWD had changed; therefore, 

the messages surrounding the situation had to change.  

   Public‟s reception changes with the 2005 crisis 

      The opposition to the ban had decreased to make way for public desire to know 

about CWD. But the DEC still is not negotiating regulations. What actually occurs is 

an information exchange during the September 2005 public forum. Fifteen people 

posed questions. This showed that the public was interested in learning about CWD. 

The DEC stays the same, but the DEC points out that “the public reception has 

changed from 2002” (Farquhar, “Public Forum,” 2005). A small segment of the 

public is more open to listening to and understanding the DEC‟s messages. 

Previously, in the results section I described seven types of questions brought 

up during the 2005 public forum. These types of questions included:  the deer feeding 

ban, CWD, the spread of CWD, hunting, CWD and humans, making and selling deer 

feed and research on CWD.  

Audience questions in 2005 pertaining to the 2002 deer feeding ban show that 

there was little awareness of the details of the deer feeding ban. Individuals did not 

pay attention in 2002. In contrast, the questions which arose about Chronic Wasting 

Disease suggest that the public is interested in the history of CWD and the status of 

the disease at present. 

Audience questions also show concern about how CWD spreads between deer 

and elk and whether it can spread to other species. This type of questioning proves 
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that the public is more curious about how the disease spreads. The public is also 

looking for proof that CWD does not spread to humans; this question cannot be 

successfully answered by the DEC. 

Hunting questions are concerned with the processing of deer meat, as well as 

specifics about hunting areas and how they are affected. This leads into the set of 

questions pertaining to the consumption of deer meat and the possible spread of CWD 

to humans. The concern here is about contracting the disease from consuming deer 

meat from a deer that has not been tested. 

The making and/or selling of deer feed products relates back to the questions 

about the deer feeding ban. The reason for this relation is because the questions in this 

category pertain to the penalties against deer feed providers. This shows that the 

public is concerned not only about penalties against themselves but also against 

others in the community. 

The seventh and final type of questions are based on CWD research. The 

public is concerned with who is doing research, how much research is being done, 

and how much money is used by the government both nationally and statewide. This 

could suggest that the public is curious about the amount of money being spent in 

various areas of CWD research and the appropriateness of this funding.  

   But is it CC?  

The main features of community collaboration are: 

 “an inclusive decision-making process, 

 a variety of participation is actively encouraged, 

 a credible and open process, not dominated by a single group, 

 ongoing, direct, interactive dialogue, 
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 the right to say „no‟ – the acceptance of risk is voluntary” (Belsten, 

1996, p. 37).  

DEC makes decisions and creates regulations but it is not inclusive in its final 

decision-making process. DEC encourages a variety of participation in the decision-

making process. The DEC does not encourage wide participation in the final decision, 

but instead defends its decisions over any alternatives suggested by the public. DEC 

dominates the decision-making process and, therefore, loses credibility and 

showcases a closed process. The DEC has improved two-way communication, but 

does not create an ongoing, direct, interactive dialogue. Lastly, the DEC forces the 

public to abide by its regulations by creating penalties; therefore, the right to say “no” 

is not accepted. 

The CC style of communication is after the fact of a DAD style of policy-

making. The temporary emergency feeding ban regulation was modified following 

feedback from the information sessions. But it is unclear whether feedback from the 

community was used in the modification process. New containment regulations were 

formulated in 2005. Responses to questions asked during the 2005 public forum by 

James Farquhar, a DEC wildlife biologist, show an improved two-way information 

exchange. 

 Involvement is limited to asking questions for information and to challenge 

DEC‟s choices which Farquhar defended, feedback on DEC web site design, and 

comments on DEC regulations that do not seem to change the regulations. Farquhar 

as a wildlife biologist is an expert in the field of science, but as such has limits to 

knowledge. Stephen Litwhiler is the DEC‟s citizen participation specialist, but he is 

not at the public forums. 
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DEC mainly follows the DAD model of environmental risk communication. 

This study shows that, as the DEC acquired more knowledge of CWD, their model of 

communication began to show improved communications with the public. The DEC 

cannot be strictly CC, because it is a governmental regulatory agency bound by state 

guidelines to arrange and enforce regulations. 

Conclusion 

   Importance of Findings 

       Theoretical Contributions 

 This study finds that the DEC‟s DAD approach was complicated by the 

public‟s exacerbation of the deer feeding ban proposed in 2002. Some of the key 

factors for this are as follows: First, evidence on CWD was ambiguous, so the DEC 

couldn‟t persuade the public. Second, DEC as a state agency is required to use expert 

knowledge and to make emergency regulations to protect wildlife and the public. 

Third, DEC made some modest changes to improve communication with the public. 

While these changes did not follow a CC model, they were not strictly DAD either. 

DEC continued to use a DAD approach overall.  However, the doors were not 

slammed shut on discussion with the public. DEC seems to have responded slightly to 

public pressure by improving its communication. 

       Chronic Wasting Disease:  a Serious Disease 

Chronic Wasting Disease should not be taken lightly:  it is a prion disease and 

little is known about how it can spread to other species. But we know that Mad Cow 

Disease crossed the species border (from cows to humans) through the consumption 

of meat (Yam, 2001). Therefore, CWD could also be a serious disease. It is not 

known if CWD would affect people as it does deer and elk, but it would be safer to 
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avoid coming into contact with any deer that looks sickly. Since we are not sure about 

its effects, it is better to avoid contact than to risk it. Also, CWD could be highly 

contagious among deer and elk and therefore have negative consequences on the 

environment. Since so little of this disease is understood, precautions should be taken. 

Throughout the whole of DEC‟s CWD campaign, they stressed the importance of 

stopping the spread of the disease. Since very little is definitely known about CWD, it 

is good to respect it as a disease. Therefore, the DEC created a feeding ban because of 

emergency circumstances and this should be considered a good reason for the 

creation of the regulation. However, this perspective holds most strongly among the 

experts. It was not initially persuasive to the public. 

       Governmental Regulatory Agencies 

This project suggests that the DEC primarily uses a DAD approach, but that it 

can change. The research also suggests that because DEC is a governmental 

regulatory agency, it must act on risks to protect wildlife and the public, that‟s their 

job as an agency. “Risk communication is the transmission of technical or scientific 

information from elites to the general public” (Krimsky and Plough, 1988, p. 5). The 

DEC must evaluate scientific evidence and use it to decide and defend. Because they 

are experts relying on expert knowledge, they don‟t seek advice from the public. This 

approach tends to fit the DAD model. 

For example, DEC provides the temporary and permanent regulation on the 

feeding ban. The actual regulation, “Part 189,” for the feeding ban reads as if it is a 

law, stating what is allowed and what isn‟t allowed. Scientific and/or confusing 

language is used in this document, due to the fact that, because the DEC employees 
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range from wildlife biologists to law enforcement officials. This is the tone of 

scientific experts announcing the scientific knowledge to justify the state‟s regulation. 

Once DEC decided to act, it had to act quickly. The DEC may have 

communicated more with a DAD model in 2002 because they were just about sure 

that CWD would keep following an eastward path. This meant that the DEC needed 

to provide emergency regulations to try to stop the threat from reaching the state. 

There may have not been time to provide information in any other way at the time of 

possible risk. It can be assumed that from their perspective, there was no time to 

negotiate with the public. The DEC did announce the expert explanations and did not 

effectively educate or persuade the public in 2002.  

       DAD has Some Negative Consequences 

By assuming too much about the audience, an agency risks the chance of 

losing their interest and cooperation; it may even cause a panic. From what I have 

seen, the public is not as interested in the scientific research as in the answers coming 

out of that research. The public needs concrete proof.  For example, in the DEC‟s 

CWD campaign, the DEC set up a temporary feeding ban before CWD was found in 

New York. Their intention was to prevent CWD from entering New York. The 

audience members at the public forum in 2002 did not agree with the ban, as there 

was no proof of the risk of CWD. DEC could not provide specifics on the disease and 

therefore, the audience did not perceive CWD as a possible threat. 

It is important to try to balance expert knowledge with audience needs. 

Research should be done in the beginning to find out how the public perceives certain 

issues, in order to set up an effective communication style with that audience. Pre-

testing the audience could enhance a DAD message. These same agencies should 
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provide more opportunities for the public to respond and to have more hands-on 

participation. If the public feels that their opinions are not important in forming 

regulations, they will be more likely to oppose regulations that are created. This study 

did not review how the DEC researches the public before presenting information to 

them; therefore, I cannot define their process here.  

According to the DEC‟s citizen participation specialist, “the public was not 

surveyed before the DEC began its CWD campaign” (Litwhiler, personal 

communication, June 25, 2008). It would be interesting to investigate what kind of 

audience research, if any, the DEC did before presenting to the public.  

Through this project, it is suggested that agencies such as DEC will mainly 

follow a DAD model, but that their communication style can improve to show better 

explanation of still-limited facts. DEC‟s change in tone was encouraged by residents‟ 

new desire to protect themselves and deer from the disease. 

 Furthermore, a CC model of ongoing, interactive dialogue might improve 

regulations and compliance even more. If members of the public are allowed to be a 

part of the decision-making process, it seems more likely that they will feel their 

ideas are taken into consideration. Furthermore, the public might see itself as part of 

the overall process in the campaign.  

Suggestions for Further Research 

      Public Survey/Audience Awareness 

The DEC web site is, technically, accessible to anyone with access to the 

Internet. Potential readers of the DEC‟s site could include a wide range of public 

readers, although very few of those readers have a science background or knowledge 

of CWD. Therefore, the DEC has an obligation to offer clear and accessible 
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explanations of scientific topics and the language of regulations. As seen in 2002 - 

2003, it was evident that the public was resistant to scientific language and 

regulations (see above). Public reactions to text on the page were not studied; instead 

they were classified as very scientific or very accessible. I expected the text on the 

pages to work for a wide range of readers. Further research should investigate the 

actual reader‟s responses to DEC‟s documentation. 

Reviewing educational levels might be an important part of studying reader 

responses to DEC documentation. Knowing a reader‟s educational level cannot 

predict their response to the DEC‟s texts. However, educational level is one way to 

measure a broad range of readers. Since it was expected that the DEC communicated 

to a general audience of readers without scientific backgrounds, data had to be 

gathered on educational levels in northern New York. This data showed that a small 

percentage of residence in rural counties had a Bachelor‟s degree. 

To find out the educational background for rural counties, research was done 

through the U.S. Census Bureau web site. More specifically, the 2005 American 

Community Survey was reviewed. Eight rural counties near the containment area 

proposed by DEC were selected, and the reported education levels were assessed. 

These counties included Chenango, Cortland, Hamilton, Herkimer, Lewis, Oneida, 

Otsego and Schenectady. Although Oneida County is not considered a rural county, it 

was included because it is part of DEC‟s containment area.  

Of all eight counties, Schenectady had the highest educational level, while 

Lewis had the lowest. Of all the respondents within Schenectady County, 91% of 

them completed high school or higher, while 28% furthered their academic studies by 

obtaining a bachelor‟s degree or higher. Oneida and Otsego counties are relatively 
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close in educational level; 86% of the respondents from Oneida have completed high 

school while 21% graduated from a 4-year school. Otsego County had 83% complete 

high school, while 22% continued through a bachelor‟s program. Lewis and Herkimer 

counties were toward the bottom of the pool, having less respondents completing high 

school and finishing a 4-year institute. Specifically, 81% of the respondents in Lewis 

County and 79.4% in Herkimer County completed high school. Additionally, 11.7% 

of Lewis County received a bachelor‟s degree, while 15.7% of Herkimer County 

obtained a bachelor‟s degree. Chenango, Cortland and Hamilton were in the middle, 

having at least 80.6 graduating high school and 14.4% or higher completing college 

(U.S. Census Bureau, 2005). 

To follow from the above research, a larger study should be conducted of 

public opinions, specifically those on regulations enforced to limit CWD and on DEC 

web pages. A suggestion would be to conduct a survey of the public in the future. The 

survey should encompass specific age and education demographics. More 

specifically, a selective survey which entails questions about the public‟s 

comprehension of regulatory agencies‟ policies and procedures, specifically those of 

the DEC on CWD, should be created.  

   Complete a More Rounded Analysis of DEC  

Due to time constraints, the opportunity was not available to research more 

than one DEC campaign. Therefore, it was not possible to see if the DEC‟s 

environmental risk communication is the same throughout all of their campaigns 

relating to risk. Does the DEC always start with a DAD model of risk communication 

and improve communication with the public once more information and proof is 
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available? One possible way of doing this would be to interview employees to track 

the development of messages and materials. 

During the research on this topic a position was created at the DEC for a 

Citizen Participation Specialist. A topic of further research would be to find out why 

this position was created in 2005. Also of interest would be the responsibilities and 

mission of that position. 

A study could be created to analyze governmental regulatory agencies as a 

type of organization. It would be interesting to see if other agencies follow the same 

policies and if they are bound by the same laws as the DEC. Also, analysis could be 

done on DEC to find out how it must conduct itself as a governmental regulatory 

agency. If this was done, specific areas to look into would be the DEC‟s 

Environmental Conservation Law and Regulations and Enforcement. An analysis 

would have to be done on the position of Environmental Conservation Officers. 

Now that Chronic Wasting Disease has arrived in New York State, does the 

DEC intend to do further study of the disease? In 2002 - 2005, the DEC sampled deer 

populations searching for evidence of CWD. Will the DEC continue to sample deer 

herds into the future? Also, if CWD is not found in later deer herds will the DEC 

remove the deer feeding ban or will this ban remain permanent? 

   Research and Treatment of Chronic Wasting Disease 

The above section leads me to thoughts about possible treatments for CWD in 

the future. Currently, this disease is an incurable disease that is always fatal to the 

deer/elk populations. It would be advantageous to focus research on finding 

treatments in the future if not a cure. An interesting question here might be, how 

would current research on CWD affect future treatment of the disease? 
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   Create a Better Model of Environmental Risk Communication 

Belsten suggests that we research and develop models of environmental risk 

communication. Only two models of environmental risk communication were 

analyzed for the purpose of this project. These models are only two of many types of 

environmental risk communication available for study. How does the area of risk in 

the environment affect the decision on what type of risk communication is used? Is 

there a better environmental risk communication model available to analyze texts by 

governmental regulatory agencies? If not, could such a model be defined? To clarify, 

I looked at the DAD and CC models of environmental risk communication to see if 

they fit the style/rhetoric of the DEC. Other areas of environmental risk 

communication were not researched to see if there was a better model to analysis the 

DEC texts. A suggestion for further research would be to see if there is a model out 

there that is in between the DAD and CC models, a type of mixed model. DEC, for 

example, demonstrates improved two-way communication, citizen outreach, and 

surveys of web site readers. These sorts of changes do not fit a strict DAD model. If 

there is not a better model, then it would be interesting to create that model. 
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Appendix A:  Sample chart of DEC’s CWD handout (web version, 3 pages)                                                            Page 1 of 4 

 

Categories/Features Examples from the CWD handout 

 

 

Time line 

Posted on web site 2005 (pg. 1-3); mentions Oneida County 2005 - 

after entry to NY (pg.1); “routine  testing” CWD - fall 2002 (pg.2); 

“routine sampling” 2004 (pg.2) 

 

Decide-Announce-Defend (DAD) 

Belsten 

Info is pulled directly from web page - “Questions and Answers 

Regarding Chronic Wasting Disease in New York (pg. 1-3); 

government web page 

 

Decisions made by agency 

Requirements on top (pg. 2); Dept. of Agriculture & Markets 

(DOAM) (pg.2) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Use of expert opinion 

Depart. Of Agriculture & Markets (DOAM) - “CWD Enhanced 

Surveillance and Monitoring Program” - monitors captive deer and 

elk in NYS (pg. 2); enhanced testing program; does not say who 

has done research (pg. 2); local health dept. “rabies” (pg. 2); Dept. 

of Health‟s Rabies Laboratory (DOH); sick animals - report to 

nearest NYSDEC office; NYSDEC, NYSDOH, NYSDOAM, 

CWDA web site links 

Exclusion of public in decisions Regulations dictated (pg. 1 - 2) 

 

Announcement of decisions 

List of regulations (pg. 1 bottom -2 top);  CWD Enhanced 

Surveillance & Monitoring Program (pg.2) 

Knowledge base (will attempt to argue from DAD basis 

by inventing reasons that it fits DAD model) 

Expects hunters to know deer processing procedure (pg. 3); “field 

dressing” and “organ meat” (pg. 3) 

Signs of Authority Possibly - official link to the DEC web site 

 

 

Alternatives seem impossible 

Example from 2002:  Public tapering off feeding ban - occurred 

after DEC had set temporary regulations on feeding ban, therefore, 

DEC didn‟t make any changes 

 

Ineffective environmental risk communication 

Two-way communication has improved (my equivalent of 

Belsten‟s direct, interactive dialogue) 
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Appendix A:  Sample chart of DEC’s CWD handout (web version, 3 pages)                                                                     Page 2 of 4 

 

Categories/Features Examples from the CWD handout 

 

Force of Power 

Creation of regulations -  “containment areas” “proper handling of 

deer” “prohibitions” (pg.1) 

 

 

 

Discovery/Entry/Location of CWD 

March 2005 in NY (pg. 1) - Oneida County; April 2005 specific 

locations of CWD captive vs. wild - 2 extra locations in captive 

(pg. 1) suggests more prevalence in captive (listing pg. 1); CWD 

unique to North America 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Terms of DAD (more/less; mixed/all) 

Text by an agency; some scientific language; no evidence of risk 

linked to humans (DEC doesn‟t have answers and research is 

ongoing - no mention of who is doing research); states that there 

may be a risk of “rabies” - keeps relating this to CWD but the risk 

of CWD is unclear; some stats on monitoring and testing; 

containment areas created in Oneida and Madison counties - no 

choice to the public about locations, more containment areas will 

be established if and when necessary; regulations filed - various 

prohibitions, record keeping and reporting requirements for 

taxidermists; various restrictions 

Community Collaboration  

Belsten 

 

Inclusive decision making process  

 

Variety of participation encouraged 

Directed towards hunters (pgs. 1-3); handed out at local town 

meeting 

Credible and open process  

 

 

Ongoing, direct interactive dialogue – Belsten 

Better two-way communication with public - Heather 

Disputed for direct interactive dialogue because DEC still states 

what is being done and the rules for the public to follow.  Two-

way communication:  Question and answer format (pgs. 1-3); 

provides an area to acquire more information (pg. 3) 
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Appendix A:  Sample chart of DEC’s CWD handout (web version, 3 pages)                                                                     Page 3 of 4 

 

Categories/Features Examples from the CWD handout 

Stakeholders participate in establishment of decision making 

process 

 

Sharing of power  

Acceptance of risk is voluntary [public has a choice and can 

accept possible risk or reject risk: proposed plan(s)] 

“no evidence hunters are at risk” (pg. 2); infectious diseases” 

when handling (pg.3) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Terms of Community Collaboration (more/less; mixed/all) 

Language is more simplistic than scientific; questions with 

answers to follow - easy for public to “interact” with language; 

acceptance of risk - public “could” choose to hunt or not to hunt 

and be in contact with deer/elk; no choice in containment areas; 

regulations/prohibitions (strict policies); hunters encouraged to 

follow handling/processing steps and to review tips; links to other 

relevant information 

 Language Very simplistic (pg. 1) 

Prior to discovery of CWD (Point of risk 2002 - 2003)  

 

After discovery of CWD: Containment of CWD (Point of 

crisis 2004 -2005) 

Easier to understand; Statistics; methods implemented; a mixture 

of DAD/collaborative; locations to obtain relevant information; 

non-verbal - deer photo 

 

Definition(s) 

Defines CWD and explains “abnormal protein” as “protein 

infectious particle” (pg. 1) 

Accessible  Clear link to handout on site 

Persuasive Better indication that they understand  CWD as a disease 

 

Scientific/Confusion 

“transmissible spongiform encephalopathies” “bovine spongiform 

enchalopathy” “prion” “lymphoid” (pg. 1) 

 

Clear 

Answers straight-forward and to the point (pg.1); “captive” vs. 

“wild” (pg.1); specific instructions (pg. 3) 
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Appendix A:  Sample chart of DEC’s CWD handout (web version, 3 pages)                                                                     Page 4 of 4 

 

Categories/Features Examples from the CWD handout 

 

 

Vague 

“enhanced testing program”? (pg.2); “risk of  rabies” (pg.2) - 

mentioned 3 times, including NYS Dept. of Health‟s Rabies 

Laboratory; (pg. 3) more on rabies not specifically CWD 

 

 

Non verbal - visual (i.e. symbols) 

Photo of “buck” with top of page heading (pg. 1); “deer 

footprints” (pgs. 1-3) ); no graphic for CWDA web site link (pg. 

3) 

Text Questions followed by answers (pgs. 1-3) 

Formatting (bold, italics, etc) Large heading top (pg. 1); Bold headings (pgs. 2-3) 

Web site design (who) DEC 

Provides source(s) to relative materials Links to DEC, NYSDOH, NYSDAM, CWDA (workable links) 
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Appendix B:  A List of DEC Documents Reviewed During this Study 

 

2002 

 

 New York State Department of Environmental Conservation News, State 

Issues New Regulation on Chronic Wasting Disease, Release date: October 

2002. 

 

 Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC). Understanding Chronic 

Wasting Disease in New York. Retrieved 2003, from 

http://www.dec.state.ny.us/ 

 

2003 

 

 Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC).  Part 189. Retrieved 

2003, from http://www.dec.state.ny.us/ 

 

 Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC). State Issues New 

Regulation on Chronic Wasting Disease. Retrieved 2003, from 

http://www.dec.state.ny.us/ 

 

2005 

 

 Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC).  Current Situation on 

Chronic Wasting Disease in New York. Retrieved 2005, from 

http://www.dec.state.ny.us/ 

 

 Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC).  Department of 

Environmental Conservation Seeks Assistance from Website Users. 

Retrieved 2007, from http://www.dec.state.ny.us/ 

 

 Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC).  Division of Fish, 

Wildlife and Marine Resources Proposed Regulations:  Part 189 - Chronic 

Wasting Disease. Retrieved 2005, from http://www.dec.state.ny.us/ 

 

 Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC). Questions and Answers 

Regarding Chronic Wasting Disease in New York. Handout from public 

forum (2005). 

 

 Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC). Understanding Chronic 

Wasting Disease in New York State. Handout from public forum (2005). 

 

 Farquhar, James.  Management of Chronic Wasting Disease in Wild Deer in 

New York. PowerPoint presentation, September 2005. 
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Appendix B Continued:  A List of DEC Documents Reviewed During this Study 

 

2005 continued 

 

 Farquhar, James.  Public Forum on Chronic Wasting Disease in New York 

State. September 2005. 

 

2006 

 

 Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC). Environmental 

Conservation Law. Retrieved 2006, from http://www.dec.state.ny.us/  

 

 Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC). Environmental 

Conservation Police Officers. Retrieved 2006, from 

http://www.dec.state.ny.us/ 

 

 Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC). Public Involvement. 

Retrieved 2006, from http://www.dec.state.ny.us/ 

 

 Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC). Regulations and 

Enforcement. Retrieved 2006, from http://www.dec.state.ny.us/ 
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