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Findings and Recommendations

of the

Urban Wildlife Working Group (UWWG)

I. Executive Summary

Issues revolving around wildlife within the corporate and city limits of many Montana towns have seen an increase over the last ten years. Human-wildlife conflicts resulting in public safety concerns, property damage and concerns for the welfare of wildlife have developed between people in densely populated areas and resident or newly developing populations of big game animals including deer, elk, moose, bears (both black and grizzly) as well as game birds. Subsequently, the 2003 Legislature enacted HB 249 that allowed local governments, in cooperation with Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks (FWP) to develop and implement local programs in an attempt to better manage these animals.

This document is the result of six months of research and deliberations of a group comprised of FWP biologists, wardens and other staff from across the state, local government officials and staff as well as private citizens.  Their charge was to evaluate current conditions and develop recommendations to the Director of FWP. The report recognizes the intrinsic value of the presence of wildlife while identifying means of addressing human-wildlife conflicts in populated areas of the state. Although the primary focus of the deliberations became deer, it was agreed that the recommendations and methods identified in this report are generally applicable to conflicts regarding all game species. 

Specifically, this report concludes that a tremendous amount of work has already been done in other states and the report recommends utilizing these methods in approaching human-wildlife conflicts in Montana. Across the board, the group found that local government and the state wildlife agency must work in concert, focusing on community-based solutions that directly involve the citizenry. In this fashion, subsequent actions are acceptable to the community while at the same time, still addresses immediate problems. Public education efforts, along with informed decision-making based on science, local conditions combined with a community’s own unique approaches to issues were believed to hold the greatest promise.

The report also recommends that FWP formally incorporate an urban wildlife component to its overall program efforts through developing policies to address these issues and maintaining a current information base of research and publications regarding urban wildlife. Additionally, the group recommended that an FWP staff position be dedicated exclusively towards working with cities and towns in addressing human-wildlife conflicts.

II. Introduction and Purpose

While deer in many of our cities and towns are not yet a serious problem, in other cities they are. All indications are that the deer populations in the urban environment are continuing to increase and are spreading into previously “deer-free” neighborhoods. The term “urban” deer or wildlife is used to describe deer or other wildlife that have adapted readily to urban habitats. These refer to both urban and suburban habitats, however, we have combined these within the term urban. These growing wildlife populations are leading to increasing human wildlife conflicts in many areas. Deer and other wildlife damage is no longer just a rural problem. Human population increases in rural areas and the increasing urbanization of wildlife habitats has put more pressure on wildlife to find a suitable home. Additionally, the lack of hunting pressure in and around urban areas, firearms-discharge restrictions in developing areas, wildlife feeding and wildlife adaptability to urban habitats, among other factors, have resulted in rapid increases of urban wildlife populations. The outcome has been increasing urban wildlife issues involving public health, public safety, property damage, wildlife health, and changing public perceptions of wildlife. As a result conflicts have developed in many areas between local governments, state agencies, and various citizen groups over how to deal with the problem.

Fish, Wildlife & Parks began developing a strategy to assist communities with wildlife problems when the legislature in 2003 passed HB 249 which became: 7-31-4110 MCA Restriction of wildlife:

A city or town may adopt a plan to control, remove, and restrict game animals, as defined in 87-2-101, within the boundaries of the city or town limits for public health and safety purposes. Upon adoption of a plan, the city or town shall notify the department of fish, wildlife, and parks of the plan. If the department of fish, wildlife, and parks approves the plan or approves the plan with conditions, the city or town may implement the plan as approved or as approved with conditions. History: En. Sec. 1, Ch. 466, L. 2003. 

Subsequently the Urban Wildlife Working Group was formed to work toward developing the framework upon which this could be accomplished.

The primary focus of the Urban Wildlife Working Group (UWWG) was on deer. Although other species, such as bears, mountain lions, elk, geese, etc., were considered, deer were determined to be of the most immediate concern. In the overall discussion the group felt that methods in the proposed management options and policies for urban deer management plans had the potential to be effective in managing other wildlife. Historically, due to their immediate safety concerns, bears and mountain lions have been the primary focus, and for those same reasons they will continue to be of concern. However, urban deer herds will continue to pose a tremendous challenge for wildlife managers. There is no quick-fix or simple solution that will resolve deer-human conflicts. Deer will utilize the habitat created by residential development, and exhibit sustained high reproductive output. 

Many communities and wildlife agencies in other states have been dealing with deer and other wildlife in conflict situations for some time. Over the years, a number of guiding principles have been developed by state wildlife agencies to help communities deal with wildlife problems. The experiences of other states and communities were relied upon heavily by the working group in the development of this proposal.  

Mission/Purpose of Working Group (See Attachment 1 – Urban Wildlife Working Group Charter)

The charter of the FWP Urban Wildlife Working Group was to focus on deer, elk, other game animals, and waterfowl conflicts, and to develop strategies for how FWP would work with cities and towns to control populations. 

Goals of the working group were to:

· Help insure that Urban Wildlife Strategies are compatible with the overall mission of FWP.

· Provide balance in the Urban Wildlife Program by addressing both the role of FWP and the cities and towns that wish to participate.

· Be proactive in addressing controversy associated with urban wildlife issues and subsequent management plans.

· Ensure that appropriate interest groups are involved in the Urban Wildlife Program decision process.

Additionally, options were to be recommended for: 

· How FWP should assist cities and towns; 

· What FWP will provide to the effort (i.e. funding, personnel, equipment, etc.), 

· The sideboards to FWP’s involvement

It was essential that the group develop proposals that would help build public trust in the government’s ability to work urban wildlife issues. The group also needed to keep the public informed of the Working Group’s findings and proposals. Additionally, one of the group outcomes was to research urban wildlife management options and best science, developing strategies for public education and information of these strategies. Finally it was important that the group make proposals for various locally appropriate strategies for urban wildlife management in Montana. (See Attachment 2 – List of Working Group Members).

III. Findings

Programs designed to control deer populations are legally and politically complex, publicly controversial, and costly. After the decision is made to initiate control actions and the specific objectives of the control program are defined, then it is important to consider a variety of criteria before selecting a control method(s). Most importantly, methods should be safe to humans in the particular area. When considering the physical size of deer and the methods required to capture or kill them, it is important to bear in mind that there is just no absolutely safe method of dealing with them. 

Experiences in other states has shown a variety of strategy options that can be used for controlling deer populations. Not all options can be implemented in every area due to physical, sociological and geographical limitations. It has been found that it is best to use a combination of several options depending on the situation, or to prioritize options, so that if the first option does not achieve the density goal, another option can be implemented to supplement the initial results. Control methods can be categorized into lethal and non-lethal methods. However, , physically reducing the deer population is the only method that offers any kind of a long-term solution. To be most effective, in reducing deer problems, deer numbers have to be reduced. To do so deer will likely have to be killed. Efforts to reduce deer populations by use of special hunts, sharpshooters, and special permits have resulted in serious social conflicts between various groups due to lack of consensus on how to deal with the problems. In the final analysis a variety of management techniques ranging from self-help homeowner actions to community and state run lethal and non-lethal methods are usually necessary to reduce and manage urban deer herds. (See Attachment 3 - Meeting Minutes)

Management Methods or Options (See Attachment 4 – Table of Potential Deer Population Control Methods)

Allow Nature to Take Its Course - This option takes no action to reduce local deer numbers. This option depends on car collisions, poaching, emigration, predation, dogs and natural mortality to control population size.

Increase Size of Habitat – This option is intended to add additional deer habitat to an area to decrease the overall deer density. Without corresponding population controls however, this method is effective only short-term and that effectiveness would be dependent on the amount of additional habitat added.

Provide Supplemental Feeding – This option is intended to deter deer from sensitive feeding areas to other less sensitive areas through provision of designated feeding stations. 

Regulated or Controlled Public Hunts - In areas where local laws and physical layout permit, controlled public hunts can be used to effectively reduce deer populations. Permissible weapons may need to be restricted to shotguns or bow and arrow. Controlled public hunts can be publicly controversial; therefore, it is important that appropriate coordination with the public and media be an integral part of the planning process. In some instances, it may be desirable or even necessary to require the hunters to pass safety and proficiency tests before they are allowed to participate in the hunt. Bow hunting has become the most popular public hunting method in urban deer management. Many local and national archery associations have been employed to assist and have acquired extensive experience in helping communities develop public hunts, in training hunters and even managing the hunt itself. Costs for conducting controlled public hunts are primarily administrative. Nevertheless costs associated with managed community hunting programs could be borne through special hunting licenses and associated user fees.
The comment commonly heard in the urban deer management debate is "just let one of these communities that allows hunting have someone get hurt or killed as a result then they'll stop that activity". Information shows, however, that someone is much more likely to get hurt or killed in a car/deer accident than they are in any hunting related activity. Nationwide, hunting in urban areas is being utilized as a way to lessen deer related damage and accidents and thereby increase overall public safety - not the reverse. There are many urban areas that have addressed potential problems with hunter skills tests being required prior to hunting, special equipment registration for law enforcement purposes, and elaborate systems for allowing the activity only in specialized areas while not allowing it in others.

The major differences between what could be termed “rural” and “urban” hunting are philosophical ones intertwined with ideas of fair chase. Hunting safety considerations should not change regardless of where the hunt takes place. To date, no other method of population control has proven as effective, economical, efficient, acceptable or capable to control deer populations when circumstances merit.

There are several areas or sites in Montana where regulated hunting will not be an acceptable management option. These include either densely populated urban communities or corporate or government properties. The application of regulated hunting programs in urban communities is affected by (1) real or perceived safety concerns, (2) conflicting social attitudes and perceptions about wildlife and, (3) firearm-discharge ordinances. In contrast, deer populations on corporate or government properties often become overabundant because of liability or public concerns. As a result of the management conflicts in these situations, regulated hunting to reduce deer densities may not be the best approach. Although effective, regulated hunting, especially in dense population areas, must be tightly controlled to ensure safety. Hunters with proper equipment and skills remain as an effective means to reduce populations as has been demonstrated in many communities and situations around the country.

Reproductive or Fertility Control - The intent of fertility control agents is to reduce the reproductive output so that it is equal to or less than the mortality rate. In urban deer populations the mortality rates are generally very low, requiring that 70 to 90 percent of the does be treated to reduce population growth. A significant amount of population data is necessary to manage population growth using contraceptives in the long term. 

The potential use of fertility control to limit deer or other wildlife population growth has recently received significant attention by the public and press. This method is still widely advocated by animal rights activists, because it is considered humane and generally non-lethal. However, there are a number of public misconceptions regarding fertility control that hinder the potential application of these methods in deer control programs. John George wrote in The Healthy Planet, April 2002: Controlling birth in deer is a method of slowing deer population growth - it will not lower an existing overpopulation of deer. Any population reduction will still be occurring through deer death. 

To date, the U.S. Food and Drug Administration has not approved any birth control compound in deer. Until they do birth control is not an option. Reproductive controls will never reduce deer numbers in any setting, urban, suburban, or rural; they can only work to lower a birth rate; as they do not increase a death rate. Additionally, most fertility control methods available today require annual re-treatment of individual deer, which reduces their potential cost effectiveness. Today’s technology enables the successful control of fertility in individually treated animals, but most of these methods are still experimental and unproven at the population level necessary in deer control. Furthermore, the time and effort required to treat a sufficient number of individual deer to achieve control over the population greatly reduces the cost efficiency. Add in the fact that there is no change in overall deer density or damage relief makes this popular concept a less useful management option. 

Despite the great interest in fertility control as a means of controlling urban deer populations, much research is still needed before these methods can be used in routine management. All of the available fertility control options share the disadvantages of being stressful to the deer, and being expensive to implement. Most of the options share the additional disadvantages of requiring annual or biannual repeated treatments, lack of FDA approval for routine herd management efforts and ineffectiveness at the herd level.

Contraception is a method of the above reproduction or fertility control which lowers the fertility levels of deer and other urban wildlife. It is a very popular notion for much of the public. Often this interest leads to a debate about using non-lethal methods in place of traditional methods like hunting. Despite the great interest in fertility control as a means of controlling urban deer populations, a great deal of research is still needed before these methods can be used in routine management. It is also important that the public be properly informed about the distinction between fertility controls in individual deer versus population control in an entire herd. Contraceptive procedures are presently under strict Federal authority and not legal in most situations. Fertility control in deer is a rapidly advancing technology that continues to evolve. As research has progressed, questions persist regarding the methods of delivering the contraceptive, percentage of does requiring treatment, regulatory issues, effects on deer social structure, the impact on the overall long-term health of the deer population and public health considerations. Presently, they are neither cost-effective nor biologically feasible population management techniques, but may hold promise for future urban deer population management and should be considered if they prove safe and effective in controlling numbers and are biologically feasible to implement.

Live trapping and Sterilization – Sterilization is presently not an efficient or cost effective population control technique. It requires individual animal capture, administration of drugs or surgery, which results in high stress to animals, and produces little, if any, reduction in deer density. 

Trap and Transfer/Euthanize - As a control method live capture and relocation is a popular concept. Whereas this non-lethal method may on the surface seem more humane, it is very stressful and often results in high mortality rates in the relocated deer. The degree to which deer are stressed is in some instances measurable. Typically the less they are handled the less stress they will endure. Any time that deer are captured they will be subjected to stress during the activity. One study showed only 15 percent of the relocated deer were alive one year after relocation. Furthermore, there usually are few, if any, sites available to which the deer can be relocated; many areas today already are at or above, management objectives. The cost of trapping and transferring deer can be high. Research conducted on an urban deer herd in Wisconsin resulted in capture costs of $412 per deer. Similar work conducted in New York, New Hampshire, and California varied between $431 and $800 per deer. Studies done in the mid-80s and early 1990s also proved very costly, ranging from $261-567 per deer. In New Jersey it was found that using portable paddock traps, to trap and transfer deer may cost up to $20,000, in addition to the $100 or more fee per deer for the transfer.

Efforts to trap and transfer deer have met with varied success and while very labor intensive. When deer were trapped and transported to areas in southern Missouri by the community of Town and Country for 3 years, 70% of the deer were dead after one year due to myopathy (paralysis from the stress of the relocation), hunting, vehicles, poaching, and predators. Relocation is no longer an acceptable option in Missouri as it does not reduce deer numbers, it is considered inhumane, and there is recent concern that it may contribute to the spread of CWD. For these reasons, the Missouri Department of Conservation removed this option from its Urban Deer Guidelines in June 2001. The potential negative impacts that translocated deer could have on local biological carrying capacity and/or cultural carrying capacity is an additional concern. Land-use conflicts and disease concerns caused by translocated deer could raise liability issues. In essence, transferring deer only moves the problem from one place to another. Additionally, most states now ban the importation of deer because of concerns for Chronic Wasting Disease. Therefore, the future use of trap and transfer is doubtful.

Whereas trap and transfer may not be feasible, deer can be trapped and subsequently killed. The trap and dispatch option can be most effective in areas where other options cannot feasibly be employed or where individual deer are identified as the problem. Baited box traps or rocket nets can be used to capture deer, which can then be euthanized by head shots using a firearm or bolt gun. Humanity is subjective, what one person feels is humane another surely will not. Euthanasia means "humane death" or "painless death" and is typically considered when unconsciousness occurs within 30 seconds and clinical death within 3 minutes. Trap-and-kill methods generally are considered less humane than sharpshooting or in some instances, hunting. 
“Sharpshooters” or Shooting by Authorized Agents – “Sharpshooting” is widely considered the quickest way to lower an existing overpopulation of deer. It can also be used in those instances where local ordinances or public opposition prevent the use of public hunting to control deer populations. Sharpshooting has been used in many residential areas and parks to control local deer populations. In all situations, sharpshooting has been applied safely and with little disturbance to residents or park visitors. Typically deer are shot over bait sites by moving or stationary marksmen. These programs are designed to fit the characteristics and desires of the community. Sharpshooting is most commonly accomplished by professional contractors, local law enforcement, park rangers, fish & game personnel or a combination thereof. The variables usually center on what type of firearm to use and what will the shot specific protocol be in different areas. Firearms (which may be sound suppressed) are used to kill deer instantly with a single well placed shot to the head. There are many variations to these programs. The deer are then usually donated and processed for regional food banks.

Bait (e.g., whole, shelled corn) is usually used in most sharpshooting programs to improve the program’s efficiency and safety. Attracting deer to bait stations, especially during winter, will allow more deer to be removed than if baiting is not used. Sharpshooters also can be required to selectively remove females when they have a choice, which will improve program efficiency. Bait stations also focus the sharpshooting to several specific sites so that warning signs can be posted to inform the public or close the site to public access. Sharpshooting is usually oriented relative to the bait station so that shooting occurs from an elevated location (e.g., a tree stand or on top of a ridge), which directs the bullet in a downward trajectory.

Total costs for this kind of operation vary from $100 to as much as $600 per deer (including transportation and processing), depending on factors such as the use of professional sharpshooters, or volunteers, or city police are used. Princeton Township, NJ spent in excess of $100,000 each year during the deer reduction phase of its management program, or an average of about $495 per deer. This cost included butchering the deer that were then donated to a New Jersey Food Bank. However, three other New Jersey townships, in 2002-2003, using a different contractor were charged $190 per deer culled, which included the butchering fee. According to Dr. Anthony DeNicola, a member of the faculty at Yale, who heads White Buffalo, Inc., a non-profit research organization that provides sharpshooting as well as netting-captive bolt euthanasia services to communities, there has not been one accident nationwide involving sharpshooting of deer. These tightly controlled sharpshooting programs, like controlled bow hunting programs, have proven safe. They should not be confused with traditional, unsupervised hunting allowed in rural areas. Members of the public as well as some elected officials often use the "safety" issue as a reason to do nothing, especially if it involves lethal means of controlling wildlife. 

Predator Reintroduction - This option is intended to restore natural deer predators to an area to cause a reduction in the population due to predator mortality. Often, the public questions the potential of restoring native predators to help control overabundant deer populations. This method has very limited applicability in most areas. The lack of suitable habitat (i.e., large, isolated, undeveloped areas), the mobility of many predators, the close proximity to humans, and the potential for predators to kill non-target species make this method unsuitable in most situations. Although predator reintroduction has been considered, it has also been rejected in all states as a viable option.

Other Sample Management Options

An overall plan is essential for any urban wildlife management proposal. The following management options have been taken primarily from the Burnsville, MN model. These options had been considered thoroughly by Burnsville to come up with what they consider the best management strategies possible and they correspond to the conclusions and findings of the working group. They are considered to be essential to any urban wildlife management plan:

Monitoring Options - Any single option or combination of options for population control must include monitoring options. Deer populations in adjacent areas may be high and growing, and deer do not observe artificial boundaries. Therefore, monitoring is required to determine when management goals and population stability are achieved.
· Conduct yearly population estimates or counts to maintain a status of the population, measure program progress and calibrate models. 

· Require uniform reporting of complaints from residents regarding deer. This would include creating a form with spaces for all information to be recorded, as well as identifying a single point person or coordinator to track/record the complaints. 

· Require uniform reporting of car/deer crashes that occur within the city limits. This would include identifying a consistent process for data collection and tracking with the City, County and State data, as well as a monitoring coordinator. 

· Under any removal and/or reporting program, require documentation of sex and age of individuals removed. Also determine pregnancy status of females when feasible. 

· Collect browse data in preferred habitat areas to assess habitat condition. This option is only necessary if habitat restoration is a specific objective of the program. Surveys would be needed annually, conducted in spring prior to new growth, for a period not less than three years. 

· Create exclosure areas with fencing to keep deer from feeding in specific areas. This option is to be used around habitat restoration areas identified in City Natural Resource Management Plans or to demonstrate habitat changes to be expected with reduce deer populations. 

Ordinance Options

· Pass an ordinances to restrict deer feeding by residents. 

· Modify existing firearms discharge ordinances to allow expanded opportunity for hunting (archery or firearms) within the city and to allow for the city to collect harvest data by implementing a collection or hunting permit system. 

Education Options

· Inform residents, especially in problem areas, regarding the impact of deer feeding to deer on adjacent parcels and risk of increased predator populations (lions). This can be achieved through news articles, use of local cable program, and neighborhood workshops. 

· Educate residents about the available methods to protect their property from deer damage including repellents, fencing and unpalatable plants. This can be achieved through educational brochures, news articles, cable programming and neighborhood workshops. 

· Inform residents of deer management needs and goals (density trends, crash rates, complaints, habitat impacts). 

· Inform residents of designated areas, times, special provisions and restrictions if special hunts are used in the overall program. Specific participant orientation and proficiency tests are recommended as part of any hunting removal option. 

· Install signage along city roadway segments where car/deer crashes are concentrated, which warn motorists of potential for deer crossings, and recommend sign locations to the state and county for roads in their jurisdiction. 

Population Control Options – These options are discussed in the Findings Section above.

IV. Strategies and Proposals

Deer need to continue to be a valued resource – even as urbanization continues. The key is to have a balance between what people enjoy (seeing deer) and what they don’t (hitting them with cars, having deer eat all their plants). Unless more deer are dying or leaving an area than what are being born, the deer density will increase and may have to be managed. When occasional deer damage is the problem some simple methods may correct the situation. When too many deer is the problem all the repellants, fencing, and birth control available will not reduce the number of deer. Integrated approaches that incorporate damage abatement and population control will find the most long term success. In the end there is no magical solution to urban deer problems that will satisfy everyone – but everyone can become informed and can make educated decisions about how they would like to deal with potential deer issues on property they control.
The goal of deer management should be to keep deer populations at the point where the net positive benefit of deer is highest. As more deer populations approach the point of maximal net value, there will be increasing demand to target deer populations to the specific needs, desires, and tolerances of local citizens; this concept of managing deer is based, not on the biological carrying capacity, but on the cultural carrying capacity of the local area. Successful implementation of deer management plans based on this approach will further increase the net value of deer to society.

Thorough planning, coordination with all appropriate local, state and federal agencies, and consideration of all public and legal concerns are of paramount importance prior to implementation of a deer control program. Most states have established a process and guidelines to assist local governments in developing management plans which also results in the agency issuing a deer management permit. Justification for a deer management or control program must be based on specifically defined objectives (e.g., reducing deer population numbers, deer-vehicle collisions, landscape damage, etc.). In most situations, the use of a combination of control methods (i.e., integrated pest management may have the greatest potential of achieving the stated objectives for a deer control program). Broad experience across the nation and the review of many studies clearly show that some form of mortality was the quickest and in many cases the only way to reduce and maintain wildlife numbers at an acceptable level. 


Community Based Programs 

In all case studies from across the country it was apparent that a community based plan is essential to successful urban wildlife management (See Attachment 5 – New Jersey’s Community Based Deer Management). The working group was impressed with the plans and efforts from a number of communities and states (See Attachment 6 - A Preliminary List of Community Management Programs). In all cases it was found that the organization of a multi-representative working group or task force was essential to initiate the process and keep it moving toward plan development and implementation. Many states and localities, with the help of resource professionals and citizen participation, have found an effective method to addressing urban wildlife problems. Rather than use public meetings, which often end in arguments rather than solutions, a citizen task force or advisory board composed of representatives of various groups has worked effectively in building consensus. 

The Northeast Wildlife Damage Management Research and Outreach Cooperative has developed an excellent guide to organizing and implementing a community based deer management program: Practitioners’ Guide: Community Based Deer Management, http://wildlifecontrol.info/deer/DeerGuide.pdf (See Attachment 7). That guide lists 9 essentials for what they call the Public Issues Education (PIE) process. In their review of the literature pertaining to public issues education they recognized the improbability of any model of issue evolution perfectly matching the situation a community faces. These educators then identified what they called “essential elements” of any constructive attempt to address a public issue, many of which are relevant to community-based deer management. The nine essential elements are listed here for the deer management context:

1. Inclusion of multiple perspectives.

2. A structured process for making community decisions.

3. Universally acceptable ground rules.

4. Shared understandings among stakeholders.

5. A shared, comprehensive information base.

6. Disclosure of stakeholder goals.

7. Belief within a community that generally acceptable solutions are worth seeking.

8. An understanding that community-based deer management will be an ongoing

      process, not a one-time event.

9. Commitment to systematic evaluation of the decision-making process and subsequent management program.

It has been found that an agency (such as FWP) partnership approach has been most effective in every state that has instituted it. In most cases the state wildlife agency, in cooperation with another respected county organization, such as the Cooperative Extension Service, organized a task force averaging 8 to 15 members. This task force should include a variety of community representatives and expertise, such as farmers, sportsmen, nurserymen, conservationists, law enforcement and/or animal control personnel, small businessmen, parks and recreation personnel, community associations, and so forth. The initial meetings should concentrate on scientifically based information presented by wildlife biologists concerning population levels and the different management options. Information from other members about deer-car collisions, landscape and forest damage, hunting concerns, and other aspects of the issue help educate and sensitize all members to different viewpoints. It is best to ask task force members to get feedback from stakeholders during the process, and through reasonable discussion, reach consensus on how population target levels can be reached. The following is modified from the Wisconsin community planning guide:

What’s the right number? – This is one of the hardest questions a community has to grapple with after they’ve made a decision that they have too many deer.  And only the community can answer this.  The number of deer that a community wants is a community decision.  There is no biologically correct number.  The biological carrying capacity of many of our urban areas can be over 100 deer per square mile. What the community actually needs to determine is the social carrying capacity – how many deer the citizens are willing to tolerate.  

Bigger is better – It is preferable to do work with as large an area as possible. In an urban setting working with a city, town or village administration is essential. There are a couple reasons for this. First, deer have relatively large home ranges. Maybe one individual is mad about the deer on his property, but his neighbors are all happy for the opportunity to see them. Working on a larger scale gives a better chance to gauge the overall community’s feelings about the deer situation and help the community works toward a long range plan. This is also the first step in developing a community based plan which would engage all of the stake holders. Most municipalities that undertake a deer management program have some mechanisms such as public hearings or forums by which their citizens can provide input. Deer management can be more effective when done on a larger scale. If a whole municipality has a deer problem, but you’re only removing deer from one small property, and the problem will not be solved.

Zero is not an option – Deer are a part of the natural community, even if it’s an urban community. Studies consistently show that the vast majority of people enjoy and value the presence of wildlife in urban areas. Montana is no exception as most Montana residents value wildlife and consider their presence a privilege. Landowners must expect that wildlife will be present and must accommodate them to a degree. Residential property owners like owners of agricultural lands are expected to live with their wild neighbors, and therefore zero tolerance for wildlife is not a realistic scenario. An urban area that undertakes a program to reduce its deer herd should not be allowed to try to remove all the deer. While there can certainly be too many deer and FWP is willing to let communities work to reduce their numbers, deer do in fact belong there.

Commitment to the long term – There is no quick fix to deer population’s problems. Given the deer’s ability to reproduce, the lack of hunting in urban areas, and the fact that urban areas offer fantastic deer habitat, implementing a program that successfully brings deer numbers down to an acceptable level, the deer numbers will almost inevitably begin to rise again. Experience shows that communities must make a long-term commitment to maintain deer at a desired level rather than go through cycles of allowing the herd to grow to high levels over a few years, then run to bring it under control, then allowing it to grow again.

Lessons Learned

• Gather data and information. It is unrealistic to expect that public deer management of   any consequence will occur without data to support the actions proposed. Since much of this data is not readily available or easily obtained, it must be collected and centralized. The most important information includes accident data, agricultural damage, homeowner complaints, impacts on natural resources, incidence of disease, and deer population dynamics. The information collected on deer impacts will be more useful if the specific location of damage, accidents, etc., is also documented. Locational information will identify trouble spots and serve as justification for reduction strategies.

• Be flexible. Recognize that no matter the point of view, any effort will be dealing with individuals and groups with entirely different points of view. Agencies must recognize that they will not achieve all their objectives. The best management strategy may well be an integrated approach using a variety of management alternatives.

• Be persistent, stay involved. Public deer management will not happen overnight but will evolve over a number of years. Deer-human conflicts have escalated over the years, and even the most aggressive population management strategies will take time to stabilize deer populations and even longer to reduce them. It will take years before the impacts of management alternatives such as contraception, headlight reflectors, and exclosure studies are fully understood.

• Keep the process open and above board. Involve all who are concerned, and be sure to consider viewpoints from all parties. Task forces or committees are considered the best option. However, when a task force or committee is created, include representatives from a variety of viewpoints (i.e., FWP personnel, local parks & recreation, agriculture, nurserymen, hunters, animal rights, homeowners, local law enforcement, etc.). Hold public meetings to give citizens an opportunity to provide input. Publicize, Publicize, 

Publicize! Publicize all aspects of the problem, the management options and the alternatives selected. Publicize the population reduction alternatives such as managed hunts well in advance. Much of the controversy will subside over time.

• Expect the unexpected. Legal actions, protests, etc., are all likely to be initiated if population management strategies are utilized. If you’ve done a good job of gathering the information and data needed and have considered input from all sources, you’ll be best prepared to handle these types of occurrences. Legal challenges are more likely to fail if sound data collection is utilized to justify population reduction strategies. 

• Public deer management efforts provide an opportunity to build new working relationships. Agencies that have gone before us in other areas have found that they have  forged stronger working relationships with between all the agencies, law enforcement, the public, the private organizations, and especially the wildlife professionals. 

Ongoing and Immediate Actions for FWP

The following list of Ongoing and Immediate Actions were developed by the working group for implementation. These are all activities that should be initiated now and continued for the long term. Most are inexpensive and can be reasonably incorporated into existing programs:

Administrative:

· Develop and execute a course of action for increasing public awareness of issues (See Attachment 8 Public Information Plan). 

· Develop and implement a media plan to disseminate working group actions, issues and findings.

· Educate the public to the problems of urban wildlife, management options, and self-help solutions for urban wildlife issues (See Attachment 9 FAQs).

· Encourage public participation and community involvement. 

· Defining local issues and socially acceptable solutions.

· Developing local plans.

· Provide landowners and local governmental officials with technical expertise and information on techniques to reduce wildlife problems.

· Enforce existing laws and ordnances related to feeding wildlife.

· Develop urban wildlife awareness training and action strategies throughout all parts of FWP.

· Amend or update FWP’s departmental, division, bureau, and office strategic plans to include urban wildlife issues/management.

· Develop a standardized departmental “listening” log to identify types of problems, locations and frequency.

· Work with insurance companies, DOT, local law enforcement, etc. in compiling wildlife public safety statistics. These statistics should help define the extent of the problem and can be used as a management tool to measure effectiveness of options that are implemented.

Legislative:

· Encourage and assist local governments in developing, passing and enforcing community based wildlife feeding laws. Existing state feeding laws are poorly worded and difficult to enforce. Communities could develop their own laws adapted to their situations.

Long Range Actions and Proposals for FWP

Administrative:

· Develop a Montana urban wildlife strategy which could lead to:

· A Montana Urban Wildlife Management Policies and Procedures “paper”. (See Attachment 11 Urban Deer Population Control Policies and Procedures, Minnesota Department of Natural Resources).

· Develop or adopt a manual or guide for managing Montana urban wildlife (A Manual for Deer Management in Urban and Suburban Areas of Kansas - Attachment 12 or Managing Whitetail Deer in a Suburban Environment).

· Research funding options available to FWP and the communities to work urban wildlife issues. 

· Assist local citizens groups and Local Government Units (LGU), i.e. cities, towns, and counties, in identifying appropriate population targets for the biological and social conditions that exist within their community; work with them in analyzing the various management options and in developing a long-range management plan that identifies those population control options that are effective and suitable for that management unit. (See Attachment 10 MCA’s, 7-31-4110 Restriction of Wildlife).

Legislative:

· Support legislative action toward modifying of State law prohibiting hunting of deer within cities and towns. Cities and towns need the flexibility of having a variety of management options to adequately develop management plans for their communities in conjunction with FWP. (See Attachment 10 MCA’s, 87-3-305 Unlawful to Hunt Deer Within City or Town Boundaries).

· Support legislative action to amend and clarify the wildlife feeding law, which does not address urban situations. Current state laws are difficult to enforce and prosecute in court as these are not directed toward ungulates (See Attachment 10 MCA’s, 87-3-130 Taking of Wildlife to Protect Persons or Livestock).

· Obtain FTE and funding to create an urban wildlife biologist position within FWP. Urban wildlife issues are an increasing concern around the state and they will only intensify in the future. Having a technically competent biologist on staff to work with the cities, towns and counties on these issues will greatly enhance the development and maintenance of a viable programs and policies throughout the state. Many of the proposals and options listed here would be developed and implemented by the urban wildlife biologist. 

· Promote additional legislation, as needed, to support urban wildlife issues and management.

Actions for Local Government Units (LGU)

The following actions for LGU, are necessary if the LGUs are going to be able to implement a workable wildlife management or control plan for their jurisdictions.

Administrative:

· Form a community based working group or task force to develop and recommend a wildlife management or control plan for their communities. Fish, Wildlife, and Parks should be partner on any group formed.

· Support FWP in obtaining FTE and funding to create an urban wildlife biologist position within FWP. 

· Enforce existing laws and ordnances related to feeding wildlife.

· Develop and enforce community based wildlife feeding laws tailored to their community. 

· Encourage public participation and community involvement. 

· Define local issues and socially acceptable solutions.

· Work with insurance companies, DOT, local law enforcement, etc. in compiling wildlife public safety statistics for their jurisdictions. These statistics should help define the extent of the problem and can be used as a management tool to measure effectiveness of options that are implemented.

· Identify appropriate population targets for the biological and social conditions that exist within their community; analyze the various management options and develop a long-range management plan that identifies those population control options that are effective and suitable for that management unit. (See Attachment 10 MCA’s, 7-31-4110 Restriction of Wildlife).

Legislative:

· Initiate legislative action through their representatives to modify State law prohibiting hunting of deer within cities and towns. Cities and towns need the flexibility of having a variety of management options to adequately develop management plans for their communities in conjunction with FWP (See Attachment 10 MCA’s,  87-3-305 Unlawful to Hunt Deer Within City or Town Boundaries).

· Initiate legislative action through their representatives to amend and clarify the wildlife feeding law which does not address urban situations. Current state laws are specific for bears but difficult to enforce and prosecute in court as these are not directed toward ungulates (See Attachment 10 MCA’s, 87-3-130 Taking of Wildlife to Protect Persons or Livestock).

· Promote additional legislation, as needed, to support urban wildlife issues and management.
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Findings and Recommendations of the Urban Wildlife Working Group

was prepared by Gene R. Hickman, Ecological Assessments, Helena, Montana, September, 2004.

Attachment 1 – Urban Wildlife Working Group

FWP URBAN WILDLIFE WORKING GROUP

Statement of Need:

As wildlife populations associated with cities and towns grow and subdivisions expand, homeowner tolerance for the damage wildlife cause has shown a sharp decline. As a result, FWP and local governments are asked to respond to and solve these problems. Urban wildlife issues can be categorized into four areas: 

1. human safety (i.e., bears, lions, and moose); 

2. property damage and road kills related to deer, elk and other big game and beavers; 

3. small animals and bird conflicts; and 

4. waterfowl. 

FWP’s traditional response has been to treat the human safety issues as a priority for response and to provide educational materials and frequently turn over small nuisance animal and bird complaints to local animal control contractors or other agencies. In some cities the FWP regional office has contracted with the local animal control office or some other local government sponsored agency to respond to complaints and offer suggestions on how to minimize conflicts. Waterfowl and other migratory bird conflicts often require involvement by the U.S. Fish, & Wildlife Service and Wildlife Services. 

In 2003, this issue was elevated to the state legislature and HB 249 was passed, giving cities and towns, with FWP approval, the authority to adopt and implement a plan to control, remove and restrict game animals within its boundaries for public health and safety purposes.  In Billings and Helena, citizen groups have been formed to advocate such plans to control deer problems. The new law does not require the city to formulate a plan, nor does it remove responsibility from FWP. The legislation provides an opportunity for FWP to work with city and town governments in a united effort to address the urban wildlife conflict concerns of local citizens. In addition, FWP needs to develop a strategy for working with local governments on these types of issues and to determine what FWP’s role is in control efforts that are undertaken. 

Mission:

The mission of the FWP Urban Wildlife Working Group is to focus on deer, elk, and other game animals and waterfowl conflicts and develop strategies for how FWP will work with cities and towns to control populations within urban areas. In addition, options will be recommended for: 1) how FWP should assist cities and towns; 2) what FWP will provide to the effort (i.e. funding, personnel, equipment, etc.), and 3) the sideboards to FWP’s involvement Working Group Goals:

1) Help insure the Urban Wildlife Program is compatible with the overall mission of FWP.

2) Provide balance in the Urban Wildlife Program by addressing both the role of FWP and the cities and towns that wish to participate.

3) Be proactive in addressing controversy associated with urban wildlife issues and subsequent management plans.

4) Ensure that appropriate interest groups are involved in the Urban Wildlife Program decision process.

Team Resources:

Team Authority and Duration:

The Urban Wildlife Working Group is advisory in nature and is authorized to develop recommendations that will be submitted to the FWP Management Team for review and approval by the Director.

The working group is chartered for calendar years 2004 and 2005. Recommendations are due for management team review by September 1, 2004.

Team Oversight:

Larry Peterman, Chief of Operations, and Glenn Erickson, Field Services Division Administrator, are responsible for oversight of the Working Group and its work. 

Team Membership and Roles:

The working group will include Regional as well as Helena-based representatives from the Enforcement, Wildlife and Conservation Education Divisions. Representatives from cities/municipalities will also be asked to participate with the working group.

Harvey Nyberg, Region Five Supervisor, and Mike Korn, Helena Area Coordinator, will

serve as co-chairs of the working group. The chairs are responsible for calling meetings, facilitating work group discussions, tracking work group tasks and accomplishments, and will also be responsible for coordination and liaison with affected work units as necessary.

Team Operating procedures:

The working group will meet as necessary to accomplish the assigned tasks. The working group may establish subcommittees or individual staff assignments within the scope of their authority and resources.

The working group will make decisions by consensus when possible. If the committee cannot reach agreement, alternative points of view will be defined for resolution or decisions by higher authorities.

Specific Assignments and Expected Products:

The Urban Wildlife Working Group is expected to:

1) Compile information on managing urban wildlife issues in the western U.S. This may be accomplished through contracting outside the agency, providing the authorization of funding by the Director.

2) Identify and describe existing areas where urban wildlife conflicts occur. This will be partially accomplished by a request that was made by the Chief of Operations to Regional Supervisors to provide a description of problems within their respective regions by January 1, 2004. The working group will prepare a listing of these conflicts and associated issues and involve municipalities an opportunity to review and validate the identified problem areas.

3) Define the tools or solutions that could be utilized in each situation. (i.e. a menu of solutions tied to each type of conflict or issue from which FWP and city managers can choose to implement to resolve conflicts. 

4) Define the process and procedures for how FWP will interact with municipalities to address urban wildlife conflicts.

Attachment 2 - Urban Wildlife Working Group Minutes

FWP Urban Wildlife Working Group Members

Larry Peterman, Chief of Operations


Co-Chairs: Harvey Nyberg and Mike Korn


Facilitator: Marc Scow, Organizational Development Specialist


FWP Members:

Jim Kropp, Enforcement Division Administrator, 

Heidi Youmans, Wildlife Division, Small Game Bureau Chief

Kurt Cunningham, Conservation Education Division, Education  

                               Bureau Chief

Eric Wenum, Region 1 (Kalispell)

Dan Curtin, Region 2 (Missoula)

Mike Ottman; Gayle Joslin Region 3 (Helena/Bozeman) 

Cory Loecker, Region 4 (Great Falls)

Ray Mule′, Vivaca Fuemmeler Region 5 (Billings)

Ryan Rauscher, Region 6 (Glasgow)

Bill Dawson, Region 7 (Miles City)

City/Municipality Members:

Tim Burton, Helena City Manager

Rick Morris, Mayor, Fort Benton

Jerry Balas, Missoula City Council

Kristoff Bauer, City Administrator, Billings

Mike Anderson, Helena Police Department

Mike Maynard, Helena Animal Control


Community Members:




Alec Hanson

Don Hettinger




Phil Hettinger, TC1 Wildlife Control, Bozeman




Gene Hickman, Ecological Assessments, Helena




Dave Kline

Steve McGee

Michael McHugh

Bob Shepherd




Deb Wambach

Attachment 3 - Meeting Minutes/Topics/Outcomes

March 4

Possible outcomes if the working group fails to fulfill its purpose:

Public safety becomes an increasing concern/problem, and public fear may result.

· Disease issues escalate and predator numbers in town increase.

· Potential for increased fatalities and injuries in wildlife-related accidents.

Attitudes towards wildlife are negatively affected.
· A loss in appreciation for wildlife results.

· Public tolerance for urban deer decreases.

· Relations between the public on both sides of the issue worsen.

· Public complaints continue and worsen.

· Increased resistance to open space preservation and riparian protection.

Urban wildlife populations increase.
· Social carrying capacity is met and problems arise.

The final solution is directive, not the result of the work of all parties involved.
· Legislative solutions that we don’t like are adopted.

· The public takes the issue into their hands.

· There is a failure to reach a community-based solution that involves all sides of the issue.

· Loss of trust and potential conflict between cities, law enforcement, FWP, and public.

· The issue is simplified and the solution not sustainable.

Education opportunities are lost.

· Citizens are not taught to respect and safely interact with wildlife.

· Decreased understanding of wildlife, habitats, behavior, etc.
It is more difficult to get a solution in place later if we wait.

· The problem continues and is more expensive to control.

· There is increased work through more animal control.
· Public confidence in government is eroded.

Best Possible Outcomes if the working group succeeds:

· Private property damage and public safety concerns decrease.

· There is better control of disease and destruction.
· Chance of human injury decreases.
Attitudes towards wildlife are positively affected.

· Open areas in urban settings are protected and maintained with public support.
· Coexistence strategies are supported—people can protect assets and enjoy wildlife.
· Citizens at both ends of the issue can coexist; increased neighborhoods’ sense of community.

· Wildlife is appreciated.

Urban wildlife populations decrease.

· Wildlife populations are controlled to minimize conflict and maintain viewing opportunities.
Platform to inform and educate the public is developed, and positive solutions for living with wildlife are promoted.
· Greater public understanding of wildlife, habitats, behavior, etc.

· Public is aware of the issue, the options, and how the wildlife issues are addressed by the local and state government.

· Through education, people learn how to live with wildlife.

· Activities such as feeding animals become socially unacceptable.

Montana agencies, the private sector, and the public cooperate in developing and implementing a plan as soon as possible.

· Increased positive working relationship between FWP and cities/towns and public/private enterprises.

· Individual property owners are empowered to take ownerships of problems/solutions.

· Decreased risk of legislative mandate and over involvement from the government by developing a plan now.

· Decrease in liability issues.

A practical management plan and protocol for dealing with situations is created; the plan can be used as a model.

· Interactive, dynamic solution to the problem.

· Creation of a good common sense, simple, workable solution.

· Decrease in the cost/time devoted to this issue, leaving more time to increase other services.

· Other states can use the plan as a model.

Public trust in the government and support for urban wildlife management is gained through meeting citizens’ needs and delivering good customer service.

Funding source is developed to address the issue.

Enforcement of current regulations is increased.

Montana will be a better place to live.

Wildlife becomes wild again.

Planning to reduce urban encroachment on prime wildlife habitat.

Public hunting will increase.

Strategies and actions that will foster the best possible outcomes:

Identify the problem and establish a commitment to address/respond to the problem.

Complete comprehensive background research including:
Review other states’ ideas/solutions and how they could be used as a model.  Reference “Bear Smart” program.

· Determine what is cost effective.

· Survey public attitudes towards current problems.

· Compile urban wildlife incident statistics.

· Create an accurate map of the affected area; identify open space, greenways, buffer zones, and travel corridors.
Identify local ordinances that prevent people from helping themselves

Identify methods to prevent urban wildlife problems.

Establish that certain areas will always have wildlife.

Use scientifically based information.

Enforce current regulations and clarify laws regarding urban wildlife.
Government agencies, the private sector, and citizens should work together to develop a solution—ensure all stakeholders are represented.

Encourage public participation in plan development and acceptance of the plan.

Provide tax credits or other monetary motivation for public participation.

Create a sense of community in affected areas.
Work with citizen advisory committees and neighborhood groups to define local issues and solutions, and hold public hearings.
Keep the public informed through the entire process.
Develop a common message for the working group and don’t speak outside of this; deliver this message to the media.

Establish continuing education programs on urban wildlife and living with wildlife. 

Create public understanding of wildlife, habitats, behavior, etc, through a strong education plan. 

· Educate the public about the strategies the working group develops.

· Provide “self help” materials, including access to them on the Web site, and emphasize personal responsibilities and ethics.

· Educate about the cause of the problems and outcomes if no action is taken.

· Develop hands-on educational activities.

· Identify and support funding to address the issues.

· Develop a plan within the working group.

· Solutions should include short term and long-term strategies.

· Encourage and foster innovative techniques, keeping an open mind to all methods and solutions.

· Determine responsibilities, including payment obligations.

· Develop a systematic approach to deal with municipalities statewide.

· Develop a method to reduce deer herds that is publicly acceptable.

· Implement the plan quickly and with flexibility.

URBAN WILDLIFE WORKING GROUP

APRIL 20, 2004

HELENA, MT

Members Present:  Harvey Nyberg & Mike Korn, Co-Chairs; Larry Peterman, Erik Wenum, Dan Curtin, Gayle Joslin, Cory Loecker, Ray Mule’, Vivaca Fuemmeler, Ryan Rauscher, Bill Dawson, Heidi Youmans, Kurt Cunningham, Gene Hickman, Jim Kropp – FWP Personnel.  Mike Anderson, Helena Police Department; Mike Maynard, Helena Animal Control;  Dave Kline, Billings Animal Control; Don Hettinger; Phil Hettinger; Steve McGee; Bob Shepherd.  

Absent:  James Jonkel, Mike Ottman, Tim Burton, Alec Hanson, Mayor Rick Morris, Deb Wambach, Michael McHugh, Jerry Ballas.

Facilitator:  Mark Scow, FWP

Reports

· Mike Korn –Wildlife problems throughout the state: what are they; when do the problems occur and how often; what are the main problem species.  

· Gene Hickman – How other states deal with wildlife problems in urban areas

· Kurt Cunningham – How other states handle the education aspect of the urban/wildlife problem and how do they work with the communities.  

· Heidi Youmans –Information contained on other states web sites, funding sources for their programs

· Harvey Nyberg – Legal issues which have an impact on the urban/wildlife problem.

Time Frame for Recommendations 

1. Draft recommendations developed by July, 2004.

2. Final recommendations developed by September, 2004

3. Utilize Minnesota’s plan as the framework for Montana’s.

Components of the Recommendations 

1. Describe the problem

2. Legal constraints

· Proposed changes to existing laws

3. Determine public opinion

· Social constraints/perceptions

· Public participation

4. Community & public education

5. Summarize and utilize existing information

Short Term Solutions

1. Education – put information on FWP web site

· Promote FWP web site

2. Press Releases – more effort into getting newspapers to print

3. More information on brochures available

4. Disseminate information through the various education programs (i.e. Hunter Safety, Bow Hunter, etc.)

5. Establish a series on wildlife for the outdoor report.  Include FWP web site address

Issues

1. Restriction on hunting deer in urban areas – need to get communities behind the effort to allow some type of hunting, probably bow.

2. Information on issues and solutions this group is considering needs to be communicated to cities and towns for their input.

3. Power point presentation that would be available to various groups, local governments.

Assignments

1. Cunningham - information on humane societies and animal control

2. Nyberg – easier access on FWP web site to “Living With Wildlife” and related subjects.

3.  Peterman - contact Alec Hanson on how best to approach the various communities on this group’s recommendations

4. Fuemmeler - put together a summary of strategies.

5. Cunningham and Fuemmeler - develop reports on the working of this group

6. Cunningham and Youmans – develop a power point presentation giving a summary of the group, their mission and goals that can be presented to city officials and the public.  This presentation will give an overview of the problems, how governments have operated in the past on this issue, the complexity of the issues and the public perception, and what has been learned from other states.

7. A strategy for dealing with wildlife that is consistent across the state.

8. A presentation on the workings of this group will be presented to the FWP Support Staff at their annual meeting in May.

9. A listening log of public complaints should be developed.

10. Fuemmeler - More effort needs to be put in to getting newspapers to print the press releases.  

11. Fuemmeler – Draft a news release on the Urban Wildlife Working Group, send to members for review.

12.  Peterman – will handle legal or legislative issues if and when necessary.

13. Peterman – Contact Alec Hanson re: requesting the Legislature to give more authority to cities to regulate deer

14. Cunningham – put out information on what and what not to do with young animals; include on web site

Ideas for Consideration 

1. Strategy for dealing with wildlife that is consistent across the state.

2. Listening log of public complaints.

3. Alternative methods of eliminating deer such as netting rather than hunts.

4. Alternative funding, how do other states fund their programs

5. Allocate dollars to communities for education on wildlife problems.

6. How to get neighborhoods to work within themselves.

Potential Legislative Issues 

1. Possibly request FTE(s) to implement and coordinate the program with various communities.

2. Feeding animals – tighten enforcement on the local government level. 

Next Meeting

The next meeting will be May 17, 2004 from 10a.m. – 3p.m.  Location to be determined.

Presentation of the power point program that will be given to various groups, cities, towns on urban/wildlife problems.

Begin draft of recommendations.

Expand where group is going for the long term.

Sportsmen’s groups should be kept informed of this group’s work.   They need to be on board with recommendations.

Action Issues 

· Standardized “Listening Form” – “Central Database”

· Seasonal Education re: nuisance wildlife

· Multiple techniques – works for one town for another

· Developer key or guide to pick methods, i.e. given this situation, this method works with these results.

· Put problem back in community, always partner with locals

· Urban wildlife biologist? – FWP, other entities

· Funding source – stamp?

· We need to start looking at a final product(s) now that we are getting info on methods.

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

· Gather urban wildlife incident information

· Bow hunting? W/education has worked for others

· Kansas handbook – consider their plan

· Determine citizen’s tolerance level – public opinion?

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

· Standard form-log record – name/address, date, problem, action/follow-up, classification – by a number system

· Bow-hunting a success – only after proper education

· Education – pre-education and preparation

· TV, newspaper, magazines, books, pamphlets.  

· Educate through schools – teach educators first

· Each community decides

· Need urban department FWP- separate from rest of FWP – coordinate with Department.

· Need to amend city shooting laws.  i.e. bow/arrow illegal to shoot

· Insurance incentives.  Work with agencies – reduced insurance (incentives)?

· Certification and licensing of private contractors within state jurisdiction.

· Develop processing system & funding.

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

· Use listening log, but add – addresses to see where the areas of “high concern’ emerge per species.

· People management #1

· Clear authority is needed to get “forward” progress overall – legislative issues.

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

· State wildlife agency provides the expertise and municipalities actually implement the program

· Communities and neighborhoods take ownership in helping to manage urban wildlife

· Montana statute prohibiting deer hunting in cities must be modified if hunting is to be an option.

· City ordinances dealing with firearms discharge in city limits are a hindrance to the hunting option (other than bow-hunting) – Billings prohibits bows as well.

· What’s urban when it comes to wildlife, city limits, suburbia, ranchettes? – need to involve all types of legal jurisdictions.

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

· Standardized tracking reports

· Seasonal educational/news release programs

· TV series MT Outdoors

· Legislation hunting in city limits?

· City ordinances to enhance & tighten up laws.  Feeding etc. & weapons prohibition

· Incorporate universities into local programs/planning.

· Conservation stamps )funding source)  – a good idea.  Could do for many species

· Transplanting deer concern – CWD?

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

· Consistent form for reporting urban wildlife calls & responses (centralize?) (subcommittee?)

· Seasonality – education/information – tie to web site

· Education program re: various methods of control

· Wisconsin power-point

· Role of agency vs. community – PR funded Urban Wildlife Coordinator (EPP) MT Handbook

· Licensing (& associated privileges) for NWCOA operators – EPP or use above position – record keeping? – model laws from other states.

· Check county health regulations re: processing wild game by organizations, donations for processing at food banks.

· 45-8-351; 87-3-305 + city ordinances

· Put brochures on LW Wildlife in schools, bird food stores, etc.

· Deer feeding information on web site.

· Outdoor reports to highlight wildlife damage issues.

· Research how other jurisdictions have changed ordinances to allow hunting.

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

· Collect the manuals & papers in a ring binder for distribution to regions, cities & towns.

· Urban Wildlife Coordinator position

District Information

Current methods & techniques

Maintain currency OAC data & state of art

· Certification & permitting of Private Wildlife Control Operations

Wildlife agency endorsement

Professional standards

Legal allowance for taking

· Modify MCA’s for more discretionary permits to accommodate problems.

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

· Preparation of a state manual for wildlife management in urban areas followed by the creation of individual community plans that are based on state manual.

· Develop short-term action plans while state manual is being developed.

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

· Institute a standardized public complaint form for all regions to use.

· Have individual communities log all vehicle/deer collisions & document “problem” calls to assess that community problem later down the road.

· Have individual communities come up with urban deer “tolerable” #’s & promote public information sources (within the community.

· Legislative issues upcoming regarding state & local governments weapon restrictions to allow archery, etc. seasons.

· Trap/transplant – disease issues with some of these management issues.

· Cost?

· Bring Con. Ed. Officers from all regions onboard, not just Vivaca & Kurt since Con. Ed’s such a critical factor in this process

Web Site Address’

Colorado – http://www.wildlife.state.co.us/eu/coexist
Wisconsin – http://dnr.wi.gov/org/caer/cta/lr/urbanwildlife
Minnesota – http://www.dnr.state.mn.us
Missouri – http://mdc.mo.gov/nathis/
Kansas – http://www./VKS.org/urbandeer.htm

(this website provides links to other sites on deer control)

URBAN WILDLIFE WORKING GROUP

MAY 17, 2004

HELENA, MT

Members Present:  Harvey Nyberg & Mike Korn, Co-Chairs; Larry Peterman, Dan Curtin, Gayle Joslin, Ray Mule’, Vivaca Fuemmeler, Ryan Rauscher, Bill Dawson, Heidi Youmans, Kurt Cunningham, Gene Hickman, Mike Ottman – FWP Personnel.  Mike Anderson, Helena Police Department; Mike Maynard, Helena Animal Control; Billings Animal Control; Don Hettinger; Phil Hettinger, TC1 Wildlife Control; Jerry Balas, Missoula City Council; Tim Burton, Helena City Manager, Bob Shepherd, Steve McGee.

Absent:  Alec Hanson, Deb Wambach, Jim Kropp, Erik Wenum, Cory Loecker, Rick Morris, Michael McHugh, Dave Kline.

Facilitator:  Mark Scow, FWP

Assignment Reports

· Larry Peterman – Contacted Alec Hanson from the League of Cities and Towns.  The League is having a convention in October.  This will be a good opportunity to talk with representatives from various communities about the UWWG, it’s mission and goals. 

· FWP Support Staff met in Helena May 14 – 15.  As these are the employees who have first contact with the public regarding wildlife problems it was important to bring them up to speed on this group.  Developing a computerized listening log was discussed.

· Alec Hanson will be contacted at a later date re: requesting the Legislature to give more authority to cities to regulate deer.

· Vivaca Fuemmeler – Contacted the regional information officers about putting out information to the media on the Urban Wildlife Working Group.

· Distributed a Summary of the Action Strategies that was developed from the members’ suggestions during the April 20 meeting.

· Kurt Cunningham – Attended the Animal Control Officer’s meeting in Bozeman.  It was suggested brochures on leaving young animals alone be distributed to veterinarians, pet stores, schools, etc.

· The first draft of the power point presentation was shown.  UWWG members will send their comments on what to add, delete or change.  Gayle Joslyn will work with Heidi Youmans and Kurt on incorporating a similar presentation she had previously developed.

ISSUES 

Public Safety  - 

What Can We Do:

· Remove mountain lions, bears, moose from city (FWP currently doing)

· Enforcement of existing laws against feeding wildlife – FWP/City?/County?

· “Putting Down” of sick animals

· Educational programs (some currently being done)

· Includes “Living With Wildlife” brochures

· Emphasize ramifications of feeding

· Animal behavior

· Encourage personal empowerment

· Personal, pet safety

· Aversive conditioning

· Signing, e.g. “duck X-ing”

· Urban wildlife listening log, database with GIS interface to highlight “hotspots.”

· Refer calls to private sector (cost is an issue here)

What We Would Like To Do – “Wish List”

· Develop a mechanism to reimburse private entities that take care of public wildlife problems

· Reduce deer populations in urban areas

· Increase sense of community in dealing with urban wildlife issues

· Determine what is a “reasonable” number of deer in urban areas

· Find ways to truly increase public awareness of safety issues concerning wildlife

· Develop “storybook/coloring book” educational materials for children dealing with urban wildlife problems

· Allow people to legally possess “roadkill”

· Identify public agencies that deal with “non-game” wildlife

· Urban wildlife specialist in all cities/towns in Montana

· Education

· Coordination

· Strategy development

· Problem assessment

· Implementation

· Provide information on excluding unwanted wildlife; habitat management

· Create individual citizens sense of responsibility

· Expand list of species covered by LWW brochures

· Additional staffing for city/town/county animal control

What Would It Take?

· Support from Legislature

· Money

· New funding source

· Statutory/ordinance changes

· Hunting, firearms discharge

· Commercial use of wildlife

· Ordinance dealing with building foundations, junked vehicles, mowing, etc.

· Give more legal authority to other public entities besides FWP

Property Damage

What Can We Do?  Can-do List: Public & Private

· Little damage to public property from urban wildlife – parks get too much public use to be attractive to urban wildlife.  Also using selective landscaping, e.g.

· Deer resistant plants/landscaping

· Exclusion – fencing

· Hazing by wildlife services – public services

· Hazing by trained dogs – presently being used at the Great Falls Golf Course

· Prevention by information and education

· Chemical – deer repellants (prevention)

· Bear proof dumpsters (wildlife proof)

· Enforcement of existing wildlife feeding regulations

· Cities can write ordinances to address wildlife issues in their own jurisdictions

· Selective culling in city limits by law enforcement

· Population reduction outside city limits

· Haze urban deer to vulnerable areas

What We Would Like to Do “Wish List”

· Allow urban deer hunting

· Alternative funding sources to address urban wildlife

· Get accurate property damage data – insurance agencies – vehicle, homeowner, commercial

· Community ownership of urban wildlife problem

· Money says it all!!!
· Allow other industries or department to deal with urban wildlife property damage.

· Statewide funding of urban wildlife control – with guidelines for access to funds – umbrella statewide plan over local plans, solutions.

· Ability to reduce populations to public tolerance

· Scientific and biology information on population dynamics in urban settings in Montana.

· Allow subdivision ordinances to be more flexible to exclude deer

· Clear guidelines address management authority of urban wildlife

What Would It Take?

· Legislative action to allow deer hunting in urban areas

· Percentage of open space bond to address urban wildlife

· Research matching/alternative funding sources – Wal-Mart, rubber tires

· Approach insurance companies for data on property damage (review reports

· Surveys for property damage – public, Dept. of Transportation, Montana Highway Patrol, cities – identify other data sources

· Formation of local task groups involving all stake holders in communities – facilitated by city government, FWP

· Licensing/certification program to allow other individuals to handle private property damage – translocation, netting, provide matching dollars

· Statewide funding – urban wildlife stamp, license plate, check-off, local city taxes, SALES TAX, sell road kills.  Approach industry – universities for funding/studies

· Develop information and education material for major cities re: management authority for urban wildlife

· Information and education materials for subdivision boards re: wildlife exclusion, landscaping, open spaces

· Over whelming media overload of the issues to raise public interest/education

· Ability to control wildlife population on “private land refuges” which would require incentives or legislative/statutory changes

Road kill:

Issues, Problems, Concerns

What is the problem?

· Access/trespass to deal with injured animals

· Low speed collisions – how do we deal with injured animals? (safety concerns)

· Injured versus killed – how do we handle each?

· Time (work hours, public expectations)

· No clear responsibilities/guidelines for what to do in different situations

· Safety with shooting in town

· Landfill charges/cost of disposal

· Injured animals that aren’t killed, how do we decide and what do we tell the public?

· Consistent message to provide the public is needed

· Feeding deer is concentrating animals

Interests 


To Whom

Fish, Wildlife & Parks



Cities


Department of Transportation


Citizens


Law enforcement

Counties

Animal control

Why


Workload


Public health


Safety


Cost


Disposal


Public perception


Property damage

Possible Solutions

Dead Animals:

· Hotline to report dead deer to city sanitation department.  Give them an incentive (public health)

· Contract with private party – provide information to public on how to access

· Document with standard operating procedures

· Volunteers? Work-study?

· Ownership of road killed deer – “If you hit it, you get it.”

Injured:

· City – law enforcement)


Create guidelines & then make judgment
· FWP                             )             on what to do.
· Training/annual review, discussion
Disposal:





















Fees:

· City landfill     )   sanitation dept.









Shouldn’t be a barrier

· County landfill)  transfers from dumpsters - incentive

· Food bank??

· Cooperative working arrangement

· City – law enforcement, sanitation

· FWP

· County – sanitation

Preventative
· Educate and inform public on reasons not to feed (causes animal concentrations)

· Educate on human health hazards/disease associated with feeding

· Roadside reflectors

· Control deer numbers in problem areas

· Vegetation management – keep trees/shrubs away from road edge, alfalfa and salt

· Speed limits

· Fencing

Public Information Plan​

Target audience – interests

· City and town administrations

· Costs (fiscal issues) “unfounded mandate,” responsibility, liability

· City and town law enforcement

· Costs, time, labor, procedures – consistent message, disposal

· Legislature

· Make sure constituents’ concerns are addressed; costs/funding

Strategies and key messages:
· Recognize funding concerns – bring strategies for discussion

· Hold meetings with urban wildlife group representatives, city and town administrations in several locals across the state.    Meet with law enforcement personnel. Use power point presentation.

· Find meetings we can attend and secure spaces on the agenda

· Provide options

· Summary of best practices – presentation at meetings

· Involve the health department – emphasize health and safety concerns without creating hysteria.

· “responsibility to address human health risks”

· Advertise public meetings

Timeline - NOW
Legislature – strategies

· Hold meetings in each community

· Problems – disease, liability, work load, emphasize human health

· How we will address each

· Create public awareness, buy-in, movement to influence legislature

· Civic clubs – present programs (emphasize health and safety)

· Sportsmen(?) – CWD – influence to protect their interests through involvement

Local, county, state government representatives

Themes/messages

· Identify problem – provide supporting data

· Multi-jurisdictional problem 

· Recognize multi-jurisdictional problem exists

· Influence them to become involved in solution through the UWWG

· Inform them that there is no simple solution to urban wildlife problem

· Clarify jurisdictional responsibilities i.e. their “piece of the pie”

· Need to develop relationships with other interests

Strategies/actions

· Attend city council, county commission meetings

· Use power point presentation from UWWG

· Identify problem…

· Tie in constituent support/interest

· Tie in county resources

· Contact the councilmen/commissioners, schedule information meetings

· For county – not just “city problem”

· County/city planning meetings

· Power point presentation, etc.

City/town animal control officers


Themes/strategies

· Inform them of jurisdictional responsibilities

· Fwp facilitate partnerships

· With FWP – to assist with information education effort

· With citizens

· Maintain communication with FWP

· Bring forward UWWG message (accurate information)

· Inform them of training opportunities

· Bring message to them directly and to their administration

General public


Theme/messages

· Why should they care?

· Public safety, liability funding, property damage

· What can they do?

· Preventative practices

· Inform themselves… inform others

· Community/neighborhood groups

Strategies

· News releases

· PSA

· Multitude of methods – TV, radio, newspaper, magazines

· “Welcome Wagons”; realtors

· Website, brochures

· Fwp

· City/county

· Extension service

· Organizational newsletters

Target audience:

Media

· Interest – sell media

· Create interest/excitement

· Involvement in issue

· Hole to fill with article

· Don’t want to be scooped, want to be out in front

· Different message needs to be tailored to type of media

· Consider target audiences of medium and time slot, interests, gender, age (different from story/color books)

Key themes/messages

· Safety

· Health/disease – wildlife. Domestic animals

· Personal responsibility

· Community ownership

· Aesthetics (problem and how solution applied)

· Legalities

· Civil liability

· Timing/seasonality (calendar)

· Minimizing property damage

· Residential

· Vehicles

· Pets

· Biological issues (habitat- landscaping, water shelter) populations dynamics (birth/date), predators

· Authorities (who to call and/or what you would be expected to do yourself)

Strategies/Actions/Approaches (for all media)

· How to’s – examples

· Displays ( home and garden shows, farm shows, mall’s, service clubs, power point presentations people would be wiling to present)

· Sportsmen’s activities (conventions)

· Tailor to local conditions so media will use

· Who is spokes person? (FWP, city official, garden club, city police, business (insurances) other partners – fencing contractors

· Empower citizen problem solvers, on-going (like neighborhood watch/or welcome wagon) 

Timeline – statewide, local (new)

· Seasonality (farming/calving, rut-September)

· Legislature – schedule, start planning seeds now

· Statewide plan versus local plans (may not be the same)

· Plan maybe finalized in September

Sportsperson groups

Interests

· Rod and gun

· Wildlife interest groups

· Other sports groups

Interest in

· Participating in solutions

· Concerns about how wildlife will be managed

· May have additional opportunity

· Opportunity to perform a public service

· Will want solutions to fit into the north American model

· Opportunity to improve their image/(or damage image)

· Relevant cause/issue to rally around

Strategies Approaches – Key Themes

· Hunting

· Promoting animal health

· Opportunity for public to participate

· Predator control

· Responsibility and ethics

· Some of neighborhood activists

· Opportunity for studies by colleges?

· Perception of wildlife as valued resource (not just pest)

· Perception of hunters/hunting

· Think outside the box (rarity – superabundance)

Timelines

· Bring them in early – build ownership (FWP/groups make contact)

· Immediate – copy of minutes to organizations

Private Animal Control Operators


Interests

· Affects their business/profits

· Their reputation/credibility – need certification

· Legalities

· Expanded opportunities?

· Protection from frivolous lawsuits – bonding/liability

· Health protections

· Don’t want to be eliminated (displaced by private functions)

· Procedures for translocation (protocol)

· Don’t want over-regulation

· Advertisement/referrals (in ??? hunting regs)

· Want agencies to utilize services of private operators

· Want funding/subsidy program

Strategies
· NWCOA and NOW organizations

· Want certification – would state require?

· FWP provide disease incidence info?

· WONC hand-in-hand

Timelines
· Dependent on funding

· We do reforms all the time

Next Steps

Gene Hickman – Have an outline of the draft recommendations by the end of June.  Members will review before the next meeting.  The Minnesota document will be used as a base for Montana’s plan.  A list of cities and communities that are undertaking the same process as this group would be useful.

After the July meeting, a draft of the recommendations will be ready for Peterman to take to the Director. 

Begin drafting the recommendations, possibly have ready before the next meeting for members to review. An outline will be done by the end of June.  

A draft of the recommendations will be ready for Larry Peterman to take to the Director after the next meeting in July.

Vivaca Fuemmeler – Draft of the Public Information Plan from a transcript of the ideas and suggestions from this meeting.

After the draft recommendations have been completed, a press release will be issued.  

Continue disseminating information to the public on living with wildlife.  

Larry Peterman – When information meetings are set up with legislators prior to the next session, a presentation on the Urban Wildlife Working Group will be on the agenda.

Additional Comments/Ideas

Along with trying to develop a public tolerance for more deer moving into certain areas, a tolerance for less deer in other areas may also be needed.

Wildlife are the property of the people, this is a unique concept to North America.

Region 8 has developed a database that is linked to the GIS system.  From this a map can be generated which is helpful in responding to calls, also to determine what types of problems are most prevalent and where.

How can cities be better represented in this group?  Need to get communities to participate.

The next meeting will be July 15 from 10-3.

URBAN WILDLIFE WORKING GROUP

July 15, 2004
Helena, MT

Members Present:  Harvey Nyberg, Mike Korn, Erik Wenum, Mike Ottman, Gayle Joslin, Cory Loecker, Ray Mule’, Vivaca Crowser, Ryan Rauscher, Bill Dawson, Tim Burton, Mike Anderson, Mike Maynard, Don Hettinger, Phil Hettinger, Jim Kropp, Heidi Youmans, Kurt Cunningham, Gene Hickman, Steve McGee, Bob Shepherd, Glen Erickson, Dave Kline, Stella Capoccia

Absent:  Larry Peterman, Alec Hanson, Michael McHugh, Deb Wambach, Kristoff Bauer, Jerry Balas, Rick Morris, Dan Curtin

Facilitator:  Marc Scow, FWP

Drafts of the UWWG Findings & Proposals and the Public Information Plan were reviewed and will be revised as agreed to by the UWWG members. 

Possible Legislation

Use of sharp shooters to alleviate problem animals in urban areas (may at least require a city or town ordinance)

Statewide Coordinator – This proposed position would have expertise on urban/wildlife problems.  Position would be responsible for researching grants, other funding sources.

Statute(s) prohibiting shooting in cities/towns needs to be repealed or revised.

League of Cities and Towns

This organization is holding their annual meeting this fall.  A time slot to talk with the members about the UWWG’s mission and what has been developed to date should be requested.  

What are the views of the various communities on changing the statute(s) regarding hunting in cities and towns –do they concur?  If they do concur, it would be best to have  the cities and towns present any proposed changes to the Legislature.

It should be emphasized the UWWG is flexible in their recommendations.

Issues for Further Consideration

Should the term “hunting” be used when referring to shooting animals in urban areas? More suitable wording might be either “management” or “control.”

The word “urban” gives the impression of cities or towns, is there a better work that would include subdivisions, etc.?

The public needs to be responsible for some solutions to the wildlife problems (i.e. feeding, wildlife resistant landscaping, garbage, pet food, etc.)

Assignments

Hickman – Research present statutes to determine what will need legislation; provide guidance for further development; options on how to move forward.  Set out the UWWG recommendations into three sections – FWP; cities & towns; and jointly between FWP and cities & towns.

Crowser – Distribute UWWG meeting minutes.  

Write a feature article on the Urban Widllife Working Group for Montana Outdoors – layout the problems and outline the work of the UWWG

· Have additional copies of the article available for handouts to the League of Cities & Towns, the public, other organizations.

· Possibly have a separate boxed article within the feature article on “how to live with wildlife or a sidebar on accessing the FWP web site.

Crowser & Hickman – Develop an information plan, which will incorporate the action plan.  Develop a proposal to present to the public, League of Cities & Towns stating what is the exact problem, what are the possible solutions and costs for the solutions.

Kropp & Hickman – Draft a proposal regarding the issue of feeding wildlife to present to the League of Cities & Towns at their fall meeting.

Crowser, Joslyn, Nyberg – Listening Log – Develop a consistent method for all wildlife problem reports; determine what information is needed and what software would be best suited for statewide use.

Youmans, Cunningham –The Power Point presentation needs to be finished and to Korn by August 1.

Present the proposals to the Montana Association of Counties (MACO).

FWP should develop guidelines for defining the responsibilities and who would be responsible for implementing/enforcing any ordinances.  These guidelines need to be flexible.

The next meeting will be August 19 from 10 to 3.

Attachment 4 – Potential Deer Population Control Methods [image: image1.jpg]o powsn oq
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Attachment 5 – New Jersey Community-Based Deer Management

New Jersey Division of Fish and Wildlife

Community-Based Deer Management

White-tailed deer have reached problematic numbers in many suburban communities in New Jersey. Increased deer-vehicle collisions, damage to ornamental plantings and gardens, damage to agricultural crops and destruction of the natural forest ecosystem are some of the problems associated with high deer populations. 

Historically, New Jersey's deer herd has been managed through sport hunting. However, as New Jersey's landscape continues to be developed, land open to deer hunting has been reduced. [image: image9.png]NORTHEAST
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Facing this obstacle, the Division of Fish and Wildlife has taken steps to manage deer populations by lengthening the hunting seasons, increasing the bag limits, increasing the number of hunting permits issued, and offering incentives for hunters to harvest more antlerless deer (does and fawns). However, hunters can no longer control deer populations in many suburban settings due to safety zone regulations, township firearm discharge ordinances and posted private properties. 

In an effort to limit deer populations in those areas of New Jersey where sport hunting is not considered a viable management tool, the Division has permitted alternative methods of controlling deer populations under the Community-Based Deer Management Program (CBDMP). The program was created in 1995 to explore alternative methods of deer population control. 

Alternative control methods include any technique, other than traditional hunting, employed to reduce a deer population. This may include, but need not be limited to, controlled hunting, shooting by an authorized agent, capture and euthanization, capture and removal, and fertility control. The program allows townships, airports and County Boards of Agriculture to apply for a permit issued by the Division that would allow these alternative control methods. A township resolution endorsing the CBDMP must accompany the application. Individual property owners may not apply for a CBDMP. 

Some hunters view the Community-Based Deer Management program as taking hunting opportunities away from sportsmen. However, as a result of the CBDMP, many townships have opted to utilize sportsmen during the traditional deer hunting seasons to reduce their deer populations. In fact, several townships have opted to open public land to hunting which previously had been off-limits to hunters. 

The Fish and Game Council has the authority to modify or reject an application for a Community-Based Deer Management Permit if sport hunting is not used where feasible. In one instance, the Fish and Game Council did not permit a township to hire a company to cull deer on a public property until the deer hunting season ended. In another instance the Council did not approve the use of archery equipment by the paid agent but rather insisted the township open the property to licensed bow hunters. 

All costs of the alternative methods of deer control are borne by the applicant. In many cases, utilizing sportsmen during the existing deer-hunting season is the most appropriate, and certainly the most economical management option. But when the land is too developed to allow for a traditional hunting program, an application for a permit to use alternative methods may be submitted. 

[image: image10.png]


The applicant first designates a Special Deer Management Area where control is necessary. This Area may include an entire Township or a portion thereof. An applicant for a Community-Based Deer Management Plan then must demonstrate that an overabundant deer population has caused significant damage to property (crops, ornamental shrubs, etc.), has caused a significant number of vehicle collisions and/or is a significant hazard to airplanes on runways in the Special Deer Management Area. The applicant must explain why traditional sports hunting is not an option. These claims are verified by Division personnel. 

When the review of a submitted application is complete, the Division approves, denies or supports modification of the proposed plan and Special Deer Management Area to the Fish and Game Council. Once the Division approves the Special Deer Management Area and plan, it submits the plan to the Fish and Game Council for their review. If the application is approved by the Fish and Game Council, the permit is issued by the Director of the Division of Fish and Wildlife. 

The process of developing a plan acceptable to the community, the Division and the Council is a lengthy one. Applicants are encouraged to work closely with the Division throughout the process. Since the program's inception, forty-five applications from nine townships, one County Board of Agriculture and three County Park Commissions have received approval. Community-Based Deer Management programs have been instituted in Essex, Hunterdon, Mercer, Morris, Somerset and Union counties. [image: image11.png]



Since the Community-Based Deer Management Program was instituted, the Division of Fish and Wildlife has approved a wide variety of nontraditional and experimental methods to control deer populations in suburban communities. Programs to trap and transfer deer, trap and euthanize deer, use of chemical fertility control, and the shooting of deer by volunteer and paid agents outside of the regular hunting season dates have all been permitted. 

Below are details about different components of the Community-Based Deer Management Program. 

Trap and Transfer/Euthanize

The cost of trapping and transferring deer can be quite high. Portable paddock traps used to trap and transfer deer may cost up to $20,000, in addition to the $100 or more fee per deer for the transfer. Efforts to trap and transfer or euthanize deer have met with varied success. For example, 135 deer were trapped and transferred/euthanized from Millburn Township in 2001-02, while only 11 deer were reported trapped and transferred/euthanized from Summit since 1998. Most states now ban the importation of deer because of the concern for Chronic Wasting Disease; Therefore the future use of trap and transfer is doubtful. 

Shooting by Authorized Agents

Townships receiving a CBDMP permit may opt to hire a company to cull deer. Several communities including Bernards, Millburn, Bridgewater, Summit, Mountain Lakes and Watchung hired a private company, Deer Management Systems, Inc., to shoot deer on four properties that were deemed too small to allow for a traditional hunt. Deer Management Systems employees use shotguns and operate from tree stands at pre-baited sites. They cull deer during daylight hours only. 

Deer Management Systems charges $190 per deer, which includes the butchering fee. In all CBDMPs, every effort must be made to donate the venison from the slaughtered deer to a community food bank, and the applicant is required to pay for the processing of the meat. 

Princeton Township hired a Connecticut-based company called White Buffalo, Inc. Employees of White Buffalo use high-powered rifles and cull deer at pre-baited sites on both private and public lands during day and night time hours. Deer were shot at pre-baited sites from stationary platforms and from vehicles. 

In areas of Princeton where firearms could not be used, deer were trapped and euthanized. Neither hired agents nor sportsmen may discharge a bow or firearm within 450 feet of a potentially occupied building without written permission of the property owner. In areas where written permission could not be obtained, White Buffalo trapped deer under a drop net and euthanized them with a captive bolt gun. A captive bolt gun uses a bolt instead of firearm ammunition to instantly kill the animal. Although controversial, this method of euthanasia was approved in the 2000 report of the American Veterinary Association Panel on Euthanasia for domestic animals of similar size (i.e. cattle). 

Princeton Township spent in excess of $100,000 each year during the deer reduction, an average of about $495 per deer. This cost included butchering the deer which were donated to a New Jersey Food Bank. More than 1000 deer have been culled by White Buffalo Inc., in Princeton since the program started in 2001. 

Chemical Fertility Control

The first application the division received for the use of chemical fertility control was from the Morris County Park Commission for a four-year study that began in 1997. The Commission's attempt at chemical fertility control at Frelinghuysen Arboretum in Morristown resulted in ten female deer being darted with porcine zonae pellucida (PZP). 

To work, each female deer must be vaccinated twice the first year and once each year thereafter. At the arboretum, only two of the ten does subsequently received the necessary booster vaccine due to their unanticipated movements beyond the arboretum's boundaries. No definitive results can be drawn from this study due to the small sample size and the discontinuation of the study after three years, resulting from the difficulty of recapturing the deer. 

Princeton Township implemented a program in 2003 to study the efficacy of the SpayVac contraceptive vaccince to reduce and then maintain a deer population in a suburban area of Princeton Township, New Jersey. Seventy-eight does were captured under a drop net or vaccinated with a tranquilizer gun, and then vaccinated with SpayVac vaccine. 

The use of fertility control chemicals and vaccines on free-ranging deer populations is restricted to those substances or sites that have been approved by the Food and Drug Administration (FDA). Because the vaccine contains a substance not approved by the FDA, all deer had to be ear tagged with a tag that read "Not for Human Consumption". Due to the tagging requirement and the need to handle each animal annually, chemical fertility control is labor intensive and not practical for large, free-ranging deer populations. 

Hunter-based Programs

Townships are encouraged to utilize sportsmen during the traditional deer hunting seasons to reduce their deer populations and to open land to sport or controlled hunting where possible. It is a technique proven effective and economical throughout the country in controlling deer populations. 

Harding Township in Morris County chose to utilize sportsmen to decrease their deer population. Harding contends that during the special four-day hunt at Great Swamp National Wildlife Refuge, the deer seek refuge in Harding Township. The following week, during the six-day firearm deer season, the deer are chased back into Great Swamp National Wildlife Refuge where hunting is closed. The Division issued a permit between 2000 and 2003 to allow four additional days of Permit Shotgun hunting in Harding Township. However, without opening additional lands to hunters, not many deer were harvested during the four-day extension. 

The Watchung Reservation in Union County also chose to utilize sportsmen as agents to reduce the deer herd. Five townships applied for a Community-Based Deer Management permit, on behalf of the reservation, because County Park Systems are not permitted to apply directly for a permit under the CBDMP. The permit issued to the townships allowed volunteer sportsmen to cull deer in Watchung Reservation without restricting agents to a bag limit or to the deer check station requirement. Up to twelve licensed hunters were carefully selected based on their safety and efficiency record. They were given a shooting proficiency test and trained to serve as volunteer agents for the County. 

Between 1995 and 2004, Union County's deer reduction program has reduced the deer population in the reservation from 180 deer per square mile to 20 deer. The population can be maintained at that level by utilizing twelve volunteer sportsmen on two days per year shooting up to 50 deer annually. The Union County Division of Parks and Recreation spends approximately $3000 per year on its deer control efforts. Most of those costs are for butchering the deer (approximately $65 per deer). Volunteer agents who volunteer at least three half-days may receive 20 pounds of dressed venison. The rest of the venison is donated to the Community Food Bank of New Jersey. 

Controlled hunting, as an alternative deer control method, involves the killing of deer during a modified hunting season which is usually more restrictive than traditional hunting in terms of hunter density, methods of take, size of huntable area, etc., than deer hunting elsewhere in New Jersey as approved by the Council. In 2003 and 2004, Bernards Township opened several township and county properties during the Fall Bow, Permit Bow, Permit Shotgun, Permit Muzzloader and Winter Bow seasons to local hunting clubs. Suburban communities in many states have successfully managed their deer populations by utilizing sport hunters under controlled hunting restrictions. 

In Summary

The Division of Fish and Wildlife and the Fish and Game Council have a responsibility to manage deer in situations where traditional deer hunting programs are not the most effective deer population control. In a rapidly urbanizing state such as New Jersey, alternative methods to traditional deer management are necessary for the Division and the Council to responsibly manage deer populations in areas with high human densities. 

County Boards of Agriculture, municipalities and airports can get further information on applying for a Community-based Deer Management permit by contacting Principal Wildlife Biologist Susan Martka at 908-735-7040. 

Attachment 6 – Preliminary List of Community Management Programs

	City & State
	Website & Summary Information
	Other Contacts and Pertinent Information

	Burnsville, MN
	http://www.burnsville.org/government/Departments/natresourcemain.htm
Burnsville, Minnesota is located twenty minutes south from either downtown Minneapolis or downtown Saint Paul. Deer Management Program adopted Sept. 2001. A cooperator with the USFWS.

Management Plan online at:

http://www.burnsville.org/deer_management/Chapter_1.html
2001 Annual report/2002 Update: http://www.burnsville.org/ftpfiles/DeerAnnualReport.pdf

Authorize city-sponsored archery and sharpshooting to thin the city’s growing deer population as one option. 
	Natural Resources
Address:
13713 Frontier Lane
Burnsville, MN 55337[image: image3.png]



Email:
terry.schultz@ci.burnsville.mn.us
Phone:
952-895-4515
Fax:
952-895-4531

	Brooklyn Center, MN
	http://www.cityofbrooklyncenter.org/index.asp?Type=NONE&SEC={403487D7-6E06-4973-A781-1C0012A78A38}
	Assistant City Manager 

Curt Boganey 

763-567-3303 

CBoganey@ci.brooklyn-center.mn.us

 6301 Shingle Creek Parkway 

Brooklyn Center, MN 55430

	Cayuga Heights, NY
	Cayuga Heights is about two square miles in size. It is a relatively affluent residential community located in Tompkins County, New York. Most residences in Cayuga Heights are single-family dwellings (about 850 single family dwellings in the village). With the exception of a small park, all parcels are privately owned.

http://wildlifecontrol.info/chdp/default.htm
Action group recommended that village endorse experimental research the involved physical sterilization of female deer. The recommendation came from an anonymous village resident tofund the experimental research. After 5 years however, the village’s other management choices and implementation stages have not been reached.
	Paul Curtis  (Cornell U. Researcher) 255-2835

 pdc1@cornell.edu
Cayuga Heights’ Citizen Action group is discussed in: A Practitioner’s Guide: Community-Based Deer Management 

http://wildlifecontrol.info/deer/DeerGuide.pdf

	Eden Prairie, MN
	http://www.edenprairie.org/a1/servlet/visit?path=A1x66x1y1x1bcx1y1x1724x1x69

The Deer Management Program was instituted nine years ago on the recommendation of a citizen/city staff taskforce. The goal of the Deer Management Program is to manage white tail deer population at 25 deer per square mile. A wildlife management company using professional sharpshooters is used to maintain the deer population in balance with available natural habitat. The goal for 2003-2004 is to eliminate 135 deer.
	Stuart Fox (952) 949-8445 

	Township of Upper St. Clair, PA
	http://www.twpusc.org/admmain/deer/exec_rep/deer_rep.htm

Received copy of management plan. Use archery hunting and has recently authorized investigating other methods of hunting or culling as options to controlling deer. County engaged a wildlife biologist.
	Township of Upper St. Clair
1820 McLaughlin Run Road
Upper St. Clair, PA 15241

Madhur Chandra
Administrative Intern
Phone: (412) 831-9000 ext. 202

Info Line: 412.854.5353
Website: www.twpusc.org

	Stevens Point, WI
	http://www.uwsp.edu/wildlife/deer/Home%20Page.htm
	Dr. Tim F. Ginnett,

 (715) 346 - 4191 

Tim.Ginnett@uwsp.edu

	Middleton, WI
	http://www.ci.middleton.wi.us/Lands/deer.htm
In Process:

· Determine how many deer are in the community.

· Community determines how many deer the citizens are willing to tolerate

· Request a permit from the DNR to allow removal of enough deer to bring the population down to a goal  determined by the community.

· A permit is then issued to the community to remove    the deer by one of two means, sharpshooting or live trapping with removal to a game farm
	Middleton Public
Lands Department
7426 Hubbard Avenue
Middleton, WI  53562
(608) 827-1044 

City Parks & Public Lands:

pklein@ci.middleton.wi.us 

	Montgomery County, Maryland
	Management Plan since 1995: http://www.mc-mncppc.org/environment/deer/deermgmtplan.pdf
Addresses problems on both agricultural areas and a patchwork of increasing urban areas within the county. Management group looked at a number of options and implemented a mix. Good summary of comments from public meetings. Different management options applied to different deer hotspots. Use managed deer hunts as one option. Related Information: Lessons Learned from Public Deer Management Efforts in Montgomery County, Maryland http://www.arec.umd.edu/Policycenter/Deer-Management-in-Maryland/tregoning.htm
	Natural Resources Management Group
MNCPPC
2000 Shorefield Rd.
Wheaton, MD 20902

rob.gibbs@mncppc-mc.org
301-949-2909

	Peaks Island, ME
	http://www.state.me.us/ifw/wildlife/peaks_island.htm
Peaks Island has a deer population problem; reducing this population is complicated because:                                   1. Portland ordinance controls the discharge of firearms and bows,  
2. there is local opposition to recreational hunting to control deer numbers,  
3. some island residents oppose allowing nonresidents (people not from Peaks Island) to hunt recreationally on the island, and  
4.access to major portions of the island for recreational hunting is limited 

As a result, the most effective deer management is to 1) remove deer from the island by a permitted, professional sharpshooter and 2) establish a long-term management plan to maintain deer numbers in balance with their habitat. This will include the annual removal of a few deer by the use of depredation permits issued by MDIFW.
	

	Iowa City, IA
	http://www.icgov.org/deermgmt.htm
Formed a deer task force to recommend and manage deer problems. Nine members were appointed by the City Council to serve a three-year term. Task force was to annually recommend to the City Council an updated Deer Management Plan that meets the goals of the Long-Term Plan. To that end, members should review data (population count, deer-vehicle accidents, reflector effectiveness, previously-implemented population control programs, herd health), review current and recommend future educational tools, review and consider all non-lethal and lethal management methods and recommend appropriate action.

Has deer management plan on-line at: http://www.icgov.org/deermgmt.htm#longterm
Developed an education program including defensive driving techniques and deer resistant landscape options.

Use sharpshooters, city personnel, archery hunting, and trap & kill to maintain deer at certain population densities. 
	Iowa City Deer Management

410 E. Washington St.

Iowa City, IA 52240

(319) 356-5010

	Fox Chapel Borough, PA

	A Pittsburgh suburb, with a population of 5500, occupies 8.5 square miles. Since beginning their deer management program in 1993 they have removed between 214 and 287 deer each year In order to promote the safety of residents, the city qualifies archers and matches them to property owners who want a hunter on their property and who have land suitable for hunting. The Police Department checks the applicant’s background and tests his archery proficiency. Candidates must use only bow and arrow, hunt only from tree stands, shoot a doe before shooting a buck, and remove any deer from the Borough before dressing it. Supplemental feeding of deer is illegal in Fox Chapel.
	

	Lakeway, TX
	http://www.lakeway.org/deer%20home.htm
In July, 1999, Lakeway's City Council appointed a group of citizens to a Deer Control Committee. Beginning in 2004 and continuing through 2010, the City is permitted to lethally remove only the number of deer per year necessary to maintain the deer population at or about 500 animals. The City will require that any depredation plan meet four criteria: 

(1) It must make safety the paramount objective;                                                                      (2) It must provide for humane treatment of deer;   (3) It must be capable of producing desired results; (4) It must be cost effective.
	Lakeway Civic Corp.

105 Cross Creek Suite 2

Lakeway, TX  78731

(512) 261-5203

	Leavenworth, KS
	http://www.lvks.org/urban_deer.htm 
	City of Leavenworth

100 North 5th Street

Leavenworth, Kansas

66048-1970

(913) 682-9201 

City's point of contact 

Assistant City Manager, Jon Goodman

 (jgoodman@firstcity.org).  or

Megan Scheidt (mscheidt@firstcity.org)

	Dubuque, IA
	http://www.cityofdubuque.org/index.cfm?pageid=315
The City of Dubuque Environmental Stewardship Advisory Commission began studying the deer population in the city in 1997. It is a joint effort between the Iowa Department of Natural Resources and the City of Dubuque. Since then, the Commission implemented a deer management program utilizing bow and arrow hunt Conducted an annual controlled bowhunting starting in 1998 and has reached its goal of 20 deer/sq mi in most of the city. They use individual hunters who pass stringent accuracy and safety standards and who go about their business so unobtrusively that most citizens are unaware of their presence next door. 

Deer Management: http://www.cityofdubuque.org/index.cfm?PageID=315&SlotToExpand=334&ElementToExpand=861&rs=0
	City Hall

1300 Main Street 
Phone: (563) 589-4181 
Fax: (563) 589-4299

Mary Rose Corrigan, Public Health Specialist 563-589-4181.


	Bismarck, ND
	
	Dave Jensen, City Commissioner & 

ND Game & Fish employee 

 701-328-6322,  djensen@state.nd.us
Police Department gives permits

and can help you with your city questions: Officer Schinder at 701-223-1212

	Princeton, N.J. 
	http://princetontwp.org
City used White Buffalo, Inc., to remove deer with a combination of sharpshooting and captive bolting under nets in small yards and fertility control. The city had as many as 337 deer/vehicle crashes a year before beginning their program in February 2001, after animal-rights activists delayed the culling with lawsuits. Game wardens patrolled by helicopter to keep people from feeding deer. Management plan now in effect and city had first deer bow hunts in 2003-2004.
	Princeton Township
400 Witherspoon Street
Princeton, NJ 08540
(609) 924-5704

	Sudbury, MA.
	Allows controlled bowhunting on conservation land. For a description of their program and regulations, log on to http://home.att.net/~sudbury.concom/deer.htm
	

	Cleveland, OH Metro Parks
	Cleveland, has an ongoing fertility control field research project within the parks. The long-term goal of the research project is to study the feasibility of reducing an overly abundant deer herd with a fertility control agent. An additional goal is to assess the potential of this fertility agent to have a contraceptive effect for at least 12 months, and possibly longer. The study began in March 2001 and may continue for up to 6 years, depending upon the annual review of results.
	http://www.clemetparks.com/updates/notices/#deer

	Princeton Township, NJ
	http://princetontwp.org/
Township is experimenting with a variety of remedial tools – Contraception, Sharpshooting and bow hunting.

On October 14, 2003, the Township once again received the approval of New Jersey's Fish and Game Council to conduct its deer management program. As in the past three years, the Township will be hiring White Buffalo, Inc. to conduct part of this program, specifically, the continuation of the Township's pilot fertility control study and the continued selective culling of deer (sharpshooting). In addition, however, the Township this year will also allow limited bow hunting on four Township-owned properties. This hunting will be conducted by select members of the United Bowhunters of New Jersey. Individuals allowed to hunt certain township properties will have to pass a stringent proficiency and marksmanship test and be familiar with the properties they will be hunting.
	Township Clerk at (609) 924-5704, the Township Administrator at (609) 924-5176, or the Chief of Police at (609) 921-2100.
Information on Hunting: Township Clerk's office at (609) 924-5704, or Chief of Police at (609) 921-2100.



	Brookfield, WI
	http://www.ci.brookfield.wi.us/about_index.htm
http://www.ci.brookfield.wi.us/102703.htm
Waukesha County, Wisconsin, 15 minutes west of downtown Milwaukee

In June 2001, the Common Council adopted the “Findings and Recommendations” of the Deer Task Force which were developed following many meetings, public forums, lengthy discussions, and numerous communications received from residents.
Adopted nonlethal measures of control emphasizing public education, and also initiating a deer population reduction and maintenance program utilizing a combination of methods including the use of trained, professional sharpshooters and trapping and relocating. Baiting and sharpshooting is done by experts from elevated platforms at fixed locations within selected problem areas of the community
	Bill Kolstad, Director of Parks, Recreation and Forestry (262-796-6675) or Lt. Bruce Schell, Brookfield Police Department (262-782-9650 ext. 3558). Ongoing program information may also be obtained by calling the Deer Program Information line at 262-796-6711.

	Superior, WI
	http://www.ci.superior.wi.us/publicwks/deer.htm 

The Metropolitan Deer Management Advisory Committee (Deer Committee) is a volunteer group of ten local residents including a DNR representative in addition to advisors from the Superior Public Works Department and the Superior Police Department. This special committee was formed in 1998 per recommendation by the City’s Mayor in response to citizens’ interests and concerns regarding the urban deer population. The Deer Committee is currently working on several deer management projects as well as efforts to educate the public regarding deer.
	Metropolitan Deer Management Advisory Committee
c/o Public Works
1316 N. 14th Street
Superior, WI 54880
or contact us via e-mail at DEER@ci.superior.wi.us


	Roanoke, VA
	http://www1.roanoke.com/roatimes/news/story169871.html
A citizens task force recommended in 2002 that the city use a multi-pronged reduction strategy to include sharpshooting. The city later started such a program using retired police officers and 109 deer were killed during the first culling period from November 2003 to February 2004. Wanted to kill 200 deer. Now authorized a bait and sharpshooter program for the fall of 2004.
	http://www.roanokegov.com/WebMgmt/ywbase61b.nsf/p$start.htm 

	Bloomington, Minnesota
	Bloomington started its program in cooperation with the USFWS in 1991 with Trap and Dispatch of deer. Then in 1994 they supplemented their program with sharpshooting. Information on methods used in Bloomington’s urban deer control program can be found in: Doerr, M. L., McAninch, J. B., and Wiggers, E. P. 2001. Comparison of 4 methods to reduce white-tailed deer abundance in an urban community. Wildlife Society Bulletin, 29(4):1105-1113.
	

	Town & Country, Missouri
	Information and efficiency of their urban deer control program can be found in:

Beringer, J., Hansen, L. P., Demand, J. A., Sartwell, J., Wallendorf, M., and Mange, R. 2002. Efficacy of translocation to control urban deer in Missouri: costs, efficiency, and outcome. Wildlife Society Bulletin, 30(3):767-774.
	

	Mumford Cove, Connecticut
	Residents of Mumford Cove, Conn., decided it was time to act when ticks thriving on the town's burgeoning deer population began to spread Lyme disease among the town's human inhabitants. They eliminated Mumford Cove's no-hunting ordinance, waived local firearms-discharge limitations and worked with the Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection to design a safe, effective shotgun and archery hunting program. Those hunting in the community had to pass a rigorous shooting proficiency test and hunt from elevated stands in carefully selected locations. Dense patches of cover were actively disturbed to make more deer visible to hunters. The hunts were short but intense. Six days of hunting reduced the deer herd by 92 percent.
	An evaluation of the Mumford Cove shotgun-archery deer hunt was done for the 2000 hunt. The evaluation of that hunt can be reviewed at: 

Kilpatrick, H.J., A.M. LaBonte, and J.T. Seymour. 2002. A shotgun-archery deer hunt in a residential community: evaluation of hunt strategies and effectiveness. Wildlife Society Bulletin, 30(2):478-486.

	North Haven, New York
	A three square mile affluent residential community on the north shore of Long Island. Originally the village had a firearms discharge ban, but during the 1980s they made variances to it to allow hunting due to number of nuisance deer complaints they received.

A citizen task force was then formed in the 1990s to address increasing deer problems and develop a plan.
	North Haven is discussed in A Practitioner’s Guide: Community-Based Deer Management 

http://wildlifecontrol.info/deer/DeerGuide.pdf

	Hollywood Park, Texas
	Research and information on mapping urban deer populations in Hollywood Park, TX subsequent to developing a deer management plan:

http://gis.esri.com/library/userconf/proc01/professional/papers/pap643/p643.htm
	

	Virginia Cities with Archery Hunts
	September 18-October 1, 2004 and January 3-March 26, 2005 within the incorporated limits of the cities of Colonial Heights, Emporia, Franklin, Lynchburg, Martinsville, Radford, Richmond and the towns of Altavista, Amherst, Blacksburg, Christiansburg, Farmville, Independence, Rocky Mount, Tazewell, West Point and in Fairfax County.
	http://www.dgif.state.va.us/hunting/special_urban_archery.html

	Indiana Cities with Urban Deer hunting
	Urban Deer Zones: Bag limits for urban zones allows hunters to harvest three antlerless and one deer of either sex, by archery, within an urban zone. This is in addition to all other bag limits. Here are cities with urban zones:
· Indianapolis 
· Fort Wayne 

·  Evansville 
·  Lafayette Gary 

·  Crown Point 
·  Chesterton 
·  Michigan City 
·  Madison 
	http://www.in.gov/dnr/fishwild/huntguide1/deerregs.htm

	Deer Management Plans in Other Areas of Minnesota 


	Programs for these cities in Minnesotta started as early as the 1980s with the majority being implemented from 1991 to 1995. Some of these are city wide, others are limited to parks, nature centers, refuges, nurserys, etc. More specific information can be found on many of the individual websites for these locations or by writing to the city or entity involved.

· Blaine

· Cottage Grove

· Dakota County Parks

· Deephaven

· Eden Prairie

· Edina

· Fridley

· Gem Lake

· Hennepin Parks

· Maple Grove

· Maplewood

· Mendota Heights

· Mn Valley NWR

· Minnetonka

· North Oaks

· St.Louis Park

· St. Paul

· Wayzata
	Methods used varied from Archery hunts, Trap and dispatch, Sharpshooting, and regular hunting season. Several used a combination such as Trap and dispatch with Sharpshooting. 

	Other Cities with Successful Management Programs
	· Dubuque, IA

· Fontenell Forest – Omaha, NE

· Fox Chapel Borough, PA

· Kensington Metropark near Ann Arbor,  MI

· Milwaukee County Parks Department, Milwaukee, WI

· Princeton, N.J.

· Sudbury, MA
· These cities have urban deer hunting: Chicago,IL; Pittsburgh, PA; Written, WV; Rochester, NY; Cleveland OH; Columbia SC.
	In Missouri there are 15 cities with

 management programs see them at:

http://www.pebl.info/ 

	Montana
	Urban Wildlife Working Group formed in 2004. Findings and Proposals of the committee can be found on the Fish, Wildlife & Parks website: http://fwp.state.mt.us/default.aspx
	


Attachment 7 – A Practitioners’ Guide: Community-Based Deer Management

A Practitioners’ Guide: Community-Based Deer Management

The following Attachment can be found as a .pdf document at: http://wildlifecontrol.info/deer/DeerGuide.pdf. This document can be reviewed in its original format using Adobe Reader.

The document attached here has been converted to a Word Document and is page numbered as part of the overall document. Page numbers have been removed from the primary document and “Practitioners’ Guide” table of contents page numbers do not apply.
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Attachment 8 – Public Information Plan

Public Information Plan
Urban Wildlife in Montana

September 7, 2004
Urban Wildlife Working Group

Problem/Background:

As wildlife populations associated with cities and towns grow and expand, homeowner tolerance for wildlife damage continues to decline while public safety and disease concerns continue to rise.  As a result, FWP and local governments are asked to respond to and solve these problems. 

In 2003, this issue was elevated to the state legislature and HB 249 was passed, giving cities and towns, with FWP approval, the authority to adopt and implement a plan to control, remove, and restrict game animals within its boundaries for public health and safety purposes.  The new law does not require the city to formulate a plan, nor does it remove responsibility from FWP. The legislation provides an opportunity for FWP to work with city and town governments in a united effort to address the urban wildlife conflict concerns of local citizens. 

As a result, in March 2004, the Urban Wildlife Working Group met to begin developing a strategy for working with local governments on these types of issues and to determine FWP’s role in control efforts that are undertaken.  
Objectives:  This Public Information Plan is intended to guide us as we work to:

· Involve community leaders and local governments in decisions regarding managing urban wildlife;

· Keep the public informed about the Working Group’s recommendations for addressing the urban wildlife issues in Montana, the basis for these recommendations, and how they can provide comment;

· Gain the public’s trust and informed consent to go forward with the project; 

· Educate and inform the public on strategies for living with wildlife;

· Guide internal efforts to keep all personnel informed of the project status and ensure a consistent message. 

Target Audiences:

Internal

· All FWP employees.  Particular attention given to:

· Regional Information and Education Program Managers

· Support Staff

· Regional Wildlife Managers

· FWP Wardens 

· Regional Supervisors

· FWP Commission

External

· General Public

· Media (Radio, TV, Web Sites, Newspapers, Outdoor Editors)

· Local, County, State Government Representatives

· City and Town Administrators, Community Leaders

· Statewide Sportsman’s Organizations

· City and Town Animal Control Officers

· City and Town Law Enforcement Personnel

· Private Animal Control Operators
Key Themes/Messages:

Background 

· As cities and towns grow and expand across Montana, so do human wildlife interactions, human health and safety concerns, and homeowner tolerance for wildlife damage.  

· In the 2003 legislature, HB 249 was passed, giving cities and towns, with FWP approval, the authority to adopt and implement a plan to control, remove, and restrict game animals within its boundaries for public health and safety purposes.  The legislation provides an opportunity for FWP to work with city and town governments in a united effort to address the urban wildlife conflict concerns of local citizens. 

· This is a complex issue with no easy solution to the problem.  In a state with so much wild country and open spaces in and near towns, wildlife will always be around.  So too, will the associated conflicts and concerns.
Urban Wildlife Working Group

· The Urban Wildlife Working Group’s focus is on issues related to deer, elk, other big game animals, and waterfowl around the state.  Property damage, vehicle collisions, human safety, and disease are the areas of primary concern.  
· The UWWG’s long-term goal is to develop strategies and recommendations for how FWP will work with cities and towns to control urban wildlife conflicts.

Consequences of not Addressing the Issue

· Delaying addressing the issue now will result in increased urban wildlife conflicts in the future, including human and animal health and well being.  Human populations may be more vulnerable to concerns such as wildlife-spread disease and vehicle collisions with wildlife.  Wildlife may become dependent on human populations for food and be unable to live on their own, get adequate nutrition, or survive in large groups where stress levels are high.

Reasonable Approach

· Our approach to these issues is reasonable and is based on a review of the best information available on practices for dealing with urban wildlife across the United States, the continued efforts of the UWWG, and public input.
Management Options

· Population control methods might include hunting, contraception, sharpshooting, and relocation.  Other damage and safety control techniques might be banning the feeding of deer in the community and education efforts on planting unpalatable landscape plants, use of repellents, and fencing.  

· Not all options can be implemented in every area due to legal, social, financial and other issues. Communities will have to decide what will work for them. A combination of methods, such as population control and educational efforts to prevent damage will likely be a common approach.
Living with Wildlife

· There are strategies we can use to live with wildlife safely and comfortably.

· The key to living with wildlife is learning to understand them.  Identifying the species and number of animals involved and what is attracting wildlife to an area allows you to develop a plan based on an understanding of the ecology and history of the species.
Property Damage

· Food and shelter are the most common attractions for wildlife, and eliminating as many of these attractions is the key to preventing wildlife intrusions and property damage.  Always dispose of waste properly and keep food attractants out of reach. Many landscape and garden plants are attractants; eliminate preferred food plants, use repellants, and/or use plastic netting and fencing.  
Feeding Wildlife

· Feeding wildlife may increase the number of animals in the neighborhood, which can lead to property damage and public safety hazards, including disease.  
· Artificial feeding concentrates wild animal populations and stress, which can increase the incident of injury and disease among animals.

· Montana laws and regulations prohibit any person from providing food, garbage, or other feed attractant to game animals.

· Animals that are taught to depend on humans for food sometimes never develop normal foraging behavior and could starve if artificial food sources are removed or conflicts with humans require removal.

Who is Responsible

Fish, Wildlife & Parks will assist local governments to develop strategies to that are customized to a particular urban area.  A municipality may use FWP’s technical advice, oversight, and potentially an upcoming manual for managing urban wildlife. These tools will be useful in planning a strategy that will be the most acceptable and effective for managing urban wildlife in their area. A municipality that undertakes a community-based deer management program is encouraged to use a mechanism for citizen input, such as public meetings or a citizen advisory board.

Reducing conflicts between people and wildlife must be a neighborhood and community effort to be truly effective.  If one person in the neighborhood is feeding wildlife, that person is attracting wildlife to the whole neighborhood.

Costs and Funding

· Each of the management options has its pros and cons.  Some methods are more successful than others and some can be quite expensive. The actual expense can vary from community to community. Some figures for various methods employed around the country include: Sharpshooting costs by local law enforcement or professional contract shooters range from $100 to $600 per deer, and the Trap and Transfer/Euthanasia methods vary from a low of $261 to a high of $800 per deer. Within the fertility control methods both Live Trapping and Sterilization Techniques and our present Contraceptive Techniques have proven to be neither biologically feasible, efficient, nor cost effective. Community public hunts, where feasible, have proven to be the most efficient and the most cost effective methods for urban deer control. Costs for public hunts are primarily administrative and fees charged for the hunts can offset that cost
· Specific funding is not currently available for community-wide programs. However, FWP personnel are researching various potential funding options to assist in developing community based deer management programs.

Vehicle Collisions

Report roadkilled animals found in roadways and other public areas according to the following guidelines:

Procedures for roadkilled animals found on private property are as follows: Procedures vary from community to community, but a call to the nearest FWP office or game warden should at least get you the information for your area. If you are immediately off of a state or county road, a call to the county roads or state highway department may be the appropriate agency. If the animal is injured call the local animal control officer, FWP warden, sheriff or highway patrol.
Information Strategy

Internal/Agency:  

Provide information regarding the project to all agency personnel; this will insure a consistent message.  

(Person responsible: Vivaca Crowser)

· Prepare a Q & A fact sheet on the issues related to urban wildlife in Montana and the Working Group’s recommended ways to address it.  Distribute to all Regional offices, FWP Management Team, all RI&EPM’s, and FWP Commission.

(Person responsible:  ​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​Crowser, Gene Hickman)

· Develop a standard PowerPoint presentation on the background of urban wildlife in Montana and the Working Group’s goals and recommendations.  Make available for use by project personnel.

(Person responsible:  Kurt Cunningham, Heidi Youmans)

· Establish a consistent method for all Regions to record urban wildlife reports and determine what information needs to be recorded.   

(Person responsible: Crowser, Harvey Nyberg)

External/Public:

· Distribute Q & A fact sheets at meetings and at FWP regional offices, and post on the FWP web site.

(Person responsible: Crowser)

· Prepare and distribute news releases to statewide media & post on FWP web site.  

(Person responsible:  Crowser)

· Prepare and distribute radio public service announcements on the Group’s mission and proposed recommendations and strategies for living with wildlife.

(Person responsible: Crowser and Helena Con-ed Division)

· Put educational information on living with wildlife in a highly accessible spot on the FWP web site and promote the web site to the public.

(Person responsible:  Janet Hess-Herbert, Nyberg, Crowser)

· Promote existing Living with Wildlife brochures through news releases and the FWP web site.  

(Person responsible:  Crowser, Janet Hess-Herbert)

· Disseminate information through various existing education programs (such as Hunter and Bowhunter Education).  Regional Information Officers can pass on information to the instructors, to be then transferred to the students.

(Person responsible:  RI&EPM’s)

· Prepare a series on urban wildlife and living with wildlife for Outdoor Reports.

(Person responsible:  Gurnett, Greeley)

· Prepare a feature article on urban wildlife issues, the Working Group, and the recommendations they are preparing for the Legislature.

(Person responsible:  Crowser)

· Speak with city and town administrators at their annual meeting.  Prepare and present a PowerPoint presentation for the meetings that includes a summary of best practices.

(Person responsible:  Larry Peterman, Tim Burton, & Hickman)

· Present programs to civic clubs statewide.

(Person responsible:  ​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​RI&EPM’s and all staff as requested)

· Hold meetings with key legislators.

(Person responsible:  Regional Supervisors)

· Contact city/town animal control officers and their administration.  Distribute 
Q& A fact sheets, MT Outdoors article, and PowerPoint presentation.  

(Person responsible:  ​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​Crowser, Cunningham)

· Contact outdoor writers for major Montana newspapers.

(Person responsible:  ​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​Crowser and RI&EPM’s)

· Work with local media to tailor the messages to specific conditions.

(Person responsible:  ​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​RI&EPM’s)

· Create a display board to use at home and garden shows, malls, service clubs, sportsmen shows, etc.

(Person responsible:  ​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​Cunningham)

· Prepare informational materials to be distributed to subdivision boards and new community members.

(Person responsible:  ​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​Temporarily on hold)

· Distribute brochures on living with wildlife to all FWP offices, city and county offices, extension services, veterinarians, pet stores, garden clubs, and schools.

(Person responsible:  Con-Ed and Regional Offices)

Internal

	Task
	Person (s) Responsible
	Due Date

	Provide information regarding the project to all agency personnel; this will ensure a consistent message.  Distribute minutes on the internal web site.
	Vivaca Crowser
	Ongoing

	Prepare a Q & A fact sheet on the issue of urban wildlife in Montana and the Working Group’s recommended ways to address it.  Distribute to all Regional offices, FWP Management Team, all RI&EPM’s, and FWP Commission.
	Crowser

Gene Hickman
	8/30/04

	Develop a standard PowerPoint presentation on the background of urban wildlife in Montana and the Working Group’s goals and recommendations.  Make available for use by project personnel.
	Kurt Cunningham

Heidi Youmans
	8/30/04

	Establish a consistent method for all Regions to record Urban Wildlife reports and determine what information needs to be recorded.   


	Crowser

Harvey Nyberg
	8/19/04


External

	Task
	Person (s) Responsible
	Due Date

	Distribute Q & A fact sheets at meetings and at FWP regional offices, and post on the FWP web site.
	Crowser
	8/30/04 and ongoing

	Prepare and distribute news releases to statewide media.  
	Crowser
	Initiated in March 2004, continued through end of year

	Prepare and distribute radio public service announcements on the Group’s mission and proposed recommendations and strategies for living with wildlife.
	Crowser and Con-Ed division in Helena
	Ongoing as needed

	Put educational information on living with wildlife in a highly accessible spot on the FWP web site and promote the web site to the public.
	Janet Hess-Herbert, Nyberg, Crowser
	Initiated April 2004 and ongoing

	Promote existing Living with Wildlife brochures through news releases and the FWP web site.  
	Crowser, Janet-Hess-Herbert
	Initiated in April 2004, ongoing

	Disseminate information through various existing education programs (such as Hunter and Bowhunter Education).  
	RI&EPM’s
	Fall 2004

	Prepare a series on urban wildlife and living with wildlife for Outdoor Reports.
	Gurnett & Greely
	Ongoing as needed

	Prepare a feature article on the Working Group and the recommendations they are preparing for the Legislature to be sent with a news release package.
	Crowser
	August 17, 2004

	Speak with city and town administrators at their annual meeting.  Prepare and present a PowerPoint presentation for the meeting that includes a summary of best practices.
	Larry Peterman

Tim Burton

Gene Hickman
	October 2004

	Present programs to civic clubs statewide.
	RI&EPM’s and all staff 
	Ongoing as requested

	Hold meetings with key legislators.
	Regional Supervisors
	December 2004

	Contact city/town animal control officers and their administration.  Distribute 
Q& A fact sheets, MT Outdoors article, and PowerPoint presentation.
	Crowser

Cunningham
	April 2004

August 30, 2004

	Contact outdoor writers for major Montana newspapers.
	Crowser & RI&EPM’s
	August 2004

	RI&EMP’s work locally to work with the media to tailor the messages to local conditions.
	RI&EPM’s
	Initiated April 2004, ongoing

	Create a display board to use at home and garden shows, malls, service clubs, sportsmen shows, etc.
	Cunningham
	Spring 2005

	Provide a copy of Q&A fact sheet, UWWG list, and MO article to sportsmen groups and service organizations.
	Crowser
	September 2004

	Prepare informational materials to be distributed to subdivision boards and new community members.
	
	

	Distribute brochures on living with wildlife to all FWP offices, city and county offices, extension services, veterinarians, pet stores, garden clubs, and schools.
	Con-Ed and Regional Offices
	Ongoing


Attachment 9 – FAQs

Urban Wildlife in Montana
[image: image4.wmf]
Introduction

Montana residents are finding that spotting wildlife near their homes—whether they be in a rural area or within the city limits—is becoming more common.  Some adaptable animals, such as deer, can do well in our urban or environments. As their populations grow, so do human wildlife issues involving public health, public safety, property damage, wildlife health, and changing public perceptions of wildlife.  As a result, in many areas local governments, state agencies, and various citizens have been challenged on how to best address urban wildlife conflicts.  

It can also be difficult to get a consensus from the local stakeholders as to how to keep wildlife densities compatible with resident desires, safety and habitat capacity.  There is no easy solution to the problem—no management method or set of methods exist that will gain total agreement from all stakeholders.  There are, however, many methods that can be used to lessen damages caused by deer and other wildlife, and there are numerous methods that can be used to lower wildlife populations.  The most any individual or group can do is become educated and make informed decisions.  

Deer management in urban areas is of immediate concern in Montana, but many of the actions taken to address the issue can also be effective in managing other urban wildlife. The following question/answer format covers many of the issues associated with urban wildlife in Montana, with particular focus on deer. If you have any additional questions feel free to contact your nearest Fish, Wildlife & Parks Office.

Background:

Q:  What types of urban wildlife conflicts do we have in Montana?

Urban wildlife issues can be categorized into four areas: a) human safety (i.e., bears, lions, and moose); b) property damage; c) disease – domestic animal, wildlife and human diseases; d) road kills; e) small animal and bird conflicts; and f) waterfowl concerns largely related to potential bird health issues caused by artificial feeding and nuisance and damage complaints from fecal deposits.
Q:  What has traditionally been done about these conflicts?
Fish, Wildlife & Parks’ traditional response has been to treat the human safety issues as a priority for response and to provide educational materials on all conflicts.  In some cities the FWP regional office has worked with the local animal control office or some other local government sponsored agency to respond to complaints and offer suggestions on how to minimize conflicts from game animals and small animals. Waterfowl and other migratory bird conflicts often require involvement by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service.

Q:  What is currently being done about these conflicts?
Fish Wildlife & Parks biologists, city officials, and interested citizens—all Members of the Urban Wildlife Working Group— began meeting in March 2004 to develop strategies for how FWP will work with cities and towns to control problem wildlife. The primary focus of the Urban Wildlife Working Group (UWWG) was deer. Although other species, such as elk, bears, geese, beavers, etc. were considered; deer were determined to be of the most immediate concern. In the overall discussion, the group felt that the potential proposed management options and policies for urban deer management were also effective in managing other wildlife.

Q:  What kinds of problems might residents have with deer?

Residents may have problems with property damage, safety concerns due to vehicle collisions, and disease.  Damage to landscaping and gardens result because deer are browsing animals that like to eat a variety of different plants, fruits, vegetables, and grains. Well-fertilized and watered landscapes and gardens can be much more desirable to the deer than the surrounding common areas that are likely not watered or fertilized. Additionally, a decline in desirable habitat can cause the deer to move to these urban open areas. Deer can kill or remove small trees, some plants or entire plant beds. Bucks often damage small trees by rubbing their antlers on the tree as they prepare for the mating season. 

Residential landscapes, gardens, and urban agricultural crops can be damaged severely if adjacent deer densities are high or if adjacent food sources are poor. These deer damage situations are usually tolerated well in moderation, however increasing deer densities can lead residents to a feeling that they have to share too much with the deer, and the damage becomes less tolerated. 

Wildlife Numbers:
Q:  What kinds of deer densities do we see today in Montana?
Deer densities in Montana are quite good and population densities follow several cycles. However, Montana is such a large and diverse state that individual deer densities throughout the state vary. In many of the cities and towns in the state the deer densities can be quite high.

Q:   How did we come to have high wildlife densities in some of our neighborhoods?
Population increases in rural areas, lack of hunting pressure in and around urban areas, firearms-discharge restrictions in developing areas, wildlife feeding, wildlife adaptability to urban habitats, drought, loss of habitat and other factors, have all resulted in rapid increases of urban wildlife populations. 

Deer are attracted to the food in watered and landscaped subdivisions and community open space and greenways (parks, trails, golf courses) that provide favorable habitat. These deer are welcome in most yards at least occasionally, and it can take some time before their welcome wears out.  Few people give much thought to appropriate deer numbers until deer have already exceeded appropriate levels.  At this time the situation can become very heated, personal and political.  Just the potential for controversy can encourage people to ignore any need to correct the problems.

Q:  Is the problem regional?

There are areas throughout Montana with relatively high deer densities. Deer densities follow a natural cycle and in a large and diverse state such as ours, these densities may vary from region to region. Because of the excellent habitats often available in some of our towns and cities, deer densities may be higher than in the surrounding region and may be less susceptible to the natural fluctuations we see outside of town.
Q:  What is the right number of deer?

Biological capacity of our urban areas can be as many as 100 deer per square mile.  The major question communities have to answer, once they have made the decision that they have too many deer, is what is their social carrying capacity for deer—or how many deer are the citizens willing to tolerate.

Urban Wildlife Working Group (UWWG):

Q:  What is the Urban Wildlife Working Group (UWWG)?

The Urban Wildlife Working Group is a group composed of Fish Wildlife & Parks biologists, city officials, and interested citizens that were convened to address urban wildlife conflicts across the state.   
Q:  Why was the group formed?

In 2003, this issue of urban wildlife was elevated to the state legislature and HB 249 was passed, giving cities and towns, with FWP approval, the authority to adopt and implement a plan to control, remove and restrict game animals within its boundaries for public health and safety purposes.  The legislation provided an opportunity for FWP to work with city and town governments in a united effort to address the urban wildlife conflict concerns of local citizens. 

The UWWG was formed to develop a strategy for working with local governments on these types of issues and to determine FWP’s role in control efforts that are undertaken.

Q:  What is the group doing?

The group has considered a variety of big game species, but the focus of the group has been on issues related to deer around the state.  Property damage, vehicle collisions, human safety, and disease are the primary concerns.   The UWWG’s first meeting was March 5, 2004 in Helena.  Since that time, the group has met every 4-6 weeks.

Q:  What is the group’s long-term goal?

The group’s long-term goal is to develop strategies and recommendations for how Fish, Wildlife & Parks will work with cities and towns to control urban wildlife conflicts.  One possibility is to develop a manual that will provide municipal leaders with management options.  Additionally, FWP will provide technical advice and oversight, allowing community leaders to develop a plan specific to their area. FWP would also provide assistance in formulating new state laws or in modifying existing law. When the community plans have been developed and approved, FWP would then provide the necessary authority or permits to the community for implementation of those plans.  

Consequences of not Addressing the Issue

Q:  What if we don’t address urban wildlife conflicts across the state?

Rapid wildlife population growth will continue as long as communities limit mortality factors and suitable habitat is available. If we choose not to take action early, as problems start to develop, communities will eventually be forced to deal with an even greater problem of both increasing populations and increasing costs to rectify the problem. Additionally, we will experience increased vehicle wildlife collisions, more property damage, and higher probabilities for wildlife-spread diseases.   

Urban Wildlife Management Options

Q:  What methods of population control are there?

There are a variety of strategies or options that can be used for controlling deer populations.  Not all options can be implemented in every area due to certain physical, sociological, legal, and/or geographical limitations.  Here are some of the options:  For more specifics on control methods and their associated costs, advantages, and disadvantages, contact you local FWP office.

· Allow Nature to Take Its Course - This option takes no action to reduce local deer numbers. It relies on car collisions, poaching, emigration, predation, dogs and natural mortality to control population size.

· Increase Size of Habitat – This option is intended to add additional deer habitat to an area to decrease the overall deer density. Without corresponding population controls however, this method is effective only short-term. Its effectiveness would be dependent on the amount of additional habitat added and the rate at which deer populations increase to fill the habitat.

· Provide Supplemental Feeding – This option is intended to deter deer from sensitive feeding areas to other less sensitive areas through provision of designated feeding stations. This is not only a short term solution for a very limited area, it has not proven effective, and in many instances it actually increases deer populations in an area.

· Regulated or Controlled Public Hunts - In areas where local law permits, controlled public hunts can be used to effectively reduce deer populations. Permissible weapons may need to be restricted to perhaps shotguns or bow and arrow. In some instances it may be desirable, or even necessary, to require the hunters to take local orientation courses and/or pass safety and proficiency tests before they are allowed to participate in the hunt. Bow hunting has become the most popular public hunting method in urban deer management. Many local and national archery associations have been used, and they have acquired extensive experience in assisting communities in developing public hunts, training hunters and even in managing the hunt itself.

· Reproductive or Fertility Control - The intent of fertility control agents is to reduce the reproductive output so that it is equal to or less than the mortality rate. In urban deer populations the mortality rates are generally very low, requiring that 70 to 90 percent of the does be treated to effectively reduce population growth. Today’s technology enables the successful control of fertility in individually treated animals, but most of these methods are still experimental and unproven at the population level for use in deer control. The time and effort required to treat a sufficient number of individual deer to achieve control over the population greatly reduces the cost efficiency of fertility control methods. The best contraceptives now available also have to be re-administered every 1-2 years. This may be an option in the future, but until the Food and Drug Administration approves birth control compounds in deer, more field studies have been completed and the overall costs of this option are lowered, it cannot be seriously considered.

· Live trapping and Sterilization –Trapping and sterilization requires the capture of individual animals, and the administration of drugs or surgery. This results in high stress to animals, and produces little, if any, reduction in deer densities. Consequently, sterilization has not proven to be a very efficient or cost effective population control technique. 

· Trap and Transfer/Euthanize – The trap and transfer method can be stressful and result in high mortality rates in the relocated deer. The degree to which deer are stressed is measurable in some instances. This option can be very labor intensive and in general it may not be cheap. Additionally, in high-density deer situations there are seldom any other places to release deer. Consequently, trapping and euthanizing becomes more practical.

· “Sharpshooters” or Shooting by Authorized Agents – “Sharpshooting” is widely considered the quickest way to lower an existing overpopulation of deer. It can also be used in instances where local ordinances or public opposition prevent the use of public hunting to control deer populations. Sharpshooting must be applied safely and with little disturbance to residents. Typically deer are shot over bait sites by moving or stationary marksmen. The deer are commonly donated and processed for regional food banks. Total costs have varied from $100 to as much as $600 per deer (including transportation and processing), depending whether professional sharpshooters are hired, or volunteers or city police are used.

· Predator Reintroduction - This option is intended to restore natural deer predators to an area to cause a reduction in the population from predation.  The lack of suitable habitat (i.e., large, isolated, undeveloped areas), the mobility of many predators, the close proximity to humans, and the potential for predators to kill non-target species make this method unsuitable in most situations. 

Q:  What methods of population control are the best?
A variety of population control methods are available (see above), and it is best to choose a strategy that is customized to fit a particular region or community.  It has been found that it is best to use a combination of several options depending on the situation, or to prioritize options, so that if the first option does not achieve the density goal, another option can be implemented to supplement the initial results. 

In addition to preventive measures, some form of deer population control is generally necessary. Reducing the deer population is the only method that offers any kind of a long-term solution. To be most effective, the bottom line is that in order to reduce deer problems, deer numbers have to be reduced. To do so deer will likely have to be killed.   

Q:  What preventative measures for safety and property damage are available?

Food and shelter are the most common attractions for wildlife, and eliminating as many of these attractions is the key to preventing wildlife intrusions and property damage.  Many landscape and garden plants are attractants; eliminate preferred food plants, use repellants, and/or use plastic netting and fencing.  

Also do not feed wildlife, and encourage other members of your neighborhood to refrain from feeding as well.  Feeding will attract larger numbers of deer and in turn may cause property damage and health and safety concerns such as deer-vehicle collisions and disease.  Increased deer numbers in neighborhoods may also attract animals that prey on deer, such as bears and mountain lions.

For more specifics, FWP publishes a series of brochures called “Living with Wildlife” that details strategies to effectively protect property and enjoy wildlife near your home.  These brochures are available from your nearest FWP office or online: http://fwp.state.mt.us/wildthings/livingwwildlife/default.html.

Q:  What are other states doing to manage urban wildlife?

Many communities and wildlife agencies in other states have been dealing with deer and other nuisance wildlife for some time. Over the years, a number of guiding principles have been developed by state wildlife agencies to help communities deal with problem wildlife. In planning, the UWWG relied upon the experiences of other states and communities heavily.  

Generally a community task force or working group is organized. The group first determines the extent of the problem and settles on a number of deer that the community can live with, in addition to the management options that will be acceptable in their community. 

Then sharpshooters and/or a large public hunt may be needed for one or more years to bring deer numbers down to an acceptable level. This effort is then combined with ongoing preventive measures and other remedial measures; such as barriers, special hunts, trap and release or trap and euthanize, to maintain the deer densities at the acceptable level for the community. 

All of the methods have their pros and cons, and a community needs to decide what is best. Whatever methods are selected, they must be ongoing. If preventive and remedial actions are not continued, the community will be right back where they started with unacceptable deer numbers. 

Q:  Is hunting ever used in urban areas?

Yes.  Community hunts or special hunts have become quite common in many states. In areas where local laws permit, controlled public hunts can be used to effectively reduce deer populations. Permissible weapons may need to be restricted to shotguns or bow and arrow. Bow hunting has become the most popular public hunting method in urban deer management. Many local and national archery associations have been used and have acquired extensive experience in assisting communities in developing public hunts, training hunters and even in managing the hunt itself.   Costs for conducting controlled public hunts are primarily administrative. Costs associated with managed community hunting programs could be borne through special hunting licenses and associated user fees.
There are a number of areas or sites in Montana where regulated hunting will not be an acceptable management option. The application of regulated hunting programs in urban communities is affected by (1) real or perceived safety concerns, (2) conflicting social attitudes and perceptions about wildlife and, (3) firearm-discharge ordinances. 
Q:  Is hunting safe to use in urban areas?
Typically, nationwide, hunting in urban areas is being utilized as a way to lessen deer related damage and accidents and thereby increase overall public safety - not the other way around.  Precautionary methods have resulted in urban hunts that have posed little to no accident or injury concerns. There are many urban areas that have become quite creative with hunter skills tests being required prior to hunting, special equipment registration for law enforcement purposes, and elaborate systems for allowing the activity only in specialized areas and not allowing it in others. The major differences between rural and urban hunting are philosophical ones; the necessity to be safe while hunting should not change regardless of where the hunt takes place. 

Q:  Can you trap deer and put them in areas where they won’t cause problems?

Translocation of deer from higher population areas to lower population areas is often suggested as a control method. Although this method may seem more humane, it actually can be stressful and result in high mortality rates in the relocated deer. Furthermore, there usually are few, if any, sites available to which the deer can be relocated; many areas today already are at or above management objectives.

Deer can also be trapped and subsequently killed. The trap and dispatch option can be most effective in areas where other options cannot feasibly be employed or where individual deer are identified as the problem. Trap-and-kill methods generally are considered less humane than sharp shooting or in some instances, hunting.

Q:  What is the most “safe and humane” thing to do?

Very often public debates on methods of deer management include safety, stress, and humaness. Opinions on these subjects vary widely. There is no method of deer management (or even lack of deer management) that can guarantee the absolute safety of all persons involved. When considering the size of deer and the methods required to capture or kill them, there is just no absolutely safe method of dealing with them. Considering that the push for urban deer management is largely driven by a desire to avoid vehicle/deer collisions and other human safety concerns, it is also not safe to do nothing. 

Animal Behavior

Q:  What is carrying capacity?

Biological carrying capacity is the number of deer an area of land can sustain. This number can change through time with the quality of the habitat. The social carrying capacity refers to the preferences of the people living in the area. The residents of an area will have a density of deer that they socially accept and densities that they will not accept. The social carrying capacity is not constant or agreed upon by all of the residents.
Q:  Will deer manage their own numbers if left alone?

In most cases deer will not reach a number higher than an area can sustain (biological carrying capacity) until they have been at high densities for long periods of time. Usually people do not let deer densities get to that level in urban areas because the deer will first reach a level that is more than the citizens are willing to tolerate—social carrying capacity.

Feeding Wildlife

Q:  Does feeding wildlife cause any problems?

Yes.  Feeding wildlife may increase the number of animals in the neighborhood, which can lead to property damage and public safety hazards, including disease.  Feeding may encourage deer to become dependent on human food sources, increase animal stress and disease, and attract predators such as mountain lions and bears.

Q:  What are the regulations for feeding wildlife in Montana?

Montana laws and regulations prohibit any person from providing food, garbage, or other feed attractant to game animals. 
Q:  How does feeding wildlife affect my neighborhood?

Reducing conflicts between people and wildlife must be a neighborhood and community effort to be truly effective.  If one person in the neighborhood is feeding wildlife, that person is attracting wildlife to the whole neighborhood, which may cause property damage and health and safety concerns such as deer-vehicle collisions and disease.  Increased deer numbers in neighborhoods may also attract animals that prey on deer, such as bears and mountain lions. Attracting these predators to neighborhoods can also be a safety concern for humans.

Safety

Q:  Does urban wildlife cause any safety concerns?

Yes.  Increased wildlife numbers may lead to more animal-vehicle collisions and the spread of disease.  Increased deer numbers in neighborhoods may also attract animals that prey on deer, such as bears and mountain lions, leading to additional human safety concerns.

Q:  What disease concerns does wildlife cause?

Wildlife can host parasites and other insect pests that may affect human health.  Diseases such as Rocky Mountain spotted fever, Rabies, West Nile virus, and Hantavirus are all spread through animals and may affect humans.  Concentrating animal numbers can lead to an increased risk for diseases such as these.  Additionally, wildlife concentrated in high numbers may spread disease at a higher rate leading to animal the spread of diseases to neighboring animal populations and humans or at a higher rate.

Who is Responsible

Q:  Who will be responsible for managing urban wildlife in Montana?

Fish, Wildlife & Parks will work with cities and towns to control urban wildlife conflicts in Montana.  A manual may be created in the next few years that will provide municipal leaders with management options.  FWP will be available to provide technical advice and oversight for any management options, but urban leaders to develop a plan that is specific to their area.  
How do I get Started  Managing Urban Wildlife?

Q:  What can a property owner do?

The best thing a property owner can do is to educate his or herself on the methods of damage prevention and population control that can help the specific situation.  It may also be necessary to work on a regional or community-wide scale to control urban wildlife conflicts on an individual property.  It is important to realize that regardless of what prevention and control methods are used, zero deer is not a likely option.  Even if deer numbers are drastically reduced, you may still get occasional deer damage.  For specific questions, or to get involved on urban wildlife efforts, contact your nearest community management office or regional FWP office.

Q:  What can a municipality do?

While FWP can work with an individual landowner, it is preferable to work with a community as a whole—a county, city, town or village administration.  Deer have relatively large home ranges, and working on a community scale allows the problem to be tackled as a whole instead of one deer at a time.  This approach gives FWP a better chance to gauge the community’s feelings about the deer situation and help as the community works toward a long-range plan. 

A municipality may use FWP’s technical advice, oversight, and potentially an upcoming manual for managing urban wildlife. These tools will be useful in planning a strategy that will be the most acceptable and effective for managing urban wildlife in their area. A municipality that undertakes a community-based deer management program is encouraged to use a mechanism for citizen input, such as public meetings or a citizen advisory board.
Costs and Funding:

Q: What will it cost to manage urban wildlife? 

Each of the management options has its pros and cons.  Some methods are more successful than others and some can be quite expensive. The actual expense can vary from community to community. Some figures for various methods employed around the country include: Sharpshooting costs by local law enforcement or professional contract shooters range from $100 to $600 per deer, and the Trap and Transfer/Euthanasia methods vary from a low of $261 to a high of $800 per deer. Within the fertility control methods both Live Trapping and Sterilization Techniques and our present Contraceptive Techniques have proven to be neither biologically feasible, efficient, nor cost effective. Community public hunts, where feasible, have proven to be the most efficient and the most cost effective methods for urban deer control. Costs for public hunts are primarily administrative and fees charged for the hunts can offset that cost.

Q:  Where will Montana get the funding to pay for managing urban wildlife?

 Specific funding is not currently available for community-wide programs. However, FWP personnel are researching various potential funding options to assist in developing community based deer management programs.
Next Steps:

Q:  What is the next step for managing urban wildlife conflicts in Montana?
In the fall of 2004, the UWWG will present their proposal on how to manage urban wildlife to the FWP Director’s Office.  From there, it will move on to the FWP Commission and the League of Cities and Towns for their review.

The proposal recommends that communities first create a task force or working group to develop a local management plan.  These groups must review all potential management options and chose those that they believe will be effective and socially acceptable in their area. Communities must also be active in modifying existing regulations or implementing new regulations that give them the flexibility to implement their own programs.  FWP will be available to provide technical advice and oversight and assist with statewide legislative actions that may be required.

Attachment 10 MCA’a Montana Codes Annotated
7-31-4110. Restriction of wildlife. A city or town may adopt a plan to
control, remove, and restrict game animals, as defined in 87-2-101
<../../87/2/87-2-101.htm>, within the boundaries of the city or town limits
for public health and safety purposes. Upon adoption of a plan, the city or
town shall notify the department of fish, wildlife, and parks of the plan.
If the department of fish, wildlife, and parks approves the plan or approves
the plan with conditions, the city or town may implement the plan as
approved or as approved with conditions. 
History: En. Sec. 1, Ch. 466, L. 2003.

87-3-130. Taking of wildlife to protect persons or livestock. (1) This chapter may not be construed to impose, by implication or otherwise, criminal liability for the taking of wildlife protected by this title if the wildlife is attacking, killing, or threatening to kill a person or livestock, except that, for purposes of protecting livestock, a person may not kill or attempt to kill a grizzly bear unless the grizzly bear is in the act of attacking or killing livestock. In addition, a person may kill or attempt to kill a wolf or mountain lion that is in the act of attacking or killing a domestic dog. A person who, under this subsection, takes wildlife protected by this title shall, within 72 hours, notify the department and surrender or arrange to surrender the wildlife to the department. 
     (2) A person may not provide supplemental feed attractants to game animals by: 
     (a) purposely or knowingly attracting bears with supplemental feed attractants; 
     (b) after having received a previous warning, negligently failing to properly store supplemental feed attractants and allowing bears access to the supplemental feed attractants; or 
     (c) purposely or knowingly providing supplemental feed attractants in a manner that results in an artificial concentration of game animals that may potentially contribute to the transmission of disease or that constitutes a threat to public safety. 
     (3) A person who is engaged in the normal feeding of livestock, in a normal agricultural practice, in cultivation of a lawn or garden, or in the commercial processing of garbage is not subject to civil or criminal liability under this section. 
     (4) A person who violates subsection (2) is guilty of a misdemeanor and is subject to the penalty provided in 87-1-102(1). This section does not apply to supplemental feeding activities conducted by the department for disease control purposes. 
     (5) As used in this section: 
     (a) "livestock" includes ostriches, rheas, and emus; and 
     (b) "supplemental feed attractant" means any food, garbage, or other attractant for game animals. 

     History: En. Sec. 1, Ch. 306, L. 1981; amd. Sec. 13, Ch. 206, L. 1995; amd. Sec. 3, Ch. 540, L. 1995; amd. Sec. 3, Ch. 275, L. 2001; amd. Sec. 6, Ch. 316, L. 2001. 
87-3-305. Unlawful to hunt deer within city or town boundaries. It is
unlawful to hunt or attempt to hunt any deer within the boundaries of any
incorporated or unincorporated city or town of this state. 
History: En. Sec. 2, Ch. 123, L. 1933; re-en. Sec. 3697.1, R.C.M. 1935; amd.
Sec. 2, Ch. 465, L. 1977; R.C.M. 1947, 26-315; amd. Sec. 32, Ch. 417, L.
1995.
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URBAN DEER POPULATION CONTROL


POLICIES AND PROCEDURES


Minnesota Department of Natural Resources

April 10, 2002

POLICY

1.  Wildlife is owned by the State, however the State is not liable for damages caused by 

     wildlife.

2.  The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) manages deer populations  

     primarily through regulated hunting seasons.  When a local governmental unit (LGU) 

     precludes hunting through weapons discharge or other ordinances, responsibility for deer 

     population management  reverts substantially to the LGU.

3.  DNR provides technical assistance and coordination to LGU=s for controlling deer                         

     populations. 


PROCEDURES

1.  DNR Area Wildlife Managers maintain a Wildlife Complaint Inquiry Log, detailing  

     locations and nature of deer damage, which is provided to local governments on request.  

2.  When citizens request deer population control, they are referred to the LGU.  

3.  When the LGU decides to address deer population control the Area Wildlife Manager                      

      provides the following assistance:

A.  Conduct aerial surveys to estimate the deer population (at the expense of the LGU).

B.  Provide estimates of probable population growth and deer removal needs to meet desired population density goals.

C.  Meet with the LGU, citizens and committees/task forces to discuss possible                                    control options and make recommendations.

4.  If the LGU decides to pursue deer population control, DNR requires the following:

A.  Deer population estimate.

B.  Deer population goal.

C.  Public involvement: an open process to allow citizen discussion/input, such as public meetings, hearings or committees.

D.  A written plan to achieve and maintain the population goal, including information on non-lethal damage abatement techniques.

E.  Keep and maintain accurate records of deer-vehicle collisions.

F.  Institute and maintain a standardized system to record citizen complaints.

5.  DNR strongly recommends that the LGU also do the following, so that results of deer         

     control can be measured.

A.  Survey public opinion and experiences in the area/community, preferably with  

      a statistically valid mail and/or interview instrument.

B.  Survey deer damage to vegetation in natural areas.

6.  Upon completion of a deer management plan, if deer removal outside of normal 

     hunting is proposed, the LGU must apply in writing for a DNR deer removal permit 

     annually to remove a specific number of deer.  Population control methods which 

     may be approved are shooting with firearms or archery equipment, including trapping 

     deer and dispatching them in the trap; and experimental immunocontraception (no 

     permits to date).  Trap and transfer of deer will not be allowed.

7.  The LGU must provide DNR with data on sex, age and location of deer taken, as well 

     as number and sex of fetus= present in females.

8.  All deer taken must be field dressed and surrendered to the local DNR Conservation 

     Officer within 24 hours.  Deer are distributed to the needy, groups or individuals at  

     the discretion of the Conservation Officer.
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The purpose of this manual is to provide municipal leaders with management options they can use to develop their management plans for deer populations occurring inside their jurisdiction. The Kansas Department of Wildlife and Parks (KDWP) will provide technical expertise and oversight for these plans, but the components in the plan will be chosen by the urban leaders and the operation of the plan will be the responsibility of the community.

The intent of this manual is to provide a reference and documentation for community leaders in Kansas. It is designed to aid community leaders develop a deer management plan that will be specific to their area and constituents. It also is designed to provide insight into both the positive and negative aspects of various options, and provide an outline for development and maintenance of community support for the plan. Numerous references are available to assist urban leaders in researching options. A section of this manual contains references cited, but a couple of in-depth references of particular interest are:

1) 
DeNicola et al. 2000. Managing white-tailed deer in suburban environments.

2) 
McAninch, J.B. 1995. Urban deer: a manageable resource?

3) 
McShea, W.J., et al. 1997. The science of overabundance: deer ecology and population management.

4) 
Halls, L.K. 1984. White-tailed deer ecology and management.

5) 
Stout, R. 1997. Urban Missourian’s opinions about white-tailed deer management in St. Louis and Kansas City.

Deer populations in North America have changed dramatically in the past century. Urban and suburban areas have seen rapid deer population growth in the past 20 years. Kansas communities have not been immune from these changes. While the deer populations in this region of the country are much lower than elsewhere in the nation, the trend is occurring here also and unless action is taken, the events will rapidly accelerate, making remedies more difficult.

This manual is merely an outline of management techniques and approaches. It follows the adaptive management approach (Walters 1986). We intuitively know from the onset of the management process that something must be done, but all the knowledge needed to define the “best” approach will not be known to us despite our sincere efforts to find that approach. There are uncertainties and risks associated with any of the options or actions a municipality may take. Management plans are periodically improved based on experience and analysis of additional information.
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INTRODUCTION

Deer are a common wildlife species widely distributed throughout the state and nation. None of the species or subspecies of deer that occur in Kansas are endangered wildlife. These species are not at risk of being over harvested, but there are problems developing as a result of overabundance of deer.

Two species of deer occur in Kansas. The white-tailed deer is found throughout the state, but occurs in greater numbers in the eastern portion of the state. It is a species with a broad tolerance for habitat conditions. Mule deer occur primarily in the western third of Kansas. They are adapted to open spaces, frequently being found in shortgrass prairies, but have been known to inhabit urban areas in states north and west of Kansas. At this time they do not pose a problem in Kansas communities.

Deer populations at this latitude and under the soil fertility characteristics of the Midwest are capable of rapid increases in abundance. White-tailed deer have a higher reproductive potential than mule deer. Female white-tailed deer (does) can conceive at six months of age. Generally less than half of the deer of that age give birth, and frequently they have only a single fawn. By the time a doe is 1 ½ or older the reproductive rate increases with 90% or more of the does producing fawns and many of them have twins or triplets. The reproductive rates of mule deer are generally lower and they tend to reach maturity at an older age.

The increase in the deer population is a predictable consequence of policies and actions taken by people. In urban areas, people have established greenways and parks in their cities. They have planted trees, shrubs and herbaceous cover (including small agricultural fields within some city limits), which are highly attractive to deer. People have eliminated the deer’s natural predators. People have limited the potential impact of their domestic predators (dogs) through leash regulations and control of stray dogs. People in urban areas have also enacted ordinances prohibiting the discharge of firearms and archery equipment, the typical means used to control deer in rural areas. The habitats people provided and the protection and sanctuaries people created have been ideal for the growth of deer populations.

The deer populations in urban and suburban areas of Kansas have increased dramatically since the 1970's. The result of this population increase has been a marked increase in deer-vehicle accidents and public discontent over the deer issue. The deer herd in Kansas is far below its potential. Therefore, unless action is taken, the deer population will continue to grow and the damage and negative aspects caused by deer will increase.

Deer Population Dynamics

Population dynamics for deer herds is the process of change in numbers of deer through time. There are annual changes. Each year in May and June female deer give birth to 1-3 fawns. After this birth season the deer population reaches its highest point of the year. As the year progresses, animals die and just prior to birth season the next year’s population will be at the low point in the annual cycle. The change in number of deer present at the same time in subsequent years is a reflection of the population growth rate.

Citizens frequently gauge the deer population on a small number of deer they see at one time. People have difficulties comparing their observations to population trends. People who observe deer that have been killed in vehicle accidents may think that the deer herd suddenly increased during the fall breeding season. They do not recognize that the young deer have been in the population since the previous June and the older deer have been there from previous years. People who observe deer in winter feeding groups may believe that deer suddenly immigrated to their area or a sudden increase in deer numbers has occurred. People may have difficulties understanding that these concentrations of deer represent the same animals they saw the previous summer that were scattered in small groups over a wide area. These changes in deer concentration and their visibility by people cause difficulties in explaining the true trends in the deer population.

Birth and death rates must be balanced or the population will increase or decrease depending on which factor dominates. In a natural setting the population would reach biological carrying capacity (BCC) at a point where the deer herd consumed so much of the vegetation that the members of the population would be unable to obtain enough energy to grow and reproduce at their potential. In areas with high soil fertility, the deer density could be extremely high before BCC is reached. That density might be as high as 150 deer per square mile.

The number of deer in an area can also increase in a short period of time. Studies of deer populations within large areas fenced to prevent immigration and emigration have shown that deer population may grow from few pairs of animals to densities more than 100 deer per square mile in five to six years. For example, at the George Reserve, a 1,146 acre fenced area in Michigan the deer population increased from 6 deer in 1928 to a minimum estimate of 160 animals that were counted at one time in 1933. The actual number of deer present inside the fence at that time was probably closer to 220 animals (McCullough 1979). That population growth pattern was not unusual. In 1975 the deer population inside the fenced area was reduced to 10 deer. By 1980 the population had grown to 212 deer (Halls 1984).

Deer habitat potentials in much of Kansas are superior to those in Michigan. Therefore the number of deer that might develop in a population are potentially greater in Kansas than in the Michigan example. Long before those densities are reached, a cultural

carrying capacity (CCC) will undoubtedly be reached in most urban areas. This is the number of deer that can compatibly coexist with a local human population. Ecologists theorize various relationships between deer populations and plant and animal communities (including diseases). The concept of BCC has been modified to include multiple possible levels (alternate stable states (Stromayer and Warren 1997) as a result of deer modifying their environment or the influence of predators, and alternate prey (Mech and Karns 1977)). These theories are complicated, and their empirical base is weak, yet these types of complications may dominate public discussion on how to handle a deer population problem in a city.

Community administrators should understand that neither BCC nor CCC is a static point. Environmental conditions change, for example when natural vegetation is removed in a suburban area, as when residencies, factories or commercial properties are developed, the resulting BCC may be lowered. A foreign disease may be introduced that reset the BCC to a new level. Community tolerance also changes through time. The values people place on the deer population change with the benefits and liabilities people encounter, and with the experiences people have with deer.

Population stability will occur naturally at some deer density. This is when the birth rate is equal to the death rates and the population growth rate becomes zero. The number of deer present at that time is considered the BCC. The exact deer density where this would occur naturally in urban areas of Kansas is unknown. Undoubtedly it is many times higher than our current population. We therefore cannot expect the deer herd to remain at a stable level or decline from its current level unless mortality or natality rates are changed.

A frequent question raised by concerned citizens is the adequacy of our current data on deer populations. Many people wish to have an exact census of the deer herd, and a precise description of where they are, their association with other deer, how many offspring they produce, where they travel, what they eat, etc. While these items are interesting, they may be impossible to obtain given the scale of most urban deer projects, and their budget and time constraints. Focusing at this level of deer management can detract attention from other issues, such as the effect of the deer population on human safety, economic impacts on people, and ecological effects on vegetation and assembly of other wildlife species dependant upon that vegetation.

Local models to monitor population dynamics of deer can be cost prohibitive to develop. Data requirements involve a substantial investment in staffing with skilled technicians. The process is also time consuming. Generalized data are frequently used in preliminary models.

Deer Mortality Factors

The major factors contributing to deer mortality in North America are regulated hunting,

weather (generally severe winter weather in northern parts of the United States and Canada), predation, poaching, accidents (deer getting caught in fences, hit by vehicles, etc.), and diseases. Winter weather is seldom a significant mortality factor at the latitude of Kansas. Natural predation on adult deer in urban areas is almost nonexisting. Releasing large efficient predators like wolves, mountain lions and bears in a suburban area is an option few urban residents or wildlife managers would support. Medium sized predators like coyotes and bobcats occasionally occur in Kansas suburban areas, but their predation is mostly on fawns and seldom sufficient to control deer populations.

Illegal hunting activities occur even in cities. This inappropriate human behavior is unacceptable, but not a significant influence on most urban deer populations.

Diseases can be significant at times on deer populations, but diseases are unpredictable and almost never a long-term control factor of population control. Relying on disease to maintain deer populations will result in numerous years where the deer population will be substantially higher than public tolerance will allow and will give many people the impression that no action is being taken to alleviate their problems. Opinion polling shows that the health of a deer herd is one of the public’s concerns (Stout et al. 1997). Relying on disease to control deer populations, even if it were effective, would not be an acceptable approach that most people would support.

Vehicle accidents with deer are a significant source of mortality in herds within urban and suburban areas. These accidents will not maintain a deer herd below carrying capacity. Road designs, speed limits and traffic volumes coupled with available deer habitats may influence the number of vehicle accidents. However, under no circumstance should vehicle accidents be considered a method for controlling deer numbers. An objective of most urban deer management plans should be to minimize vehicle accidents with deer.

Wildlife related vehicle accidents will always be a problem as long as there are free ranging large animals that have access to public highways. The magnitude of this problem has increased dramatically throughout North America in the last 50 years. Nationally there have been over 500,000 accidents that resulted in $1.2 billion/year in property damage and human injuries in recent years. The situation in Kansas is typical of this region of the country, however, the speed with which deer related vehicle accidents have increased in Kansas has caused a great deal of attention to be focused on deer related accidents.

Kansas Department of Transportation has maintained consistent accident reporting efforts through the years. During the period from 1990 through 1999 there have been 69,913 deer related vehicle accidents in Kansas. The vast majority of these accidents occur without fatalities to people (99.98%) or injury to people (99.84%). However, there have been 14 accidents during that period that resulted in human fatalities and 2,223 accidents where people have been injured. Using values obtained from the U.S.

Department of Transportation, it is estimated that these accidents resulted in an average cost of nearly $29 million per year during that 10-year period.

Suburban counties in Kansas suffer a higher number of deer related vehicle accidents than rural counties. Trends in these accident statistics suggest that greater damage and expenses will occur in the suburban areas unless action is taken to reduce deer related vehicle accidents. KDWP and KDOT have prepared a plan to reduce deer related accidents. The implementation of the plan will require cooperation from municipalities in deer management and traffic safety issues.

Regulated deer hunting allows people to use the meat of the harvested animals. Hunting can be highly regulated and even used in areas with a high human population. For example, on Fort Leavenworth deer hunting is allowed only by a select group of people, and these people are assigned specific treestands from which they must conduct their hunting. In other settings, the equipment may be highly regulated. For example, in Bismarck, North Dakota the urban deer hunters are restricted to only archery equipment.

Regulated hunting offers the most cost-effective method of deer population management. The cost of equipment is paid by the participating hunters. The time, effort, and motivation are supplied by the participant’s desire to harvest a deer, not wages or contract obligations. Deer hunting has an excellent safety record. It is an efficient means of reducing deer numbers either in a localized area or a broad geographic region. The intensity of the hunting activity can easily be modified by changing the number of people authorized to hunt, or the number of days when the activity is allowed. Hunting has an advantage of being able to apply pressure to the deer population at sites where problems occur.

Regulated hunting has been conducted in KS since 1965. In recent years the deer population has increased and the Department has modified the hunting programs to address this situation in a proactive manner. However, to understand where we may need to go with urban deer management in Kansas, it will be helpful to examine some of the programs and mistakes that have been made in deer management nationwide.

The major emphasis of most regulated deer hunting programs in most states has been directed at deer populations in rural areas. Historically hunting systems were omitted or excluded from urban areas because few deer existed in or even near urban centers. That is not the case today. Historically hunting systems focused on the male component of the population (bucks were the only legally hunting deer in most states from 1900 to 1960). This lead to deer population expansion but difficulties in obtaining public acceptance for the harvest of female deer even after the herd exceeded public tolerance levels. There is a tendency for some people to think that because public hunting has not been conducted in an area for many years that it cannot be instituted now. The history of excluding deer hunting from certain areas, including large National
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Parks and suburban areas, has lead to difficulties in applying the most cost-effective and efficient management tool.

The deer management program in Kansas has avoided the problem of establishing buck only hunting seasons as the norm. It has been much easier to control deer populations in Kansas than in many other states. There are few public areas in the state where sanctuaries were developed for deer. Thus, we avoided another potential source of entrenched deer population centers that could create local difficulties. However, we have yet to address management issues that could develop in suburban areas.

Urban leaders contemplating a regulated hunting program should realize that their actions are part of a larger program in Kansas to control deer populations. KDWP recognized the trends in deer population growth and has already taken substantial steps to address the situation. The total number of permits to hunt deer has been increased from 81,693 in 1994 to 135,497 in 1998. Not only has the total harvest been increased dramatically, but the effect of the harvest to the deer herd has been changed to increase its impact on future deer population growth. This is done primarily by focusing hunters to take more antlerless deer. Only 11,055 antlerless only type permits were issued in 1994. By 1998 those classes of permits had been increased to 48,432. Coupled with the increase in the number of permits there has been an extension in the length of the season, greater flexibility given to hunters on the use of their permits, greater convenience in obtaining a permit, and economic incentives for hunters to take antlerless deer.

Different equipment and hunting techniques allow hunters to have different efficiencies. That influences the effect of the hunting in shaping the resulting deer herd. Knowledge of these factors allows helps to design a deer management program for a specific area or group of people. The most effective hunting equipment authorized for Kansas deer

hunters are center-fire rifles. Approximately 65% of the permits that allow a hunter to use a center-fire rifle are successfully filled. In comparison, about 50% of the permits that restrict the hunter to muzzleloader equipment, and 35% of the permits that restrict the hunter to archery equipment are filled. One of the techniques used by KDWP to increase the efficiency of deer hunters in rural areas of the state in recent years has been to change regulations and allow hunters with permits for these less efficient equipment types to use center-fire rifles during an extension in the season when only antlerless white-tailed deer may be taken.

Hunter convenience is an important consideration in recruiting and maintaining deer hunters. As the deer herd in Kansas grew, changes were made in the procedures that hunters followed to obtain a permit. From 1965 to 1987 all hunters were required to obtain a permit through an application process and lottery drawing system. The application deadline was set in mid July. Today there are numerous permit types that are unlimited in total number and also conveniently available at over-the-counter locations until the day before the end of the season.

Permit price influences hunter participation. Most hunters want a permit that will allow them to harvest an adult buck deer. They prefer a permit that gives them the flexibility to take a buck but also harvest an antlerless deer if they cannot find a buck in their hunting area. This permit type is called an “Any Deer Permit” or a “White-tailed Deer, Either Sex Permit” in the Kansas system. The least preferred permit type is one that restricts the hunter to only antlerless deer, or an antlerless white-tailed deer. Those permit types are the ones that are most effective in controlling the deer herd and its growth rate. To encourage hunters to take these deer instead of adult bucks, or in addition to an adult buck, KDWP created Game Tags. Game Tags restrict the hunter to take only an antlerless white-tailed deer, but they are available over-the-counter, can be used during any season with the equipment authorized during that season, and at a price of only 1/3 of the price of a regular permit to hunt deer.

Manipulating the age and sex components of a deer herd to ensure that trophy class deer occur in a local population is one means of increasing hunter participation. However, that type of management sends mixed signals to the non-hunters in the community. Many people may not appreciate the balance between attracting hunters to remove sufficient deer from an area to meet the community’s established levels for tolerance for deer and producing “trophy” deer for those hunters. For this reason deer hunters in urban and suburban areas should be encouraged to participate because of season dates, permitting conveniences and tag prices designed to recruit and retain hunters without the enticement of the area being managed for trophy deer.

Until recently, suburban deer herds contributed little to the statewide deer population and posed only minor safety problems. It was not necessary to consider urban areas in the management prescription for statewide herd control.

Legal Considerations

A generalized, and nationwide framework of legal considerations for managing deer in an urban setting is presented by Messmer et al. (1997). This reference is useful in understanding legal implications of proposed plans. However, variations in laws and regulations between states and within a particular municipality will require an individual review process. People occasionally seek financial compensation for damages caused by deer and other wildlife. Courts have generally ruled that wildlife is owned by the public, but government agencies hold and manage the deer in public trust and therefore, are not liable for damages they may cause (Musgrave and Stein 1993).

Kansas law recognizes public ownership of wildlife. K.S.A. 32-1002 states that: “Unless and except as permitted by law or rules and regulations adopted by the secretary in accordance with K.S.A. 32-805 and amendments thereto, it is unlawful for any person to hunt, fish, furharvest or take any wildlife in this state by any means or manner.”
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Kansas statutes established that management of deer in Kansas is the responsibility of the KDW&P. K.S.A. 32-702 states that:

“It shall be the policy of the state of Kansas to protect, provide and improve outdoor recreation and natural resources in this state and to plan and provide for the wise management and use of the state’s natural resources, thus contributing to and benefiting the public’s health and its cultural, recreational and economic life. For these purposes, the secretary, the commission and the department are hereby vested with duties and powers hereinafter set forth.”

These are broad powers that invariably require cooperation between municipalities and the KDWP for most urban deer management. Most deer management plans that involve lethal control or harassment of deer will require permits, and some experimental techniques may require additional regulatory authority. However, many options for deer population control are covered under existing regulations. In many case, people have been issued permits that would allow them to participate in deer control programs, even in urban and suburban portions of the state.

K.S.A. 32-937 establishes the framework and definitions used in the big game permit system. A series of regulations is established for each big game species. For example, K.A.R. 115-4-5 establishes the equipment and methods of take that are authorized for deer. K.A.R. 115-4-6 establishes the deer management unit boundaries. Eighteen major deer management units encompass the state. Three additional subunits pertain to military areas. Season dates, bag limits and permit application dates and procedures are established in K.A.R. 115-25-9. Actual permit numbers by permit type and deer management unit are revised annually and established by Secretary’s Orders. This system of laws, regulations and procedures, and their predecessors, contributed to a successful big game management program. Special seasons established under K.A.R. 115-25-10, are set separately from the regular deer season, with the intent to achieve additional harvest of antlerless deer above that obtained during the regular season. Special seasons have been used in the Reno-Harvey county area and in the Chautauqua Hills Management Unit.

The Kansas Wildlife and Parks Commission enacted regulation K.A.R. 115-16-4, which authorizes the secretary to issue big game control permits. Thus providing landowners with a legal means of controlling deer that are found destroying property or creating a public safety hazard. The regulation also allows the Department to authorize a permittee to possess and use the carcass of deer killed in defense of property.

An objective of this manual is to notify municipalities about some of the options they might use for deer population controls in urban and suburban setting.

Aggressive deer management measures have been adopted in response to public concerns about the extent and growth rates of deer populations in Kansas. The primary initiative has been focused on reducing the number of white-tailed does in the

population, and shifting the characteristics of the female component of the population to a younger age structure.

Local Ordinances on Weapons

Public ownership of wildlife and wildlife management authority established at the state level of government does not prevent municipal governments from enacting ordinances prohibiting the use of certain weapons commonly used to kill deer. Messmer et al. (1997) pointed out in their nationwide review of legal considerations that, “no state (referring to the state’s wildlife management agency) has pushed the hunting option when communities opposed it. In all cases, the decision to implement a lethal, population reduction program in an urban area was entirely the community’s.”

The KDWP administers a variety of permit types that could be used to control deer populations. These permits are provided in an environment free of barriers that would prevent incorporated areas from addressing deer problems. The KDWP will also provide advice to cities to create an effective deer management program.

Hunting by private citizens is the most cost effective means of controlling deer populations. Activities that involve citizens in the actual control process also generate and maintain support for the management. Citizen hunters generally use their own equipment and volunteer their time in the efforts. In return they are rewarded by such things as the deer meat, which supplements the family’s meat supply. Citizen hunters also participate in urban and suburban deer population control because they feel rewarded from helping to solve a community problem.

Local ordinances prohibiting the use of weapons in urban, and suburban areas and large publicly owned natural parks and watershed that are protected from hunting frequently create sanctuaries for deer. This in turn allows deer populations to increase above the level that would occur if hunting was permitted and regulated.

Ordinances prohibiting the use of weapons commonly used in deer hunting are generally supported in urban areas for public safety purposes. They were frequently written during periods when controlling deer populations was unnecessary. Generally they do not have provisions to allow the use of weapons under special circumstances. Most municipalities would need to modify their ordinances before they could authorize various deer management options.

Public safety may necessity additional restrictions on the use of weapons in urban and suburban areas that may be unnecessary in rural area. Safety issues may be addressed through restrictions on equipment itself or with special requirements on the techniques that may be used. For example, some urban areas have changed their ordinances to allow archery equipment to be used in certain parts of a city during the archery deer season, or a portion of it. Other options might include provisions to
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authorize specific individuals to use a specified weapon type during KDWP permitted control activities. For examples, local ordinances could create a city permit for the use of specific weapons that would be issued to individual landowners of contracted sharpshooters after they had obtained a permit from KDWP for deer control activities. A weapons permit might also specify a specific shooting blind site and field of fire, i.e., it specifies where the person must stand, the equipment they may use and even the limits where shots at deer may be taken.

Some of the concepts that should be considered in these ordinances are:

1) The issuance of deer permits would be under the authority of the KDWP, but the issuance of a weapons permit within the city jurisdiction would be under the authority of the city.

a) The local law enforcement agency should have authority to review and approve weapons permits, if they are not responsible for issuing them.

b) The local law enforcement agency should have authority to revoke a weapons permit for public safety concerns.

2) Weapons permits authorizing people to use specified equipment for deer control purposes should designate the equipment restrictions, time and dates of possible use, and other limitations placed on the permittee.

3) The ordinance should specify that all state laws and regulations pertaining to the taking of deer shall be followed.

4) If a fee is required for the weapons permit, it should be low enough that it does not hinder participation in deer control activities. For example, deer control permits issued to rural landowners who are suffering damage, have been provided at no cost to the permittee, while hunting permits vary from $10.50 to $30.50. We suggest that fees be commensurate with administrative costs.

5) If citizens are authorized to participate in deer hunting or control activities, it is important to include incentives that will maintain their effort. For example, many people will harvest a deer if they are allowed to keep the meat from the deer for their own use. Requirements that the meat of these harvested deer be donated to food banks or civic organizations may decrease citizen participation. Some organizations may be unable to accept meat from wild animals that has not been certified by a health inspector.

6) Sufficient flexibility should be written into the ordinance to allow the permittee to use more efficient techniques if the desired population control cannot be obtained with the restrictions on equipment and periods initially attempted. It is generally easier and quicker to change the restrictions on the weapons permit

than it is to rewrite the local ordinance.

One of the pitfalls in urban deer management using citizen hunters as the control agents is that the focus of the activity may shift through time. This approach is initiated as a means of controlling deer number. Through time there may be pressure to change the emphasis of the program to recreation or even quality hunting opportunities. KDWP personnel are available to provide city administrators with a review of deer population levels and to confirm deer damage. KDWP personnel are also available to review and provide guidance on the development of local ordinances.

Public Perception of the Deer Population in 1996

Public perceptions will drive most deer management decisions in urban areas. Like their rural counterparts, most urban residents want some deer in their surroundings. Conover (1997) conducted a nationwide survey of metropolitan residents and obtained a comparative rating of the population level these people desired for various species of wildlife. Deer fell in the middle of the list of species. Species like hummingbirds, cardinals and American robins were highly desired with more than 50% of the people wanting more of these animals. Species like mice, moles, pigeons, and skunks received little support from people for higher populations. Less than 5% of the people wanted more of these species and 35-60% wanted fewer of them. Deer were the top mammalian species with 27% of the people wanting more of them, 63% wanting the same number as they currently had, and 10% wanting fewer deer (Conover 1997).

Perception of the deer population and the damage it causes depends on a person’s connection with the deer resource. Typically the people who benefit from deer, like hunters, observers, guides, etc. want more deer, while the people who have been damaged by deer, like gardeners, farmers and motorists involved in accidents with deer want fewer deer. Since 1964 the KDWP has monitored rural landowner opinions about deer populations. Landowners with damage they believe to be caused by deer want fewer deer than landowners who do not have that damage.

Public misunderstandings about deer are common. Texans boast that they have the largest population of deer in North America, yet surveys of Texas third-graders revealed that 60% of those students believed that deer were an endangered species (Higginbotham 1994). That level of misunderstanding can lead to substantial difficulties when programs to reduce or control deer populations are discussed.

An integral part of urban deer management will be obtaining and maintaining the informed consent of the constituents. Deer are a favorite species for urban residents. Management plans that people perceive as detrimental to deer and the values they enjoy with deer, may meet strong opposition.
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DEER MANAGEMENT OPTIONS

Frequently people think of deer management options as either nonlethal influences on the population or environment, lethal controls on the existing members of the population, or cultural practices to change the human tolerance for the current deer population. We will be discussed techniques following that outline in this manual. Occasionally these options are thought of as mutually exclusive approaches. However, a full management plan for an urban area may incorporate aspects of many types of options and approaches.

Management alternatives need to be examined not only from the emotional level, but also from their place on a scale of practicality. Techniques with a history of success and effectiveness under operational conditions should receive higher consideration for incorporation into a plan than unproven techniques, no matter how appealing the unproven technique may appear. Testing the effectiveness of techniques is a subject of research, not part of an application.

Assessment of management alternatives varies depending on the number of deer that will be handled in a certain operation or area. There are economies of scale factors to consider. One technique may be adequate in one situation but impractical in another. The amount of effort required to remove each animal should also be considered. The total cost of a project must include the cost of the continual population maintenance after the desired level is reached. It may be necessary to consider not only the initial cost of a technique but also the incremental costs. Frequently the first animals removed from a population, or treated in some manner, are much easier to handle than subsequent animals. However, unless the necessary total number of deer are handled in a prescribed time period, the whole project may fail. These time and cost aspects of options will have a major influence on deer management options.

The following sections are narratives of options for deer management. Appendix A contains an outline information about the techniques that may aid in direct comparisons.

Nonlethal Influence on the Population

This set of practices is generally the first choice of urban citizens. They are selected because the public frequently places a high importance on minimizing the suffering of deer. People who have had few negative interactions or have not experienced high deer densities, generally place a higher importance of minimizing suffering of the deer than people with personal experience of a negative nature with deer. People who have had negative interactions with deer, for example a vehicle accident with a deer, or have suffered damage to their ornamental plantings, tend to support techniques that are rapid and efficient. People who have been involved in deer hunting in rural areas tend to

support harvest techniques to control deer numbers in urban areas.

All nonlethal control measures have no immediate impact on the existing population size and thus provide no immediate remedy to the potential destructive aspects of a deer population. Nonlethal means may transfer the problems to other locations, delay the negative effects of the deer population on people, or change the future growth potential of the deer herd.

Some manuals on management of suburban deer populations include trap and translocate among the nonlethal techniques. We have not included it as a nonlethal method because of the high mortality associated with the technique. That mortality occurs as a result of accidents during the capture event, deaths shortly after capture due to a stress induced problem called capture myopathy, and deaths at the release site as a result of the deer being unfamiliar with site factors. Problems associated with relocation efforts could include difficulties in finding suitable locations to release deer at a time when available deer range is already occupied and population controls are being intensified statewide. There are also uncertainties about the potential of spreading disease as a result of moving deer from one location to another.

In the broadest sense this technique includes a variety of trapping methods from small single deer net traps and wooden box traps to large rocket nets that are propelled with rockets over a herd of deer. It may include specially designed guns that propel a net around a deer. That technique is generally associated with helicopters and a ground crew to wrangle the deer. Trap and translocate has also been used to include chemical immobilization of deer with chemicals delivered with a drug gun.

Trapping of deer will be briefly covered as a lethal means to lower deer densities under the section on paid control agents.

The four nonlethal control techniques most frequently suggested are as follows: 1) a mechanical means of separating deer from places people use; 2) repellants; 3) habitat manipulations; including supplemental feeding; and 4) fertility control agents.

Mechanical Methods
People are much more tolerant of deer if the deer can be restricted to areas where they will have a minimal opportunity to adversely effect people. Mechanical devices are frequently suggested. For example, if vehicle accidents with deer are the main problem, and accidents are occurring in established corridors, fencing may be used to keep the deer from crossing the roads in those areas, or to direct the deer movements to underpasses or other safe crossing sites. A summary of deer - vehicle collisions and various attempts to mitigate these problems are covered by Romin and Bissonette (1996) and in a 65 page unpublished project prepared in 1995 for the Michigan Department of Transportation.
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There are no inexpensive and effective mechanical techniques currently available to reduce deer vehicle collisions. Devices such as warning whistles attached to vehicles, and reflectors placed along roads have proven ineffective (Romin and Dalton 1992, and Gilbert 1982). Deer crossing signs, including animated and lighted signs (Pojar et al. 1975) have been unsuccessful in maintaining driver vigilance at known deer crossings.

Electric fences are frequently used in rural areas to reduce deer use on an area. They have an advantage over high woven wire fences, as they are relatively cheap and easy to install. Many urban and suburban areas have ordinances against the use of electric fences. However, small areas like a vegetable or flower garden or specific items like an ornamental tree may be effectively protected with woven wire fencing or a collar if the fencing materials are sufficiently strong and high.

Fences along highways have an advantage of limiting deer access to the road. However, deer occasionally get inside these fences and then become trapped in an area of danger for both the deer and motorist. One-way gates have been installed in highway fences to create escape routes for deer. Unfortunately, these gates add to the cost of the project and frequently deer are unable to find these exits.

Repellents
Repellents are frequently suggested when the offending deer behavior is their foraging. Repellents are most applicable in treating specific plants. They are seldom effective in treating large fields and certainly not an answer to a community wide effort to reduce damage. They may be part of an educational program for citizen and as a short term answer at a specific site. Many repellents must be reapplied after rains and periodically as the plants grow.

Repellents are generally classified into four groups based on the way they affect deer. They can elicit fear, conditioned aversion, pain or taste reactions Mason 1997). Fear inducting substances frequently resemble the odor of predators. Conditioned aversion substances, such as thiram, cause the deer to become sick if they eat plants treated with the substance. Some substances that contain capsaicin, the active ingredient in some hot sauces, cause pain when they come in contact with the mucous membranes of the eyes, mouth or nose of a deer. Deer learn to avoid plants treated with these substances. Other substances simply make the treated plant taste bitter or unpalatable to deer.

There is a substantial volume of scientific literature on the use of repellents to keep deer from affecting various plants, and this will undoubtedly be updated as new substances enter the market. Many substances have been tested, and many of them have provided partial or temporary relief from the effects of deer foraging on plants. Products like Deer Away® (Int-Agra, Inc., Minneapolis, MN), Deer Stopper (Messina, Long Valley, NJ) and Plantskyddtm (Tree World, Secchett, BC Can.) have been tested by USDA (Fagerstone

and Clay 1997, DeNicola et al 2000). The cost of these applications can be substantial. Costs ranging from $70 to $396 per acre have been reported (Conover 1984).

Some nonlethal influences, like fences and repellents, will not change the resulting population growth. Deer frequently influence people in a number of ways. Fences and repellents may solve the initial problem in one location, only to have new problems develop nearby. By that time the deer population may be larger and the cost and effort needed for control may be higher than it would have been if other techniques had been used from the start.

Habitat Modifications
Habitat modifications could theoretically address deer population problems in urban areas. Habitat conditions at BCC provide insufficient energy for additional population growth. If habitats could be further modified in a negative manner for deer, the population could be reduced.

Existing habitats would need to be modified to simulate the conditions at or beyond BCC. For example, at BCC there is a distinct browse line on trees and shrubs where the low branches have been pruned by the foraging of deer. Trees and shrubs could be artificially pruned to eliminate this potential source of food for deer. Other sources of food for deer would also need to be reduced or eliminated. In the agricultural portion of the Midwest, with its high productivity, this would require an intense maintenance program.

Travel corridors for deer could be established that would direct the majority of movements by dispersal deer away from urban areas as opposed to leading them into urban areas. A system of travel corridors around cities might keep dispersal deer away from the sensitive parts of cities. Most Kansas cities are at the edges of streams and rivers. The riparian habitat that develops in these areas forms a natural travel corridor for deer, and thus directs dispersal of deer through parts of our cities. The floodplain near most cities provides excellent habitat for deer. Redirecting those travel corridors would be a significant task, highly expensive, and possibly counter to public desires.

Negative habitat management specifically designed to lower deer populations in urban areas has not been documented in the wildlife management literature. It is therefore unproven. In practice, this technique would find much opposition from the residents of an area where it was attempted. People chose to surround themselves with much of the same habitat that deer need. People frequently demand that public parks and open spaces be managed in an esthetically pleasing manner. Some of these parks and public open spaces become the core areas for an urban deer population. We water and fertilize these areas to keep them green and rigorous. That is coincidentally the habitat condition that are beneficial to deer.

Habitat features that benefit deer also benefit other species of wildlife. In some areas of North America the effect of deer on habitat is detrimental to other species of wildlife, such as neotropical song birds that use the shrub layer for nesting. Ecologists argue for reduced deer populations to allow that habitat to recover for the benefit of other wildlife. Negatively managing that habitat in an effort to reduce deer will create further habitat deficiencies for those highly desired species.

Lowering the habitat condition of an area would result in the existing deer population having an unthrifty appearance. Deer living under poor habitat conditions would be prone to diseases and much more susceptible to harsh weather or other stress factors than the current deer herd. Deer living in poor habitats would not be as esthetically pleasing for people to observe as deer living in good habitats.

Knowledge of the plant species preferences of deer could aid in managing parks and green spaces. Plantings could be restricted to species not preferred by deer. This would reduce the continual maintenance problems caused by the damage deer do to certain species of plants. However, habitat management alone could result in deer herd health problems and the shifting of deer population problems to other areas without a solution to the underlying problem.

Supplemental feeding of deer could theoretically be designed to encourage deer use in one area and thus attract the deer away from sensitive areas. People enjoy seeing deer in particular settings. Feeding allows people to observe deer in a predictable manner. A supplemental feeding program may fail to reduce damage caused by deer and yet become popular with people and therefore extremely difficult to stop once it is begun.

Supplemental feeding of deer can have numerous unforseen and adverse effects. A deer population that is supplementally fed will have an artificially high BCC. This may create a cycle that results in higher deer populations, which cost more to artificially feed. Feeding deer concentrates them into a small area, which can influence their health. Some diseases of deer, such as bovine tuberculosis, have been exacerbated by concentrating deer at feeding sites. Bovine tuberculosis currently does not exist in wild deer herds in Kansas and all efforts should be made to keep it from becoming established locally. The long term effects of supplementally feeding deer are great. Education and regulations should be used to discourage this practice before it becomes popularly practiced.

Fertility Control and Immunocontraception
Lowering the fertility level of deer can be a popular notion for controlling deer populations in urban areas. Part of the attraction of this technique among urban residents is that it appears to serve the health and safety of individual animals. Prior to 1990, most scientists working in this field of study were working with chemosterilants or surgical sterilization of deer. USDA Technical Bulletin No. 1853 (Kreeger 1997) provides

a 272-page reference for this subject.

A new technology, immunocontraception, uses an animal’s immune response to disrupt or prohibit reproductive function. One approach being investigated includes a vaccine that results in atrophy of the gonads and infertility of both sexes. Another vaccine causes antibodies to form that block sperm penetration of the egg.

The long-term consequences of a drug induced fertility control is unknown. Some techniques, like immunocontraception, have been questioned for their safety, not only for deer, but possible having spillover effects with other species. One concern is that immunocontraceptives are most effective on animals with strong immune function. By eliminating these individuals from the breeding population the resulting future population may be less genetically adaptive to other diseases and challenges to the immune system.

Of particular concern are the behavioral consequences these vaccines may have on deer. For example, deer are seasonal breeders. They mate only once in a year. This is a period of time referred to as the rut, and is the time period most frequently associated with a peak in deer movements and resulting deer - vehicle accidents. The zona pellucida (ZP) vaccine may cause females to fail to conceive, but to recycle and come into heat in 28 days. In effect the rut would continue indefinitely, or at least all of the months bucks were in a breeding condition. The main negative consequence of this could be that peak rutting behavior (when deer - vehicle collisions are most common) would be extended and repeated.

Research is underway to develop means of introducing the vaccine by using live organisms (a vector organism like a virus) to distribute it to the target species. For example, in Australia control of rabbit populations is being suggested that would incorporate the immunocontraceptive antigen into a particular virus that normally infects rabbits. This would make immunocontraception a foreign reproductive disease. Once released in the wild, there would be no means of controlling where this new disease would go or which animals it might infect.

Currently the only means of delivery of the available vaccines to wild free-ranging deer is with a conventional dart system or biobullet (Turner et al. 1992). As Fagerstone and Clay (1997) stated; “While this may be effective where deer are confined to small sites, it is impractical for populations in larger areas.” Large scale applications of fertility

control chemicals require that a substantial percentage of the deer population must be treated. In small populations, individual deer may be recognized and thus those animals will not be treated more than once. However, when a large population of deer needs to be treated it becomes necessary to mark the treated animals to prevent multiple inoculations. Where deer control is need in an unconfined area, the cost of this technique makes this technique unattractive.

Antifertility substances for deer are not registered and available on a commercial basis. Only experimental drugs are produced at this time. The Food and Drug Administration (FDA) has guidelines for research projects that use these substances. Because of the concerns that FDA has about the safety for people who eat deer treated with these

substances, each free-ranging deer treated in these studies must be marked with warning tags.

This technique is not recommended by KDWP because of the combined aspects of its cost, the uncertainty about its effectiveness and ecological consequences, and the probable difficulties of marking and treating a significant portion of the population. As DeNicola et al. (2000) summarized: “To put fertility control technology in perspective, after four decades of research, effective antifertility programs for controlling populations of free-ranging wildlife simply do not exist. It is unlikely that a safe and cost-effective fertility control method will be available for managing deer populations in areas larger than a few square miles within the next five to ten years.”

Lethal Means of Lowering Deer Density Natural Predators
Deer populations are frequently kept below BCC by increasing the mortality rate on the herd. This has generally been done by humans, a natural predator of deer for thousands of years. In some environments, other large natural predators such as mountain lions, wolves and bears, can lower deer populations below BCC and maintain the population at the lower level. Smaller and less efficient predators like coyotes, bobcats and free-ranging dogs can influence populations, but generally they are not an efficient population control factor. None of the wildlife predators are effective in urban areas. Their potential to conflict with people and their pets are too high for community leaders to recommend natural predators as deer population control. KDWP has not released large predators, and the department would not authorize the necessary permits to allow others to do so.

Controlled Public Hunting
Regulated hunting has a history of being the most effective means of controlling deer populations while at the same time ensuring the long-term security of deer species. Modern wildlife management has relied on this technique throughout much of the range of deer in North America, and it has repeatedly been shown to be the most efficient and least expensive technique to control deer populations at a predetermined population level. The system works because it relies on the motivation of individual hunters to harvest a portion of the herd at regular intervals. Hunters are motivated by various factors, which may include the benefit of the meat, hunting experience and traditions, and recreational opportunities associated with deer hunting. The motivation of these hunters allows the harvest to be conducted without public expenditures to pay for the

control. In addition to the direct economic advantage, nonhunters benefit by providing goods and services to the hunters.

Urban areas of Kansas have frequently been excluded from deer hunting by community ordinances prohibiting the discharge of firearms or archery equipment. These ordinances have created sanctuaries for deer in urban and suburban settings, which partially explains why deer populations and resulting conflicts with people have grown faster in the urban areas than any other part of the state. Repeatedly it has been shown that where sanctuaries are provided for deer, the resulting local deer population reaches levels much higher than on adjacent land. Mitchell et al. (1997) estimated that deer densities in state parks where hunting was prohibited were 4 to 8 times higher than on adjacent national forest lands where hunting was allowed.

The distribution of deer is influenced to some extent by the history of established land tenure of groups of deer (McNulty et al. 1997). This is both a key to urban deer management and one of the obstacles. The patterns of deer densities are not uniform through the available area, but rather the herds’ distribution is clumped through the available habitats. Some of this distribution is the result of habitat preference of deer. Part of this pattern may be due the herd’s history of use of the area. Part of the pattern may be influenced by the security the herd receives in particular portions of the area. This is true of deer behavior even in wilderness area where deer tend to use area between established wolf home ranges more than they use the core areas of the wolves’ home range.

If hunting is to be an effective means of controlling deer populations, hunters must have adequate access to specific areas where control is needed. In an urban and suburban environment with multiple small land holdings (relative to a deer’s movement pattern) there can be multiple sanctuaries within the control area. Cooperation by the community members is essential for the hunting approach to be at peak efficiency. Historically there have been times when communities worked together to affect both the harvest of wildlife, and the resulting distribution and use of the resource.

Paid Control Agents / Sharpshooters
Two forms of deer population control are practiced using paid control agents. The techniques used by paid control agents include trapping and euthanizing the deer, or using sharpshooters to kill the deer directly at a site. Both of these techniques require considerable funding. Costs of any of these projects vary depending on the level of control needed, climate, topography and various social factors. It was reported that it cost $400 per animal to trap deer at one project, while reports from sharpshooter projects have ranged between $75 and $800 for each animal they remove (Ishmael and Ronstad 1984, DeNicola et al. 1997).

An advantage of paid control agents is that they are under the direct control of the hiring
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authority. A precise contract can be arranged and standards for handling the animals can be set. The effectiveness of sharpshooters may be enhanced by allowing them to use spotlights and shoot at night, to bait areas and shoot from established blinds, and to continue hunting or change tactics based on the behavior of the deer.

Sharpshooters have been shown to be less efficient in controlling deer populations than controlled hunting (Palmer et al. 1980). The comparative efficiency of sharpshooters versus citizen hunters will be influenced by the size of the area where control is needed. Sharpshooters will be most effective on small areas. The involvement of numerous citizens in a controlled hunt will be more effective if the area needing control is large. Sharpshooters might be appropriate and efficient if the deer problems are recognized early in the deer population growth for an area. Those same sharpshooters could be completely inadequate once the problem has become widespread.

Sharpshooters have been used to harvest deer as a control activity, making the meat from those animals available to public and private organizations and to needy persons. This practice can facilitate public acceptance of a program. Use of sharpshooters in situations where regulated hunting could be conducted can become controversial, as some people will view the sharpshooters’ activities as denying citizens access to a renewable public resource.

Trapping might be conducted as part of a lethal control program with contracted control agents where the captured deer would be humanely euthanized. Trapping of deer can be traumatic for the captured deer. High post release mortality has been associated with some projects. For example, 29 deer were trapped in one project in California. Two deer died during the capture. Of the 27 deer translocated to a new location, 23 died within one year (Mayer et al. 1995). KDWP currently has not endorsed this technique as a nonlethal means of controlling urban deer populations.

Damage Control Permits
The KDWP has a program to issue and administer damage control permits. These permits are issued under the authority of K.A.R. 115-16-4, on a property-by-property basis to a person who is suffering damages caused by deer. A district wildlife biologist or conservation officer for KDWP may issue these permits after re

viewing the field situation. These permits are generally issued from mid January through September when normal firearms hunting seasons are closed.

These permits have limited applicability to suburban areas. Occasionally deer get into situations where they pose a significant hazard to the public, for example, deer occasionally get on runways at airports. Damage control permits can be issued to allow local authorities to humanely euthanize these animals. Occasionally property owners in a suburban area could have a situation where a damage control permit could be authorized. However, the permits would not be issued unless city ordinances allowed a person to use the authorized equipment.

The damage control permit system was designed to handle individual problems at the property owner level. The system is not designed to have an influence on regional deer population levels and therefore is not a complete answer to the needs of an urban deer manager.

Changing Human Tolerances for Deer and Deer Management

Deer management in urban and suburban areas is dominated by human opinions. No plan will succeed over a long period of time unless it incorporates the human component. A segment of society will argue for total tolerance for deer populations, letting nature take its course on the population, while another segment will argue for zero tolerance of deer, and extremely low populations or no deer. The majority of people in most urban areas will hold opinions between these extremes, but their opinions can be swayed depending on the tone and content of the debate. Often the majority of the people have no strong opinion on this subject. A study conducted in 1996 in Missouri found that one-third of the respondents from St. Louis and Kansas City were not interested at all in deer (Stout 1997).

Deer densities vary considerably across the country, and even across the state of Kansas. However, people’s tolerance for deer and the damage they cause is not proportional to those densities. In areas where deer have traditionally been a component of the environment, people tend to adjust to their presence and tolerate higher density and more damage than in areas where a recent expansion to the deer population has occurred and people have not adjusted to their presence. This would suggest that people’s tolerance for deer change with experience and might be changed through exposure to information. However, there have been no programs specifically designed to change people’s tolerance for deer. Changing human perception of the problems or resetting the tolerance level people will not address the fact that at some deer population level the problems will recur and addressing those problems at the high population level will be more expense and time consuming than they would be if they were addressed today.

DEVELOPMENT OF A PLAN

Decision Tree

1. Do you have a problem with the current deer population in your area?

Yes
Go to 23

No
Go to 2

2. Do you have a deer management plan?

Yes
Go to 3

No
Go to 7

3. Be prepared to act on deer problems when they occur.

4. Maintain contacts with KDWP.

5. Review the plan periodically to keep it updated.

6. End Decision Tree.

7. Possible need to develop a management plan.

8. Contact KDWP for resource representative to assist with your deer management plan.

9. Is there a high potential for a deer population problem to develop in your jurisdiction?

Yes
Go to 14

No
Go to 10

10. Maintain contacts with KDWP.

11. Avoid management decisions that would create large sanctuaries, good habitats, adequate travel corridors, etc. that could foster a growing deer population, and avoid the establishment of local ordinances that could hinder solutions to control deer population controls.

12. Review the situation periodically to keep informed.

13. End Decision Tree.

14. Assemble a management team to design a management plan for your area.

plan

16. Review Manual for Deer Management in Urban and Suburban areas of Kansas.

17. Review complaints about deer and deer management, current ordinances, special or unique ecological situations, and deer population trends.

18. Do you need a consensus of constituents to initiate a management plan?

Yes
Go to 28

No
Go to 19

19. Identify potential components and solutions for your plan.

20. Prepare or modify the management plan for deer in your area.

21. Activate a management plan.

22. Evaluate a management plan after an appropriate time interval.
Go to 1

23. Are you following your deer management plan?

Yes
Go to 24

No
Go to 26

No Management Plan
Go to 14

24. Determine what problems are not being addressed by your plan.

25. Modify your deer management plan (Go to 16).

26. Determine the factors that are keeping you from following your plan.

27. Modify your deer management plan (Go to 16).

28. Determine opinions, preferences and best means of addressing constituents on deer management issues.

29. Inform constituents of problems, the potential consequences if not addressed and possible solutions.

30. Obtain consensus and approval to go forward.
Go to 19

Assembling a Management Team

Establishing the membership to the management team may determine the final outcome of the process. Some of the points to consider are the following:

Social makeup:

-
a balanced distribution within the geographic areas

-
have stake in the resolution (not the techniques) - a balance of ethnicity, age and gender

-
at least one elected official from each political party

Personal characteristics:

- attitude that group efforts can succeed

-
history of fairness and reasonable decisions - team player

- always punctual and have consistent attendance - task driven

-
highly focused

- good communication skills

Avoid:

- officers or active members of special interest groups

-
people with preestablished or polarized opinions

-
people unwilling to make decisions

- people with strong economic or emotional bias in outcome

The management team should receive a high level of support from the mayor or city council before they begin their work. The management team should be given a mandate, budget, and deadline. They should make regular reports on the progress they are making and the alternatives they have discussed.

Citizen Participation Versus Executive Decisions

The subject of conflict resolution is outside the scope of this document. A couple of references on conflict resolution in wildlife management that might be useful while developing an urban deer plan are Bleiker and Bleiker (1990), Rees (1991), U.S. Fish and Wildl. Serv. Manage. Assist. Team (1995), and Beal (1996).

An urban deer management plan may generate controversy. To be accepted, the plan requires cooperation from diverse groups with opposing viewpoints and value systems. A plan could be developed through the normal bureaucratic processes and put into action by executive decisions, or it could be temporarily isolated from that process and developed independently by an ad hoc committee or citizen task force (CTF). Any way the plan is developed, the eventual decision will involve elected and appointed officials of local government.

An urban deer management plan developed through executive decisions may be

criticized for failure to include some aspect of concern by a special interest group not represented on the executive board. On the other hand, Baker and Fritsch (25:404, 1997) stated: “ Overall, we believe CTFs have not quelled dissension but, instead, have further polarized the people they were designed to unite.” This section will deal primarily with citizen task forces (CTF) because of their potential to polarize.

CTFs have been an effective means of addressing deer management in some urban areas. CTFs can be involved in deer population monitoring and public opinion surveys. Citizen groups can be effective in urging the community to adopt certain activities, such as not making plantings that attract or concentrate deer to hazard locations. These actions may be too trivial or site-specific for an ordinance yet useful in local deer management.

A key to success with CTF meetings is to establish goals and abide by procedures. The group must focus on working toward a common good for the community. A meeting facilitator will probably be necessary. Realistic expectations need to be set. Do not expect this approach to result in a community consensus or to result in a permanent cohesion.

Meetings of CTFs should be on neutral sites. Open meetings should be conducted to get public input. Closed sessions, if allowed under open meeting regulations, may be beneficial for the group to resolve issues and formulate plans. Individual members may be assigned specific tasks to perform and report to the group. Meeting minutes should be maintained.

Spot Treatments vs. Management Zones

There are various ways of addressing urban deer management. The scale of the action should be a consideration. It may be possible to use spot treatments when deer populations are low and public tolerance for deer is high. Successful corrective action may be obtained by removing or treating a few animals, or making a small habitat change, etc. Treatments like depredation permits for individual landowners may be adequate. However, the history of deer management during the last half century has indicated that frequently the action taken at early stages of a population expansion has been insufficient in both scope and intensity to affect a remedy. This has resulted in more severe problems over a wider area, which has been more difficult to accomplish as time progressed. Economies of scale come into play with deer management. It is more expensive to manage many small populations than it is to manage a single large population. It is also more expensive on a per capita basis to maintain a population at very low density compared to the BCC. The cost to remove an animal at the low density may be high, but the cost to reduce a population to that level and then maintain it there may justify the high per capita expense.

Deer frequently move more than five miles between summer and winter ranges in the

C:\Documents and Settings\mscheidt\Local Settings\Temporary Internet Files\OLK17\030902 Big Game Manual.doc

Midwest. Where spot treatments are attempted during the fall to address damage that is occurring during the spring and summer, it is essential that the treatment be conducted on the appropriate location where the offending deer are currently living. This may require intensive monitoring of the local deer population, which could become extremely expensive. An alternative to that approach is to apply the treatment over a management zone. The management zone approach is generally easier to administer, provides greater control, and is more economical than the spot treatment.

Urban deer management in some areas, for example in Wisconsin and Ohio, has been partially addressed by creating hunting areas around urban areas. In those areas open to hunting the deer population has been reduced. This has decreased the number of deer that disperse into the urban area from the adjacent area. Citizens and urban leaders in Kansas have not requested this type of management. It is something that would need to be addressed at public meetings of the Kansas Wildlife and Parks Commission. Changes would need to be made in a permanent regulation, K.A.R. 115-4-6 to create the management unit. Permits would need to be authorized through the Secretary’s Orders.

One Time Application or Periodic Maintenance

Urban leaders may need to point out to their constituents that the deer population problems they are experiencing did not develop over night, and the remedies will not have an immediate or permanent effect. There are no techniques that will allow a one time application and solve the problems.

Most of the urban areas of Kansas are along river corridors. The greenways and riparian areas along these waterways are natural travel lanes for deer. Even if all of the deer currently living in a large metropolitan area could be removed, new individuals would soon travel the natural corridors and repopulate the area. Under these conditions, deer population control measures are periodic maintenance of the population, not a permanent correction. Just as the deer herds in rural areas must be periodically cropped to maintain their numbers at levels that landowners will tolerate, deer herds in urban area must be managed with this periodic maintenance in mind.

SUMMARY

Deer management has undergone substantial change through the years. Research and practical experience during the last century has provided a sound basis for managing most deer populations. Urban and suburban settings remain a challenge for deer managers. Understanding the human dimensions of deer management in an urban area may pose an even greater challenge than the environmental or population dynamics questions. Shifting in public opinion and changing human tolerance for deer will present a challenge for community leaders.

Problems with deer populations do not develop overnight. Deer populations grow at predictable rates. Social tolerance also changes in somewhat predictable ways, although it may be changed in some large increments as a result of media coverage or special interest group activism. When deer population levels and human tolerance meet critical levels, there may be a rush to action. When decisions are based on a quick assessment of facts and cursory review of the various solutions, there may be serious consequences.

Management of the deer populations is the only solution for urban officials. Deer populations will continue to increase if they are not periodically controlled by man. The most effective management will emphasize the need for continual maintenance. Management plans that incorporate incentives for people to control deer populations on their property will be beneficial.

Citizen hunters have been the most cost effective and efficient means of regulating deer populations throughout North America. The primary reasons for not adapting this technique frequently center around perceptions of unsafe conditions for participants and citizens, and conflicts that arise between people with opposing social attitudes. Both of the problems have been accentuated by years without experience with citizen hunting in a particular area. The magnitude of the perceived problems and conflicts have frequently been overestimated in communities that have opted to reinstitute hunting within their jurisdiction. Where this approach is not applicable, the alternative techniques become expensive, logistically complicated, often technically unproven, and ineffective.

Time is a critical factor in most deer management plans. Delays in implementing plans often make the original plan ineffective. Their cost and size will increase. New problems will develop and opposition to the plan will solidify.
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SUMMARY OF URBAN DEER MANAGEMENT METHODS

Nonlethal Mechanical:
1)
Woven Wire Fencing, height of 10 foot or more Advantages:

a) can be used for long-term deer exclusion

b) reduces damage at critical locations

c) may be used to restrict human access

Disadvantages:

a) expensive (approximately $5-7 per linear foot)

b) may transfer problems to new location

c) changes esthetics of view

d) deer existing inside fenced area must be removed before construction is completed

e) fencelines generally restricted to property boundaries, which may not be most efficient design

f) some deer and other animals may become entangled in fence and die

g) difficult to use across water gaps and floodplain

Applications:

a) small orchards, nurseries, and gardens

b) parallel to segments of intensely traveled highways

c) airports

Permit Requirements: a)
none

Expectations for Success: a)
fairly high

Nonlethal Mechanical:
2)
Electric Wire Fencing (same as woven wire plus the following)

Advantages:

a)
less expensive to install than woven wire ($0.15 per linear foot plus labor)

b)
may be used temporally, easy to remove

c)
can be used to create a psychological effect on deer as well as physical barrier

Disadvantages:

possible injuries to people, pets and wildlife may be prohibited by local ordinance deer may learn to avoid direct contact maintenance of vegetation under fence line
Applications:

a) small gardens and orchards

b) nurseries

Permit Requirements:

a)
possible local ordinances

Expectations for Success:

a)
generally a short-term solution

Nonlethal

Repellents, All Products:
Advantages:

a)
may be used as soon as damage is observed or before it starts

Disadvantages:

a) rain may dissipate repellent

b) no repellent will eliminate damage if deer become stressed due to hunger

c) new growth after application is not protected

d) may require frequent reapplication

e) may have an unpleasant odor that is detected by people

f) may cost as much as $65/acre per application

Applications:

a) generally restricted to small areas or individual plants

b) generally effective for only short period of time

Permit Requirements:

a) none

b) follow label instructions

Expectations for Success:

a) limited solution

b) problem will generally get larger each year

Nonlethal

Habitat Modification:
Advantages:

a) deer preference lists for species of trees, shrubs and flowers are available

b) practice requires people to understand consequences of deer and habitat interactions

c) could be practiced at property owner level to shift deer use to nearby locations

d) could be practiced over wide area to reduce herd productivity

Disadvantages:

a) people and deer frequently prefer similar plants and landscape appearances

b) may shift the problem to other people or site

c) habitat modifications that lower deer density will create herd conditions (low health and vigor) that concern people

d)
may have negative impacts on desirable wildlife species

Applications:

a)
generally practiced at property owner level

Permit Requirements: a)
none

Expectations for Success:

a) limited solution

b) unproven technique for herd control

Nonlethal

Fertility Control and Immunocontraception:
1)
All Classes and Types Advantages:

a)
concept is acceptable by many people

Disadvantages:

a)
many unknowns

1) behavioral aspects

2) selection for animals with poor immune system could create long-term problems

b)
capture and handling of individual animals is extremely expensive ($400 per animal)

c)
does not address existing population

Applications:

a)
not approved for use in KS

Permit Requirements: a)
Yes

1) federal permits for some drugs

2) state permits to capture or pursue deer

Expectations for Success:

a)
no proven outside enclosed areas

Nonlethal

Trap and Relocate
1)
Contracted Services Advantages:

a)
high public acceptance at the start of the project

Disadvantages:

a) expectation of a high mortality rate at capture and post release

b) few organizations or individuals skilled and equipped

c) high cost per animal removed ($400 per animal)

d) continued maintenance practice, however, public

approval expected to decrease through time

e) deer become increasingly difficult to capture as

individuals are removed from population

Applications:

a)
urban area with dense human population

Permit Requirements: a)
Yes

1) KDWP permit to capture deer

2) KDAH health certificates to move deer

Expectations for Success:

a)
high success within limited areas

Lethal Means of Lowering Deer Density Natural Predators:
1)
Mountain Lions, Wolves, etc.

Advantages:

a)
biological control, would not require annual or periodic input.

Disadvantages:

a) impractical

b) unproven in urban setting

c) probable conflicts with people and pets

Applications:

a)
not approved by KDWP

Permit Requirements:

a)
yes, KDWP permit would be required

Expectations for Success:

a)
extremely low, impractical

Lethal Means of Lowering Deer Density Controlled Public Hunting:
1)
Greater Metropolitan Deer Management Unit Advantages:

a)
proven effective technique

b)
low cost to administer the program

i) cost of equipment and labor provided by hunters

ii) hunters’ permit fee pays administrative cost

c)
season dates could be adjusted to increase or decrease hunter participation

d)
equipment could be restricted or liberalized to influence effect on deer population or to address public safety concerns

e)
permit numbers could be adjusted to establish herd levels

f)
individuals benefit from meat of deer harvested during the hunt

g)
can be used where vegetation is dense

Disadvantages:

a) public concern over safety

b) not effective where hunting would be prohibited from large area of good habitat

Applications:

a) works most effeciently in large areas (>10 sq. miles)

b) could include areas of public forest or watershed

Permit Requirements:

a) city not required to obtain permit

b) deer hunting permit required by individual hunters

c) weapons discharge permit required in areas with local ordinances

Expectations for Success:

a) practical solution to deer population control

b) high expectation for success where hunter access is adequate

Lethal Means of Lowering Deer Density Paid Control Agents / Sharpshooters:
1)
Contracted Agents
Advantages:

a) a written contract for services

b) city would control actions of operators

c) could use tools not authorized in typical public hunting, such as spot lights, small caliber sniper rifles, drop nets, etc.

Disadvantages:

a)
expensive ($400 per deer removed)

Applications:

a)
best suited for small areas with a specific group of problem deer

Permit Requirements:

a)
KDWP permit required to take deer

Expectations for Success:

a) limited solution

b) effective near areas where public hunting would not be allowed

Lethal Means of Lowering Deer Density Paid Control Agents / Sharpshooters:
1)
City Employees Advantages:

a) control of operators

b) could use tools not authorized in typical public hunting, such as spot lights, small caliber sniper rifles, drop nets, etc.

Disadvantages:

a) expensive ($600 per deer removed)

b) employees may need to be trained and supervised

c) deer control activities reduce employees’ involvement in primary tasks they were hired to do

Applications:

a)
best suited for small areas with a specific group of problem deer, (deer on a municipal airport)

Permit Requirements:

a)
KDWP permit required to take deer

Expectations for Success:

a) limited solution

b) effective near areas where public hunting would not be allowed

Lethal Means of Lowering Deer Density Damage Control Permits:
1)

Advantages:

a) KDWP administered program

b) restricted equipment and area of application

Disadvantages:

a) ineffective in controlling deer population

b) possible conflicts between property neighbors

Applications:

a)
individual property owners

Permit Requirements:

a) yes, damage control permits

b) city administered permits to allow discharge of weapons

Expectations for Success:

a)
short term solution for a few individuals

OUTLINE OF KDWP DISTRICT WILDLIFE BIOLOGIST RESPONSE TO URBAN DEER COMPLAINTS

I. All Complaints

Document each complaint

1. Name

2. Address and phone #

3. Location

4. Description of problem including history of damage 5. Date and time of meetings

6. Description of actions taken to date

7. Provide educational materials and technical assistance

II. Suburban Area - Outside City Limits

A. Large Area (40+ acres)

1. Provide technical assistance

a. Nonlethal methods, Wildlife Damage Control Manual

1) Habitat modifications

2) Repellants and scare devices and techniques

3) Fencing

b. Lethal Methods

1) Hunting during open season

2) WIHA or other means of recruiting hunters

3) Depredation permits

2. Follow established Deer Damage Guidelines

3. Field visits if appropriate

4. Follow-up with field review

B. Small Area (<40 acres)

1. Same as II, A, except item b. 3 may need to be modified due to local ordinances and additional restrictions on equipment (archery only, etc.).

2. Coordinate management with adjacent landowners

a. Issue depredation permits to neighbors with > 40 acres if appropriate.

III. Urban Area - Inside City Limits

A. Public Areas (airports, remote natural parks, etc.)

1. Notify, consult and coordinate with public management

authority. Offer a menu of options from the urban deer

management manual.

a. Facilitate development of Urban Deer Management Plan

1) Coordinate with supervisor and administrative staff for special permits if required

2) Coordinate with other divisions in urban area

2. Consider potential for public hunting with a waiver of local

ordinances against discharge of weapons, or modification of

local ordinance for exemption of specific equipment.

3. Consider Special Hunts (K.A.R. 115-25-10 (1993))

B. Private Areas

1. Large Private Areas (40+ acres)

a. Notify, consult and coordinate with public management authority

1) Propose development of Urban Deer Management Plan

a) Coordinate with supervisor and administrative staff for special permits if required

b) Coordinate with other divisions in urban area

b.
Consider potential for public hunting with a waiver of ordinance for discharge of weapons

1) Use regular permits, like archery permits issued to individuals if the city will allow hunting only at damage sites.

c.
Consider Special Hunts (K.A.R. 115-25-10 (1993))

d. Consider depredation permits outside an open season

2. Small Private Areas (<40 acres)

a. Consolidate management with neighbors

IV. Greater Metropolitan Area

A. Handle through KDWP chain of command in regular input procedures

1. Change permit numbers and antlerless allocations

B. Consider recommendation of new Deer Management Unit

1. Consider unlimited over-the-counter any deer permits.

C. Consider Special Hunts (K.A.R. 115-25-10 (1993))

D. Consider expansion of Game Tags

Considered important but temporarily on hold
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Introduction





Why a Practitioners’ Guide to


Community-Based Deer Management?





ommunity-based deer management in the Northeast continues to present deer managers with challenges and 





opportunities. Community-based management typically involves collaboration of public wildlife management agencies with entities such as local governments, interest groups, nongovern�mental organizations, and residents (Chase et al. 2000, Schusler 1999). Whereas traditional deer management generally is the result of commission- or legislature-driven policies that are translated into regulations applied broadly across the landscape, community-based man�agement calls for collaboration to formulate locale-specific decision-making strategies and management tactics.


Deer–human interactions have become quite common in the Northeast. Unfortunately, some interactions (e.g., deer–car collisions) may create a range of negative impacts that exceed the


acceptance capacity of communities. Managing deer as a valuable resource, rather than as a pest, frequently leads deer managers and communi�ties to collaborate in decision making and management implementation. But such collabo�ration needs guidance to work. Managers seek proven approaches to engage stakeholders in decision-making processes that result in positive outcomes.


An earlier practitioners’ guide, Human-Wildlife Conflict Management (Decker et al. 2002), described citizen involvement in decision making. However, specific insights about key di�mensions of successful community-based deer management were not included in that guide, nor were analytic descriptions of actual cases. Such grounded insights are needed as more managers find themselves facing for the first time, or perhaps yet again, the daunting task of guiding constructive stakeholder involvement in community-based deer management.





Experience that helps address this need is growing among deer managers in the Northeast. Recent collaborative work among managers in the region has focused on documenting, analyz�ing, and synthesizing their collective experience.





This practitioners’ guide is intended to commu�nicate their insights to other front-line managers who are practicing community-based deer management.


As field experience grows in community-based deer management, the quest for “secrets to success” shifts into higher gear. In community�based deer management, the risks seem great, the stakes often high. The promise of discovering a sure-fire recipe for success is alluring, but it is also unlikely to be fulfilled. A more realistic ex�pectation would be to identify broadly applicable insights about key dimensions of successful pro�grams. Such insights might be expected to come from a combination of relevant theory of human behavior and practical experience of managers.





�





A common sight. Across


the Northeast communities and wildlife agencies are collaborating to address residents’ concerns and maintain deer as a valued community resource.





�





We approach the revelation of these key dimen�sions from two directions. First, we draw from the public issues literature that has developed to guide public issues education and provide some general assertions that are relevant for deer man�agers. Second, we present a synthesis of findings from our own research specific to community�based natural resource management, including the results of collaborative inquiry with deer man�agers who are experienced in community-based deer management across the Northeast. This guide relies heavily on perspectives growing out of the experiences of these veteran deer managers and new understandings discovered collectively through their interactions and critical analyses.


Our Purpose


The underlying motivation for this practitioners’ guide is:


To enable the continued management of white-tailed deer as a resource, rather than as a pest, by articulating key dimensions of suc�cess when engaging in community-based management.


This also is the underlying goal for a project, the MA/NY Deer Study, funded by the Northeast Wildlife Damage Management Research & Out�reach Cooperative (NWDMROC). During the development stage of that study, the germ of the idea for this guide emerged. Thus, this practi�tioners’ guide draws from cases across the Northeast (including CT, MA, MD, ME, NJ, NY, PA, and VA), contributing to a regional under�standing of approaches used to achieve collabo�rative decision making for community-based deer management. It also complements past ef�forts to communicate research findings to front�line wildlife management practitioners, in





particular the recent publication referred to earlier: Human–Wildlife Conflict Management: A Practitioners’ Guide (Decker et al. 2002).


We have three objectives:


To share a variety of approaches to com�munity-based deer management that have been used in the northeastern U.S.


To present key dimensions of community�based deer management that should re�ceive special attention by deer managers.


3. To facilitate planning of community-based approaches that promote successful deer resource management, and to avoid the devaluation of deer to pests.





Organization of the Guide


This guide is divided into four parts. Part 1 dis�cusses the concept of public-issue evolution, pre�senting a model with utility for community-based deer management. Part 2 presents what we be�lieve are 10 key dimensions of community-based management. This discussion draws from litera�ture on public policy education, as well as from the specific experiences of northeastern deer managers and prior research by the Human Dimensions Research Unit (HDRU) at Cornell University. Part 3 summarizes the six approaches, or models, that managers in the Northeast have experienced in community-based deer manage�ment. In part 4, we provide more detail about the models of community-based deer management that have developed. Part 4 also highlights how key dimensions of community-based deer man�agement were expressed in 10 actual cases in states from Maine to Maryland. We then synthe�size the information presented throughout the guide, we draw conclusions, and we discuss implications for management.











Part 1





Understanding the Management Context





The Issue-Evolution Model— Bringing Organization to Chaos





olicy analysts, public issues educators, and political scientists have long been interested in understanding and de�





scribing the process whereby a problem be�comes a bona fide public issue. This is also of interest to wildlife managers, who regularly deal with practical aspects of wildlife issues at the community level.


Grappling with controversy is a challenge for every profession involved in public issues, and wildlife management is no exception. Wildlife managers and others who find themselves in


community controversies about deer typically can benefit by knowing the answers to three questions:


Where are we in the public or political life of this issue?


How far do we have to go to reach a decision about objectives or management actions?


How do we know whether we are making progress?


To answer these questions, policy analysts have described the evolution of public issues. Several models help explain the process of public-issue evolution and related efforts to re�solve such issues (Dale and Hahn 1994). In a recent practitioners’ guide to human–wildlife conflict management (Decker et al. 2002), a model developed by Hahn (1990) illustrates the issue-evolution process (Figure 1). Using the model as a template, stages in the evolution of a wildlife damage issue can be identified. These stages, adapted for our purposes with respect to community-based deer management, are de�scribed in the following pages.





Stages in the Evolution of Community-based Deer Management Issues


• Concern. During the concern stage, individuals or groups of stakeholders identify undesirable impacts of deer in their community. The con�





cerns typically emerge as topics of discussion among friends and neighbors. Recognition often develops that the concerns are not har�bored simply by one or a few individuals.
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Figure 1 Stages in Hahn’s (1990) issue-evolution model





Involvement. In the involvement stage, some people with concerns about deer seek support from one another and inform officials of their concerns. Groups of people in a neighborhood may meet to assess the extent and nature of their problems with deer. Wildlife managers and elected officials may start receiving com�plaints from residents of the community. Let�ters to the editor may show up in the local newspaper as the concern becomes increasingly public. At this early stage, differing views about the nature of the concerns and even possible remedies are voiced. The potential for contro�versy starts to become apparent. Involvement also leads to the realization that a quick fix does not exist and sets the stage for issue definition, which is the next stage in the process.


Issue. In the issue stage, general agreement forms among a critical mass of community res�idents about the nature of the primary impacts of deer on the community. This does not mean that all members of the community agree with the prevailing perspective. Agreement about the existence and nature of the deer problem must be sufficient to propel the issue toward resolution. If interest in the problem is not widespread or is held by those with little voice in the community, the issue may dissipate, re�gardless of whether the actual impacts of con�cern are mitigated. Education and informative communication can be critical at this stage to minimize the probability of a rift among stake�holder groups in the community. The value of common community goals—which are essen�tial for guiding discussion, analysis, and deci�sions—also becomes evident at this early stage.


Alternatives. Typically in community-based deer management issues, some people quickly jump to suggesting different actions (e.g., vari�ous hunting protocols, trapping and moving deer, fertility control, or poisoning). These alternatives often cause controversy, making the alternatives stage of issue evolution one of the more contentious, and therefore challeng�ing, for deer managers. If goals have not been established previously, their necessity should become clear to community members in this stage. Education and communication can have





an important positive effect at this point, help�ing people to understand the efficacy and feasi�bility of various actions. It’s important that the information is perceived by recipients as


coming from unbiased sources.


Consequences. All proposed alternative actions have consequences that should be evaluated carefully from multiple perspectives. Initially, alternative actions should be assessed for efficacy in addressing the impacts of concern in the community, with both effectiveness and cost taken into consideration. Then, identifi�cation of who benefits and who suffers from each alternative action needs to be evaluated. In most communities dealing with deer man�agement issues, different stakeholders will arrive at different conclusions about benefits and costs of alternative courses of action.


Choice. In this stage, stakeholders deliberate about which alternatives to adopt for their com�munity. Individuals or groups may find it difficult to come to agreement. Initially, it may seem easier to let final decisions fall on wildlife managers; but experience has shown that if stakeholders themselves resolve differences and settle on a set of acceptable actions for deer management in their community, resulting agreements tend to be more sustainable.


Implementation. In the implementation stage, a management program—usually a set of man�agement actions—is put into place. In commu�nity-based deer management, the responsibility for implementing these actions may be distributed among a number of entities in a partnership. Alternatively, it may fall on the wildlife agency or the land manager alone. Empowering the community with responsibil�ity for implementation, but with guidance and help from the wildlife agency, leads to commu�nity ownership of management.


Evaluation. The effects of management actions are assessed during the evaluation stage. Evaluation is not an afterthought; it is a pre�planned, vital component for assessing progress, and a key to fine-tuning and adjust�ment. In community-based deer management, community members should be involved in evaluation and in any subsequent decisions











about modifying or even continuing the man�agement program. This involvement should include agreement on acceptable metrics for assessing progress in terms of changes in im�portant effects from deer, a baseline for which should be established prior to management.


The stage-to-stage progression of public issues depicted in the Hahn model does not reflect precisely the way in which many public issues emerge and grow. Hahn readily acknowl�edges this, and warns us to keep in mind that, “A model is a lie that helps us see the truth” (A. Hahn pers. comm.). The primary and most useful truths of issue evolution in communities with deer problems are these:


Community deer issues seldom spring forth fully mature; they typically develop over time. The rate of development may vary greatly, however, which has implications for timing of interventions and amount of attention to give a particular issue.


Not every member of a community will be at the same place in understanding an issue at a given moment. This presents both a challenge and an opportunity to anyone trying to guide a process to seek resolution of a wildlife issue. The challenge is in slowing the rush for deci�sions. The opportunity lies in the readiness of members of the community to learn more about the relevant biological and socioeco�nomic dimensions of the issue.


Capacity to deal with an issue varies greatly from one community to another, but typically a skillful intervention by some party can help a community build the capacity necessary to resolve public issues. Education, informative communication, and deliberation that pro�mote social learning by and about community members can be used as tools to build com�munity capacity.


Community-based deer management thus occurs within a cycle of issue evolution, and wildlife managers can be well-poised to engage stakeholders in decision making at various stages of the cycle. Educating stakeholders about public issues is an important part of community-based deer management but may be challenging because some stakeholders are





quite firm in their beliefs and suspicious of hidden agendas on the part of agencies and others active in an issue. In the next section we refer to ideas about the public issues education process presented by Dale and Hahn (1994) to relate important elements of collaborative deci�sion making.


Checklist of Essential Elements for a Successful Public Issues Education (PIE) Process


Insights from Cooperative Extension Literature*


In their review of the literature pertaining to public issues education, Dale and Hahn (1994) recognized the improbability of any model of issue evolution perfectly matching the situation





a community faces. These educators identified what they called “essential elements” of any constructive attempt to address a public issue, many of which are relevant to community-based deer management. The nine essential elements (Box 1) are adapted here for the deer manage�ment context.





* This subsection draws heavily from “Public Issues Education,” edited by Duane D. Dale and Alan J. Hahn (1994), especially page 13. This 54-page publication was a product of the National Public Policy Education Committee, Public Issues Education Materials Task Force, and was pub�lished by the University of Wisconsin–Extension, Cooperative Extension.
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Checklist of Essential Elements for a Successful PIE Process





Inclusion of multiple perspectives.


A structured process for making community decisions. 





Universally acceptable ground rules.


Shared understandings among stakeholders.


A shared, comprehensive information base.





6. Disclosure of stakeholder goals.


7. Belief within a community that generally acceptable solutions are worth seek�ing.


8. An understanding that community-based deer management will be an ongoing process, not a one-time event.


9. Commitment to systematic evaluation of the decision-making process and sub�sequent management program.





Adapted from “Public Issues Education,” edited by Duane D. Dale and Alan J. Hahn (1994)





3.





4.





5.





Inclusion of multiple perspectives. Deer prob�


lems evolve into public issues because a con�troversy develops over the problem. The root of controversy usually is a clash of values and the differing perspectives that arise from these values. Addressing the perceived needs of only one stakeholder group in a situation where a deer problem has risen to become a commu�nity concern will rarely result in resolution of the issue. What is needed to resolve commu�nity-based wildlife management issues is a process that includes multiple perspectives, encourages constructive interaction among people with diverse viewpoints, and leads to new understandings and acceptable solutions.


A structured process for making community decisions. Step-by-step decision-making processes that logically move a community from problem definition toward a mutually acceptable solution seem to be an essential element of successful problem resolution. An agreed upon, structured sequence of activity facilitates collective understanding of what is going on. Such a process imparts confidence in the effort and willingness to participate without injunction.


Universally acceptable ground rules. Stakehold�ers should establish firm ground rules to guide their interactions in addressing a deer issue. Ground rules can be simple agreements about how people will interact. These can be as simple as respecting one another’s point of view, agreeing to disagree without being dis�agreeable, deciding that decisions will be made based on consensus (or some other rule), and agreeing that decisions can reflect both scientific fact and stakeholders’ values. In certain situations, it may be necessary to de�velop fairly complex ground rules to govern the process and ensure that all parties are treated fairly.


Shared understandings among stakeholders.


Reaching shared understandings of a commu�nity-based deer management situation typi�cally requires stakeholders to expand their perspectives beyond personal viewpoints. This





is a natural outcome of dialogue and delibera�tion, and can be aided and abetted by expert facilitation.


A shared, comprehensive information base.


Recent articulations of the wildlife manage�ment process (e.g., Decker et al. 2002) under�score the importance of an information base that includes biological and human dimen�sions information and insights. Such an infor�mation base is developed from scientific research, systematic evaluation, and profes�sional experience. However, stakeholders’ values, experiences, and local knowledge also are components of an information base. A robust information base is useful only to the extent that it is shared among those seeking solutions to community-based deer issues.


Disclosure of stakeholder goals. A good starting point in community-based deer management is acknowledging that differences in initial goals may exist, and disclosing them in the spirit of collaboration. A potentially harmful move would be to oversimplify such differ�ences. Facilitators should avoid this con�trivance because the consequences almost certainly will be negative.


Belief within a community that generally ac�ceptable goals and solutions are worth seeking.


Finding solutions with which most stakehold�ers will be content is not an easy task. In most local deer management controversies, quick and easy solutions are not in the offing. How�ever, solutions can be found, and community commitment to finding generally acceptable solutions is a requisite for success. This may require creativity and inventiveness, tinkering with the details, or developing packages of ac�tions. The vital ingredient in this recipe is a willingness to look at consequences from mul�tiple viewpoints.


An understanding that community-based deer management is an ongoing process, not a one�time event. This guide focuses on the process leading to a decision to undertake some management action. Professional wildlife managers and community members need to recognize from the outset that decision making is likely to be an ongoing activity.
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That is, even with a course set for manage�ment actions, the need persists for evaluation of progress and for fine-tuning. Treating deci�sion making as an ongoing process is part and parcel of an adaptive impact management approach (Riley et al. 2002) to community�based deer management. Engagement in community-based, collaborative decision making involves continuous learning at the community level.


• Commitment to systematic evaluation of the decision-making process and subsequent man�agement program. As described above, the process of community-based deer manage�ment, and of capacity building to enable that activity, is an ongoing process. Adopting an evaluative approach to community-based deer management is vital to (1) practicing adaptive impact management, (2) developing commu�nities’ capacity for sustained involvement, and (3) increasing knowledge of community-based management for the benefit of the profession.





Capacity Building for Community-based Deer Management


The term “capacity building” in the context of community-based management has recently ap�peared in the wildlife management literature (Raik 2002). Capacity building has been cited as both a process and an outcome in reference to community-based wildlife management deci�sion-making processes (Lauber and Knuth 2000). However, no specific definition has been given for capacity building insofar as it is fo�cused on stakeholders with respect to wildlife management.


Inherent in a community-based approach to deer management is the presence of multiple stakeholders. Often, each stakeholder is willing and able, in varying degrees, to participate in some aspect(s) of the fact-finding, analytic, deci�sion-making, and perhaps even implementation facets of a management program. The wildlife manager typically finds that the collection of





Success in community�based deer management hinges on building the capacity of stakeholders to understand their local issues and partici�pate in decision making processes.





stakeholders in a community manifests several capacity needs, each fulfilled to varying degrees depending on the community.


Capacity building for community-based deer management can be conceptualized as occurring in three categories: institutional, community, and individual (Raik 2002).


Institutional capacity is developed within an or�ganization or set of organizations (e.g., state or federal wildlife management agency, local gov�ernment, nongovernmental organizations, and other formally constituted groups). Institutional capacity may include people and their expertise, funding or in-kind services, and materials. This kind of capacity also may include vital organiza�tional elements such as partnerships and programming.


Community capacity is developed among individ�uals and informal groups that are bounded geo�graphically (e.g., neighborhood, town, or region). These are social networks that are not defined


by a formal institution but that instead flow from day-to-day contacts that individuals in a commu�nity maintain with one another. In a community�based deer management scenario, such a network could be a group of concerned citizens (e.g., a neighborhood ad hoc group) with shared interests who build relationships with one an�other, or individuals representing differing inter�ests who convene informally to identify a common goal. Community capacity may include productive, mutually supportive relationships, a sense of common purpose, and an understand�ing of shared values and history.





Individual capacity is gained by individual citi�zens from education and experience. It com�prises a variety of qualities that a person may express in a collaborative management process. These individual traits include leadership skills, analytical skills, technical skills, and various kinds of knowledge about the human and bio�logical dimensions of a wildlife issue. Individual capacity may rely on institutional and commu�nity capacity (and indeed all three capacity cate�gories are interdependent), but they are cultivated on an individual basis.


Increased capacity at institutional, community, and individual levels can contribute to empower�ment, which leads to sustained and meaningful action (Rappaport 1981). Empowerment, the process of gaining a sense of democratic partici�pation in one’s community or a sense of owner�ship about and influence over important events and outcomes in one’s own life (Rappaport 1987), is critical to sustaining action related to wildlife management by individuals, institu�tions, and communities.


Community-based wildlife management pre�sents an opportunity for wildlife managers to work collaboratively with communities to manage impacts of human–wildlife interactions at acceptable levels. Experienced managers have learned first-hand that community involvement also presents a challenge, as it often requires an investment of time and energy to build the ca�pacity of individuals, communities, and institu�tions to understand adequately and respond reasonably to a given wildlife situation. Success in community-based deer management hinges on the capacity of community members to un�derstand their local issues and participate in decision-making processes.











Part 2





Building Blocks for Success:


Key Dimensions of Community-based Deer Management





panel of experienced deer managers (veterans) in the northeastern U.S. was recruited to help us identify key dimen�





sions of community-based deer management (see Methods for more details of the process). We first worked with these veterans individually to pre�pare descriptions of their experiences with com�munity-based deer management. Narratives of





their primary cases were written based on our in�terviews with them. We then convened the panel in a workshop retreat setting in late summer of 2002 to analyze their cases of community-based suburban deer management. This collaborative effort resulted in identification of a set of key di�mensions of community-based approaches that might be considered building blocks for success.
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Box 2





Methods for Identifying Key Dimensions of Community-based Deer Management





Practitioner Profiles


Practitioner profiles are stories about practice. They are practitioners’ accounts of their own prac�tice in a specific case (Forester 1999). With respect to our use of profiles for understanding practice in wildlife management, these stories are the kinds of experiences that wildlife managers share with one another in meetings, on the telephone, in the hallway, or on breaks. Telling and listening to sto�ries provides an opportunity for learning (Healey 1997), in that managers are able to relate their own experiences to the story being told and then use the lessons learned from that story when en�gaging in similar future situations (Forester 1999).


Completed practitioner profiles can be used as tools for critical reflection on the work of deer managers from across the northeastern U.S. Capturing the experiences of individual practi�tioners provides an opportunity not only to learn about each particular individual and his or her case, but also to learn lessons about the practice that are common to all cases.


We conducted practitioner profile interviews of 10 veteran deer managers via telephone. Inter�views were semi-structured and focused on a particular community-based deer management case in which the manager had been involved directly. The interviews included questions re�garding sequence of events, the manager’s involvement in the case, and the manager’s reflections on his or her practice. We, along with





the deer managers, then edited the transcribed interview to create a narrative of the case that progressed logically from beginning to end.





Program Logic Models


Program logic models are visual depictions of the theory or action of a program (Kellogg Founda�tion 1998). They have been used in a variety of programmatic contexts, including management (Kellogg Foundation 1998), education (Mayeske 1994), and development (U.S. Agency for Interna�tional Development 1971). Six program logic models were created from the 10 practitioner profiles. Each has three major components: inputs, activities, and outcomes (both short�term and long-term). Inputs are the resources, contributions, and investments that are applied in response to the situation. Activities are the actions, methods, and services that address the problem. Outcomes are the results and benefits for individuals, groups, agencies, and communi�ties in the short and the long term. Program logic models derived from the practitioner profiles were reviewed by the deer managers for accuracy.





Workshop


All 10 veteran wildlife managers participated in a workshop to analyze collectively the program logic models. Also in attendance were represen�tatives from the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, the Massachusetts Division of Fish and Wildlife, Cornell University,





and the University of Massachusetts at Amherst. These individuals served as a study guidance team. The workshop was held September 3–5, 2002, in the Finger Lakes region of New York. The purpose of the workshop was to have the group analyze the practitioner profiles and logic models to reveal capacity-building elements of interventions used in community-based deer management across the region. We believed it was important to include the managers in this preliminary analysis because their participation ensured the validity and accuracy of our inter�pretation of the intent of their programs. Fur�thermore, we believed they would benefit from interacting with and learning from one another.


The workshop consisted of three main activities. First, each wildlife manager summarized his practice profile and briefly described the logic model that represented his case. Nominal group technique (Moore 1987) then was used to iden�tify the key dimensions that contribute to a community’s readiness to engage in commu�nity-based deer management. This round-robin brainstorming session ensured that the full set of possible key dimensions was identified. Managers then ranked the dimensions.


Finally, managers conducted a preliminary analy�sis of the six logic models using the previously identified dimensions. They broke out into small groups and described how each dimension was expressed in each program logic model.





























Figure 2





Dimensions of agency-driven interventions in community-based deer management





Intervention thrusts	Dimensions of	Intervention thrusts


targeting stakeholders	capacity*	targeting wildlife agency
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Institutional:


Partnerships Credibility





Assessment


• About stakeholders, deer�related impacts, etc.
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Stakeholder involvement


Is fair


Is inclusive


Is just
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Assessment


• About agency perspectives, roles, and policies





Wildlife agency flexibility


Policy for manager’s role


Willingness to partner


Flexibility of deer�management options





Education


About deer, deer management


About impacts


About decision-making processes and authority


About regulations and policies
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Informative communication


About stakeholder involvement


About progress in decision making
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* Capacity to engage in effective community-based management





Community:


Relationships Common purpose





Individual:


Knowledge


Local leadership Credibility
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HDRU staff have studied community-based natural resource management, with a focus on deer management, for over a decade. This research has revealed some important factors that contribute to effective community-based deer management. The dimensions presented here are the result of a synthesis of what the expert panel identified and what has been revealed in previous HDRU studies. These dimensions are restricted to the process of decision making in community-based deer management. They do not include dimensions related to the implementation of management actions. That is, they are elements that are important in the process of getting to the point at which management actions can be implemented.


In identifying the key dimensions, three questions were addressed:





Does the dimension accelerate the com�munity’s readiness to engage in collabora�tive decision making?


Is it appropriate for the wildlife agency to try to affect the dimension?


3. How can the agency affect the dimension, either directly or indirectly, through partners?


We identified five enabling conditions and five intervention thrusts as key dimensions for com�munity-based deer management.


Enabling Conditions


Community-based deer management can be enhanced by the existence or development of certain enabling conditions. These conditions represent characteristics of stakeholder groups or process convenors that contribute to commu-











nity readiness for collaborative decision making. They can be encouraged by interventions, and they often result in improving the effectiveness and efficiency of a community’s involvement in decision-making processes.


The five enabling conditions identified are:


Adequate knowledge (among stakeholders and managers)


Essential working relationships: partnerships and informal networks


Effective local leadership


Sufficient credibility


Agency/community commitment to common purpose





Intervention Thrusts to Achieve Enabling Conditions


Working with our panel of veteran deer man�agers, we also identified five important means for achieving the enabling conditions. These inter�vention thrusts are directed either toward stake�holders or toward the wildlife agency (Figure 2).


The five intervention thrusts identified are:


Stakeholder involvement


Education and learning


Informative communication


Wildlife agency flexibility


Inventory/Assessment





Adequate Knowledge Among Stakeholders and Managers





Adequate knowledge is evidenced as awareness and understanding of key topics relevant to the deer issue. Key topics include deer biology; deer manage�ment options; impacts of deer–human interactions; differing values held by various community stake�holders; the decision-making process; decision�making authority; and rules, regulations, laws, and policies that are relevant to the situation. Knowl�edge deficiencies may be present among both stake�holders and deer managers. Processes that integrate expert and local knowledge are necessary in collabo�rative decision making to address the full range of knowledge deficiencies.





Adequate knowledge was an important dimen�sion of the decision-making process in each case described by the veteran deer managers. The degree to which different kinds of knowledge contributed to the effectiveness and efficiency of the decision-making process varied among cases. It seems that integration of expert knowledge and local knowledge were important for those who participated in decision making.


Expert knowledge is gained through deliberate, systematic effort. It typically is considered by decision makers to be more valid than local knowl�edge, and therefore has more influence in decision making (Fischer 2000). Expert knowledge about deer biology, deer management techniques and policies, and decision-making processes was im�portant in all deer management cases described by the panel. Deer managers, often in partnership with individuals from other organizations, pro�vided much of the expert knowledge needed, or drove research processes that resulted in desired expert knowledge.


Local knowledge is the “popular, or folk knowl�edge that…remains in the informal sector, usually unwritten and preserved in oral traditions rather than texts” (Brush and Stabinsky 1996:4). Local knowledge does not stem from professional in�quiry, and it is associated inherently with, and interpreted within, the specific culture in which 





it was produced (Fis�


cher 2000). Local knowledge about ge�ography, history of land use, the local deer herd, and deer�related impacts was important in each of the deer management cases described.


An integration of





both expert and local knowledge seemed to con�tribute to the overall effectiveness of and satisfac�tion with decision-making processes.


Presumably, stakeholders perceive the deer manager as impartial, unbiased, and willing to treat the full spectrum of knowledge fairly and without prejudice. The manager should strive to live up to that presumption.
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“[People] come to the table with a modicum of knowledge. Some of them do know, but the vast major�ity of groups spend a lot of time learning a lot of new stuff. I think that it helps your credibility if you come in and participate in a non�threatening way, as an 





information source to help them solve their problem.”


Robert Lund, New Jersey Division of Fish and Wildlife

















Essential Working Relationships: Partnerships and Informal Networks





Essential working relationships are the networks, partnerships, and individual relationships that con�tribute to understanding and collaboration among community members. Essential working relation�ships may exist or need to be developed among citizens’ groups, government agencies, or other orga�nizations (e.g., relationships between deer biologists and local government officials, or partnerships be�tween nongovernmental organizations and wildlife agencies). Trust is an essential trait in effective working relationships.





Working relationships have been identified as important for effective community-based deci�sion-making processes in numerous natural re�sources issues (e.g., McCool and Guthrie 2001, 





Schusler et al. 2003, Shindler and Cheek 1999). Relationships are important in col�laborative efforts to address complex issues because they facilitate the process of social learning 





and contribute to the development of trust.


Relationships between agencies and commu�nities can have effects far beyond the current deer issue. Wondelleck and Yaffee (2000) iden�tify agency-community relationships as con�tributing to community development in general when agency employees bring expertise and re�sources to communities. Collaborative relation�ships also can facilitate learning about science and learning about conflict management. Such learning can be beneficial to communities for many reasons.


Informal relationships and networks also are important for facilitating the flow of information in a community and building consensus (Won�delleck and Yaffee 2000). In the deer manage�ment cases reviewed, decision making was deemed more efficient when deer managers either had pre-existing relationships, or devel�oped new working relationships, with town officials or other local leaders.





One must be sensitive to the possibility that partnering can be misconstrued as some stake�holders building power groups to suppress minority views. Care must be given to how all stakeholders perceive the relationships being formed. Polarization of positions—which is the very condition that partnering is intended to avert—must be avoided.





Effective Local Leadership





Effective local leadership can be either formal (e.g., an elected official in local government or an appointed official in law enforcement) or informal (e.g., a local opinion leader), but it must contribute to initial and sustained action in a community.





Leadership, both formal and informal, is impor�tant for effective collaborative processes. Leaders often have a knack for keeping projects alive de�spite what appears to be a lack of resources or


political support. In the community-based deer management cases examined, both formal and informal leadership were critical for sustaining the decision-making process.


Formal leaders, such as town officials or agency staff, can motivate change and foster stakeholder trust and support (Wondelleck and Yaffee 2000). Cooperation of local leaders is im�





portant especially in controversial or complex en�vironments because they lend credibility to efforts to address public issues. Where commu�nity trust of the agency is lacking, wildlife agen-
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“People who have participated in many more of these processes than I have said to me that it’s amazing to see who comes forth and starts to be leaders. ... most often it’s someone who’s almost obscure.”


John Hauber, New York State Department 





of Environmental Conservation





“So we recognized that the police chief was the power broker, and it was critical from a public safety standpoint of view to get the chief on our side.”


Robert Deblinger, Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife
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“Looking back, I would say that our relationship with the local sports�men’s club and with the Manage�ment Committee is a good one, a partnership.”


Howard Kilpatrick, Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection

















cies may need to invest in building the capacity of local leaders to engage the community in pro�ductive dialogue about deer management.


Informal leaders who volunteer to participate in decision making also are crucial for effective collaborative processes. These individuals often are well-respected by some members of the com�munity, and therefore exert influence. Informal leaders often make personal connections with people, and, rather than directing their followers as traditional leaders do, they ask good questions and draw out people’s thinking so they can find their own direction (Belenky et al. 1997).





Sufficient Credibility





Sufficient credibility is the perceived competence, reliability, integrity, and trustworthiness that con�tributes to collaborative decision making. It is important for the effectiveness of an agency, an elected body, an organization, or an individual en�gaged in community-based deer management.





Decision-making processes and outcomes must be perceived as credible. In the suburban deer management cases examined here, credibility of the decision-making processes and outcomes were increased by third-party facilitation, stake�holder involvement, and open sharing of information.


Processes that are conducted by a trusted and independent entity, such as a competent and objective facilitator, usually are perceived as credible. “The facilitator generally adopts a neutral position in the change process and is much more concerned about the process.... than the specific outcomes” (Green and Haines 2002:14). Although a facilitator was not used in all the cases we examined, most managers acknowledged the utility of having a third-party facilitator.


Stakeholder involvement that includes people representing the full range of affected interests, as well as open and transparent sharing of infor�





“Certainly, I would suggest a viable facilitator at these meetings. We didn’t have that option except on a few occasions.”


Robert Lund, New Jersey Division of Fish and Wildlife





mation, also enhances the credibility of commu�nity-based decision-making processes (Green and Haines 2002). Cases of suburban deer man�agement that included broad stakeholder in�volvement and participation were viewed as being fair and just. This lent credibility to the process, as well as the decision outcome. In addition, experts were perceived as credible sources of information if their statements were based on scientific information or personal expe�rience. One must be mindful that what consti�tutes an expert is not universally recognized. The stakeholders must generally agree on what constitutes acceptable personal experience and expertise relevant to the issue at hand.





Commitment to Common Purpose





Commitment to common purpose is broad recogni�tion of a community deer issue and dedication of wildlife management agencies, community leaders, and all affected stakeholders to take steps to address the issue. It does not imply a commitment to a common solution, or a common set of activities to address the deer issue.





A sense of common purpose can facilitate deci�sion-making processes, especially if a compro�





mise or consensus


is needed (Cordova 1997). Successful partnerships “high�light common interests or find ways to bridge compatible yet disparate inter�ests” (Wondelleck and Yaffee 2000:73). The self-reinforcing interaction between collaboration and common purpose is an important benefit of collaborative decision-making processes.
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“One factor that has contributed to the success of the Deer Man�agement Work Group approach is that it is made up of government agencies at the county, state, and federal level. The members generally agree unanimously on recommen�dations because it’s all based on





science and on using the whole array of available methods.”


Rob Gibbs, Montgomery County Department of Parks and Planning








“One important thing we did was to try to achieve a consensus from the village residents that they would accept the results of this process…. We tried to get a sense from the public that this was a meaningful activity to carry out.”





Mark Lowery, New York State Department of Environmental Conservation











In the experiences of our veteran deer man�agers, common purpose was difficult to come by in suburban deer issues. In most instances, the controversial nature of the deer issue re�sulted in disagreement over what to do. How�ever, general agreement about the nature of impacts and objectives often was possible. If a community cannot agree that a problem exists (negative impacts are occurring), there is little chance that intervention by a deer manager will be useful in moving the community toward problem resolution.





Stakeholder Involvement





Stakeholder involvement is the process of engaging affected stakeholders to provide breadth of input for decisions, participation in making decisions, or help in implementing actions. Citizen committees and coalitions, focus groups, public meetings, public hearings, and public comment periods are just a few of the myriad ways of involving stakeholders. Research and management experience suggest a set of best practices for stakeholder involvement that include creating a fair, just, and inclusive process. Stakeholder involvement contributes to increased knowledge of the decision-making process. It also contributes to understanding the full spectrum of deer-related impacts of concern to stakeholders in the community.





A focus of activity in each case of community�based deer management reported by the veter�ans was stakeholder involvement, although each case had its own approach to both the extent and nature of stakeholder engagement. It seems that this aspect is a differentiating trait of vari�ous approaches to community-based manage�ment, and the set of cases embodies the full range of involvement possibilities described in Decker and Chase (1997): expert authority/con�sultative, receptive, inquisitive, transactional, and co-managerial.


It also is clear from the case descriptions that the objectives for stakeholder engagement varied by case. Three primary objectives for stakeholder





involvement (Decker et al. 2002) were evident, as explained below.


Improving information about stakeholders In


all cases, managers and their stakeholder part�ners sought better understanding of the deer�related problems being experienced in the community. Managers typically sought informa�tion about community interest in deer-related issues and support for taking action to address community concerns. Where possible, they looked for indications of which stakeholders supported or opposed management in princi�ple, how many were in each camp, and why they held such views.


The approach taken to improve information about stakeholders varied greatly across the cases. In some, input from a few informants, combined with previous experience in deer management, seemed to suffice. In other cases, much time and energy were invested to gain from stakeholders detailed, precise insights about their beliefs and attitudes with respect to the case. Considerations in this regard can be reviewed in Decker et al. (2002).





Improving the judgment on which decisions


are made This objective may rely less on agency�led inquiry and more on stakeholder delibera�tion. The cases representing veteran managers’ experiences in the Northeast indicate that stake-





�





�





“At one meeting, I was one of sev�eral people urging [the committee] to make the deer study committee as diverse as possible. I advised


them not to set up a committee that could be criticized for exclud�ing some group.”





Dave Riehlman, New York State Department of Environmental Conservation








“Right off the bat, if a town has a problem they should form a small committee that can gather the in�formation and hold detailed dis�cussions with state biologists.”


Gerald Lavigne, Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife











holder involvement processes are a useful way to identify important impacts of deer-people interactions within a community. Stakeholder involvement processes also are useful to estab�lish criteria by which community members can evaluate the appropriateness of various manage�ment actions.


Improving the social environment in which management occurs Deer-management veterans are mindful of the importance of public dis�course to community-based deer management efforts, and they understand the influence they can have on such discourse through their actions or lack thereof. In several instances, managers relate the value of public engagement for the purpose of creating or maintaining an environ�ment conducive to constructive dialogue.





Education and Learning





Education is the process of organizing and providing information, stimulating thought, and facilitating understanding that encourages learning. These ac�tivities, successfully executed, also encourage new experiences that contribute to learning. Education (and associated learning) may be aided by printed materials, electronic media-based material, formal presentations, informal conversations, interactive discussions, demonstrations, or critical analysis. Education also can be geared toward development of effective local leadership by creating the opportunity for people to learn about the need for leadership, study examples of local leadership, and explore their own potential for leadership in community-based deer management issues.





Education was an important component of the decision-making process in all of the cases de�scribed. Deer managers conducted both instru�mental and communicative education. The


purpose of instrumental education was to trans�fer knowledge from one person to another, while that of communicative education was to clarify relationships among pieces of information or people. Generally, in instrumental education, learners spend time memorizing or understand�ing facts or concepts; in communicative educa�tion, learners often make comparisons, seek out patterns, and draw inferences (Habermas 1978).





Deer managers engaged in educational activi�ties that ranged from formal presentations for large groups to ad hoc, one-on-one conversations. In most cases, managers tried to educate the public, deer committee members, or town officials about the technical aspects of suburban deer man�agement by using a variety of educational tools to transmit their messages—brochures, slide shows, and drawings are examples.


Stakeholders, deer committee members, and the public often spent time educating them�selves about suburban deer management by talk�





ing with deer managers and other experts, collecting information, and networking with people in other communities facing similar issues. Learning-by-doing, which is an activity that stakeholders often regard as important to their sense of success, was common. To some extent, stakeholders have to personalize the edu�cation process—simply distributing facts may not be sufficient to stimulate learning in stake�holder groups.


It is not uncommon for stakeholders to seek technical expertise from people with viewpoints or values different from those held by wildlife managers. Wildlife managers cannot control this community-education process, but they can pro�vide guidance to stakeholders with respect to what resources they might tap for expertise.
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“I’ve often said that my best ally in wildlife management is an edu�cated public. An overriding goal is education. If I go into a community, as long as they leave there with more knowledge than they had before, I consider it a success.”





Phil West, Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries





“Another thing we do as part of our education program is we put on workshops for homeowners to teach them dif�ferent methods that are available to them to reduce deer damage in their yards.”


Rob Gibbs, Montgomery County Department of Parks and Planning

















Informative communication is the process of providing information and increasing awareness. A variety of channels (e.g., newspaper articles, public meetings, brochures, and internet sites) can be used to increase knowledge and awareness of a deer management issue and the steps being taken to address the issue. If han�dled skillfully, informative communication can con�tribute to the credibility of the overall community effort directed toward resolving a deer management issue.





Communication has been identified as a vital ingredient of any effective collaborative process. Problems may arise if communication is not





necessary. Even when communication mechanisms exist, they may not be trans�mitting messages ef�fectively or accurately (Wondelleck and Yaffee 2000).


Communication can take many forms and flows in many di�rections. In the deer management cases studied, communica�tion among deer man�agers facilitated learning and adapta�tion as similar prob�lems were addressed in different communi�





ties. Deer managers also communicated with stakeholders to initiate, build, and reinforce rela�tionships. This type of communication—perfor�mative communication—is used to demonstrate a particular trait or maintain a relationship. Com�munication also occurred among residents of dif�ferent towns facing deer issues. Communication among peer groups is very effective because it car�ries an inherent degree of believability sometimes absent in expert–layperson interactions. Persua�sive communication is a factor in suburban deer management as groups work to convey their per�spective on the issue (Shanahan et al. 2001).





Wildlife agency flexibility is the degree to which an agency’s policies, statutory authority, operating strategies, and willingness to do things differently allow it to partner with other organizations, engage the full spectrum of stakeholders in a community deer management issue, and play a variety of roles in the decision-making process. The extent of an agency’s flexibility for addressing deer issues can affect the nature of working relationships it has with other groups.





Effective community-based collaborative deci�sion making requires a great deal of flexibility on the part of the deer manager and the wildlife management agency. Being able to adapt to local conditions and needs is important for ensuring satisfactory outcomes that are relevant to the local deer issue. Policies and procedures must be in place to guide, but not to prescribe, the inter�actions of managers with stakeholders (Wondel�leck and Yaffee 2002). For instance, to ensure that the decision-making process is meeting the needs of the community, it is essential to define the problem in terms of impacts (e.g., deer–vehi�cle accidents or crop damage). Defining impacts will guide the development of management ob�jectives. Then methods for achieving those ob�jectives can be selected (Decker et al. 2002). In many instances, wildlife agencies may need to articulate clearly the limits within which the community can work. It may be useful to estab�lish operating parameters for matters such as sharing of authority, upper and lower limits on change in deer population, or legal and adminis�trative constraints. It is important that everyone understands these kinds of operating constraints at the beginning of a community process.


In the deer-management cases reported, crite�ria for success were not always well defined, or were defined differently by different stakeholder groups in a community. This situation, when it occurred, made planning a decision-making process difficult and resulted in a cyclical process of research and debate that seldom re�sulted in satisfactory outcomes. Wondelleck and Yaffee (2002) advocate an approach to collabora�tion that includes a commitment to committee recommendations. In the case of deer manage-





occurring where and when
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“That first year, more than 80 television, radio, newspaper, and public presentations were given. We wanted to communicate to


the public what we were doing. The second year, we continued with the public relations, but not as 





extensively as the first year.”


Herbert Frost, National Park Service


“When we put out the press releases for the June meeting, that usually generates at least one article in the local papers. We also try to keep in contact with the media people who show an interest in writing about it. We have a couple of local public cable TV networks and our own Park cable TV program that will run stories on deer issues several times a year.”


Rob Gibbs, Montgomery County Department of Parks and Planning

















“Too often practitioners, whether they’re biologists or citizen-participation specialists, react to a problem by holding a meeting, without ever designing an entire process. They do not think about how information is going to flow, and they may end up with a series of disjoint activities that don’t mesh together.”


Mark Lowery, New York State Department of Environmental Conservation


“If I had it to do over again, the first thing I would have done differently…was to spend more time with the deer committee, reinforcing what our role is and what their role is.”


Gerald Lavigne, Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife





ment, wildlife agencies cannot delegate their statutory authority to collaborative groups. How�ever, agencies should take seriously the products of these groups’ discussions and articulate the degree of commitment to implementing the groups’ recommendations. In any case, the role of the agency and its expectations for the deci�sion-making process should be understood by all involved (Decker et al. 2002).





Inventory/Assessment





Assessment is the information-gathering and evalua�tion process that helps define the character of the deer-management issue. Assessments of the stake�holders (e.g., their number; their beliefs, values and opinions; and their communication habits), impacts of deer–human interactions, ecological landscape, political structure, deer biology, and cultural envi�ronment all contribute to the specific form of stake�holder involvement, education, and informative communication that is best suited to the context. Similarly, assessments of the wildlife agency (e.g., its [1] policies for the manager’s role, [2] potential for partnering, and [3] flexibility in considering deer management options) help define what steps the agency can take to influence a community’s readi�ness for collaborative decision making.





We have identified two types of assessment that are important for community-based collaborative deer management. Assessment of stakeholder characteristics such as their beliefs, attitudes, ex�periences with deer, and understanding of the





situation is an important assessment activity for wildlife managers insofar as it provides a clear picture of the local situation. Understanding the situation is an initial step to designing any stake�holder engagement process (Decker et al. 2002). Assessment of likely outcomes, stumbling blocks, and other aspects of the process can be very helpful in anticipating points where greater input is needed.


Deer managers also must pay attention to their own situation and be clear about where they, as individuals and as representatives of the wildlife agency, stand regarding commu�nity-based deer management. Assessing the utility of agency policies, opportunities for part�nering, and the role the manager will play, as well as explaining this role to stakeholders,





“We quickly began to realize the dynamics of the commu�nity had changed over a 10-year period and we had not re�assessed public opinion nor had information been disseminated to the community. We really didn’t have our fingers on the pulse of the community.”


Phil West, Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fisheries





“I always make a point to do a field survey of the particu�lar location. If you can talk about specific properties and locations, it increases your credibility tremendously.”


Gerald Lavigne, Maine Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife





lends credibility to wildlife managers and agencies (Wondelleck and Yaffee 2000). An explanation of the agency’s perspective on community-based deer management will come from deliberate assessment of the agency’s situation.


Often, biological information relative to the local deer issue is inadequate in some respect. Assessment of the local deer population may be necessary to support decision-making needs.

















Part 3





Diversity of Approaches


Introduction to Models of Stakeholder Involvement in Community-Based Deer Management





e and the 10 veteran deer managers identified six approaches, or models, evident in the community-based deer�





management cases they reported. We found de�cision-making aspects of community-based management to be a principal trait differenti�ating the models. With this in mind, we an�swered the following questions for each case:


Who makes the decisions?


How are decisions made?


The six models of community-based deer management are:


Community vote


Environmental impact statement (EIS)/public consultation





• Agency partnership


Homeowners’ association


Citizen action


Citizen–agency partnership


Table 1 (right) characterizes these models of com�munity-based deer management, highlighting how they differ with respect to who makes deci�sions and how decisions are made. In some cases, a single model is reflected in more than one case (e.g., the Community Vote model is reflected in both the Bedford and Monhegan cases).


Tables 2a and 2b (below) indicate the capacity�building dimensions that were most influential in each of the six approaches. In Part 4 you will find detailed information about how the key dimen�sions of community-based deer management are expressed in each model.
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Models





Table 2a Key dimensions of 10 community-based deer management cases





Most important enabling conditions in each case (“X”)





relationships	leadership	credibility





Community	Bedford, MA


vote	Monhegan, ME


EIS/public	Gettysburg, PA consultation


Agency	Montgomery


partnership	County, MD





Homeowners’ Mumford Cove, CT





association	Governor’s Land, VA





Citizen action Irondequoit, NY North Haven, NY Cayuga Heights, NY


Citizen–agency Union County, NJ partnership
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A comparison of deer management models on several key decision-making dimensions





�





Model type	Examples 





Location (veteran)





Who makes decisions about	Who makes decisions about


firearms discharge?	lethal control of deer?





�





Community	Bedford Township	Town selectmen	State wildlife agency and Town By popular vote at town meeting


vote	(Deblinger)	selectmen





Monhegan Island	Town selectmen	State wildlife agency and Town By popular vote at town meeting


(Lavigne)	selectmen





�





North Haven CTF	Town government	State wildlife agency and	By vote of a village board, with consideration


(Lowery)	village board	of recommendations made by a CTF


Cayuga Heights	Village trustees	State wildlife agency and	By vote of village trustees, with consideration


(Riehlman)	village trustees	of recommendations made by a village deer com m ittee





Citizen–agency Union County Parks Board of freeholders (for	State wildlife agency and board By vote of board of freeholders, with


partnership	(Lund)	county parks)	of freeholders	consideration of CTF recommendations





EIS/public	Gettysburg NMP


consultation	(Frost)
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Agency	Montgomery


partnership	County (Gibbs)








Homeowners’ Mumford Cove association	(Kilpatrick)


Governor’s Land (West)


Citizen action	Irondequoit CTF (Hauber)





Federal land manager	Federal land manager


(Gettysburg NMP)	(Gettysburg NMP in this case)








Director, Montgomery County	State wildlife agency and


Parks	county parks administrators








Homeowners’ association and State wildlife agency and individual homeowners	homeowners’ association


Homeowners’ association and State wildlife agency and individual homeowners	homeowners’ association


Homeowner’s association	State wildlife agency and city, town, and county governments





EIS process, plus other forms of citizen participation with local and national stake�holders (including local and state government)





By park director, with input from a multi�agency deer management work group (county, state, and federal stakeholders)








By vote of the governing board of a homeowners’ association


By vote of the governing board of a homeowners’ association





By approval of county legislature, considering recommendations from a CTF and coordination with city and town officials
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Key dimensions of 10 community-based deer management cases





Most important interventions in each case (“X”) 











Education and	Informative





Community	Bedford, MA





vote	Monhegan, ME





EIS/public	Gettysburg, PA 





consultation


Agency	Montgomery


partnership	County, MD





Homeowners’ Mumford Cove, CT





association	Governor’s Land, VA





Citizen action Irondequoit, NY North Haven, NY Cayuga Heights, NY


Citizen–agency Union County, NJ partnership
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Part 4





Management Models with Case Study Illustrations





Community Vote





The community vote approach is characterized by a referendum of some sort in the community. This approach to community-based deer management is common in states with a political structure that em�phasizes local decision-making. Within this model, the state wildlife management agency usually re�sponds to a call for assistance from individuals or groups of people in a community. As they respond to the community’s request for assistance, wildlife agency personnel can play important roles in knowl�edge creation, information transfer, and relationship building. However, a town vote is necessary to ap�prove local deer management actions. Local decision�making authority resides in a body of elected town leaders, who use the results of town votes to decide whether their community will implement a given deer management proposal. This model was reflected in two cases—those of Bedford, Massachusetts and Monhegan, Maine.





Community Vote in Bedford, Massachusetts


Case description


Bedford is a fairly affluent suburban community just outside of Boston, Massachusetts. The town has evolved over the years from rural to subur�ban, and consists of a mixture of public and pri�vate land. Much of the residential area previously was farmland, and the town still maintains a good deal of green space. Hunting is prohibited in Bed�ford, but is permissible in surrounding towns.


The Division of Fisheries and Wildlife (DFW) received a complaint from a strawberry farmer who was suffering crop damage from local deer. In response, the DFW’s deer manager looked into deer–vehicle accident statistics for Bedford and concluded that Bedford had become a refuge for deer during hunting season because surrounding towns were open to hunting. Thus,





his final section of the guide provides greater detail about models of commu�nity-based deer management and how 





the 10 key dimensions of community-based deer management (described in Part 2) are expressed in those models. All 10 of the cases described by deer managers are identified with respect to one of the six deer-management models and then


summarized. Each subsection of Part 4 includes the following elements:


1. A definition of the deer management model.
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4.





2. A table that summarizes how all key di�





mensions were expressed in each model.


A summary of the case or cases exhibiting the model.


A description of the subset of key dimen�sions that were most important for each particular case.





3.
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Bedford had high numbers of deer–vehicle acci�dents. The deer manager inferred that Bedford residents probably were upset about negative deer-related impacts that they were experiencing. In addition, the environmental police officer for Bedford had been receiving complaints about deer in the town.


The DFW is an advocate of hunting as a deer�management tool. From previous experience elsewhere in Massachusetts, the deer manager knew that opening the town to hunting would require a town vote. The deer manager solicited support from the Bedford police chief to lend credibility to a proposal to open Bedford for deer hunting. The police chief recognized that there was a possible deer issue in the community, and he arranged for the deer manager to meet with the town selectmen (elected officials). At this meeting, the deer manager, with the support of the environmental police officer, presented a case for opening the town to some form of hunt�ing. The selectmen decided that before the issue was put to a town vote, there should be an infor�mational public meeting on the issue.


At a public meeting in 1993, the deer manager presented the case for opening the town to hunting and described several hunting options (archery, shotgun, and muzzle-loading seasons). In attendance at the public meeting were various stakeholders, including hunters, animal rights ac�tivists, and parents concerned about child safety.


Before a town vote can occur on an issue in Bedford, the issue has to be put on the town war�rant (agenda). In most cases, if the selectmen do not endorse the proposed agenda item, it will not pass the town vote. The proposal was not en�dorsed by the selectmen or the police chief, and it did not pass the town vote.


A year later, with expressed concerns about deer continuing, the deer manager made a second public presentation proposing to open Bedford to hunting. Despite being endorsed by both the police chief and the selectmen, the pro�posal did not pass the town vote.





Issue Evolution


The deer management issue in Bedford evolved to the choice stage in issue evolution. Citizen con�cern about deer had been expressed to state and local authorities. The town’s selectmen ensured





that the community had opportunities to learn about the situation and to vote on whether to allow hunting in Bedford. The vote of the citizens, by not allowing the option of hunting of deer, essentially ended development of the issue. However, if the problem of negative deer impacts on stakeholders in the community
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Table 3 How key dimensions of community-based deer management were important in the community vote model





Enabling Conditions How the dimension was important





Adequate	Wildlife managers’ knowledge regarding the local deer situation en�


Knowledge abled them to make informed recommendations to the town. Town officials and residents relied upon managers’ knowledge of deer, deer management options, and deer impacts to make an informed vote on the issue.


Essential Working	Working relationships among wildlife agency staff, town officials,


Relationships	and town residents played an important role in what was discussed at 





town meetings and which proposals were put on the warrant for a town vote.


Local leaders such as town officials and the police chief acted as opinion leaders and influenced the outcome of the town vote.


Wildlife managers sought support from local leaders to build their credibility in the community. They maintained credibility in the community by basing their educational efforts on local experience and scientific facts.


The community’s commitment to a common purpose was gauged by the results of a town vote. A management proposal that failed at the town vote was dropped and no further action was taken. A proposal that passed at town vote was regarded as having strong community commitment and the proposal was implemented.
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Effective Local Leadership





�





Sufficient Credibility





�





Commitment to Common Purpose





�





Intervention Thrusts How the dimension was important





�





Stakeholder Involvement





Education and Learning





Informative Communication





�





Wildlife Agency Flexibility





�





Inventory/ Assessment





Stakeholders were directly involved in the decision-making process. Local residents participated in town meetings and voted on whether the town should accept or reject management proposals. To be placed on the town warrant for a vote, deer management proposals had to be recommended by a town resident or elected town officials.


Wildlife managers made public presentations about deer, deer management, and deer impacts in an effort to help townspeople learn about their deer management situation. Managers learned about the local situation by interacting with local residents and local committees.


Individuals with strong opinions about local deer management were able to express their opinions at town meetings and through letters to 





the editor that appeared in local newspapers.





Wildlife managers were explicit in articulating the regulations under which management must take place, their position on the issue, and their expectations for the decision-making process (i.e., the agencies were clear about areas on which they had little flexibility). However, they showed flexibility with regard to methods that could be used to address community deer management objectives.


Wildlife managers assessed the types and severity of negative deer�related impacts being experienced in the town.
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The suburban challenge.


The Town of Bedford, Massachusetts (bottom left, detailed subsection bottom right) contains a mix of residential and commercial areas, with large areas of designated open space (shown in solid blue). Forested open space, abundant landscape plantings, and hunting restrictions create conditions for deer population increase.





continues, the issue will not evaporate. The community’s response resulted in no action and may have reflected discomfort with the options available for deer control more than lack of ap�preciation that deer were creating a problem for some people. If the problem becomes more severe and more broadly felt, or if an alternative solution other than hunting is identified, then one can expect renewed interest, and another cycle of issue evolution may emerge.





Key Dimensions


The case of Bedford is a good example of how the dimensions of adequate knowledge, suffi�cient credibility, education and learning, and assessment contribute to collaborative deci�sion making.


Adequate Knowledge


The Massachusetts DFW worked to increase the selectmen’s and the public’s knowledge about deer biology, deer management options,











Community Vote in Monhegan, Maine Case Description


Monhegan is a 600-acre island 10 miles off the coast of Maine. The landscape is fairly rugged, with high cliffs and spruce forest. It has a year�round population of about 100 people, largely artists and fishermen. The summer population increases to between 700 and 800. Originally,
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A Monhegan Island deer feeds on corn treated with a chemi�cal to kill deer ticks. Tick eradication efforts in the early 1990s were unsuccessful.


deer did not exist on Monhegan. In the 1950s, islanders petitioned the Department of Inland Fisheries and Wildlife (DIFW) to introduce deer to the island, which it did. Hunting is permissi�ble on Monhegan, but very few islanders have ever bought hunting licenses.


In the late 1980s, Monhegan residents began to contract Lyme disease. A research group at the Maine Medical Center conducted a study of the ecology of Lyme disease on the island and identified Norway rats and deer as tick vectors. Moreover, it was accepted widely that the high deer density on the island (>100 deer/square mile) worsened the incidence of Lyme disease and other negative impacts. Monhegan residents began complaining to the DIFW about deer be�cause of Lyme disease.


In the early 1990s the DIFW began a study to determine whether deer ticks could be elimi�nated by feeding treated corn to the deer. This





and local rules and regulations. The DFW made presentations to the selectmen and to the public regarding deer population dynamics, and pro�vided information about alternative deer man�agement strategies. Within the limits of the established deer hunting season, the DFW was flexible as to the implements that could be used for hunting and the dates of the hunt. Increased knowledge on the part of the selectmen and the public contributed to their ability to make an in�formed decision.


Sufficient Credibility


The DFW took several steps to ensure that it was perceived as a credible source of information: (1) it based its educational efforts on scientific studies, (2) it provided information on a diverse array of deer management options, and (3) it sought the support of local officials who were known to be opinion leaders in the town. These efforts were meant to ensure that the DFW and its staff were seen as credible entities.


Education and Learning


Education played a major role in the Bedford case, as in many other cases described by man�agers. The DFW managers put a great deal of effort into educating town officials and the public through brochures and presentations. Townspeople needed to become familiar with deer biology and deer management options to make an informed choice at the Town Vote.


Inventory/Assessment


Assessment was a large part of the Bedford case. The DFW conducted an assessment of the impacts experienced by the original com�plainant, the strawberry farmer. Agricultural damage thus was identified as a significant impact. The DFW also checked deer road-kill records to get a sense of other impacts on the community. An assessment of the local laws and regulations regarding hunting was con�ducted, providing the DFW with an idea of the political environment in which the issue was situated. In addition, the DFW assessed its own preparedness to engage in the case: it adhered to its role as a technical advisor and remained somewhat flexible with regard to deer manage�ment options (i.e., types of hunting implements and timing of hunting season).
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Deer gather on a shoreline of Peaks Island, Portland Maine. Deer are able swim�mers and have colonized many coastal islands in Maine.





study was conducted for three years with no definitive results.


As complaints increased and people began talking seriously about reducing the deer popula�tion, the DIFW held public meetings to discuss the issues and possible solutions. A deer com�mittee that consisted of a wide variety of Mon�hegan residents was established to study the issue and make recommendations for a solution. Several town meetings were held, and most of the public deliberation about courses of action occurred at these meetings. Townspeople con�sidered various methods of reducing deer, such as immuno-contraception, trap-and-transfer, and use of sharpshooters. The DIFW recom�mended that the deer population be reduced to 15 deer/square mile and then be maintained at that density.


In 1997, townspeople voted to extirpate the deer population from Monhegan at the town’s expense. The deer committee then submitted a letter to the DIFW, asking for suggestions on how best to accomplish this extirpation. This approach was unusual and was only agreed to by the DIFW because Monhegan Island is far enough offshore to prohibit re-colonization by deer. In cooperation with town residents, the DIFW decided that it would be best to use a combination of local hunters and hired sharp�





shooters. In the winters of 1997 and 1998, hunters and sharpshooters eliminated deer from Monhegan Island.


Since the deer extirpation was completed, Maine medical researchers have monitored human health and tick incidence on Monhegan Island. After a lag of two to three years, the tick population has crashed and there have been no new human cases of Lyme disease on the island.





Issue Evolution


The issue of deer management on Monhegan Island evolved through nearly a complete cycle by the time the case was captured in our study. Articulation of concerns, involvement of the community, agreement that the issue was im�portant, and review of alternatives and conse�quences for dealing with the deer issue were explored. Community choice was expressed in the form of a vote, resulting in implementation of the deer eradication effort over the course of two years. The evaluation stage is evident in the ongoing monitoring of human health and tick populations on Monhegan Island.





Key Dimensions


The case of Monhegan Island is a good example of how the dimensions of adequate knowledge, sufficient credibility, education and learning, and assessment contribute to collaborative decision making.


Adequate Knowledge


The DIFW used education and informative com�munication to increase the level of knowledge that the Monhegan deer committee and the public at large had available about deer biology and deer management options. The DIFW provided infor�mation to the committee and the residents during deliberations regarding deer management on the island. It also contributed to people’s knowledge of the impacts the deer were having on the island’s ecosystem and the town residents.


Sufficient Credibility


The DIFW took several steps to ensure its credi�bility during the decision-making process on Monhegan Island: it conducted an assessment of the local situation, it remained flexible in





terms of deer management options, and it refrained from using agency personnel as hunters. By assessing the local situation, includ�ing physical landscape, political structure, deer impacts, and cultural characteristics of the town, the DIFW was able to engage quickly in conversation regarding deer management. It had a good understanding of the local people and places, and therefore was seen as a credible agency that had done its homework. The DIFW also remained flexible in terms of the final deer management decision. Although it originally had advocated a deer-reduction strategy that would have brought the deer population to 15 deer/square mile, it agreed with the town’s decision to extirpate the deer completely. And finally, in selecting individuals to conduct the hunt, the DIFW refrained from using its own personnel for fear of adverse public reaction. These actions contributed to the DIFW’s and the wildlife biologist’s credibility.


Education and Learning


The DIFW learned about local-level politics and the importance of partnerships in community�based deer management. In this case, agency staff were not prepared for the community’s deci�sion to extirpate the deer from Monhegan Island. However, upon learning about the local situation and the impacts residents were feeling from deer, the DIFW agreed that this decision was accept�able. Agency managers learned that local people have knowledge that is complementary to their own, and that this knowledge is invaluable in local-level decision making regarding deer.


Inventory/Assessment


Assessment played a major role in this case, influencing many key dimensions of community readiness. The DIFW’s assessment of the local situation contributed to its credibility, to its own understanding of the local context, and to the way in which it defined its role in the decision�making process. Assessment was a main tool that the DIFW used to enhance its credibility. Although a government agency and an “outsider” to the island community, the DIFW was able to engage in meaningful dialogue with the Mon�hegan townspeople, in part due to its thorough assessment of the local situation.





Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/Public Consultation





The EIS/public consultation approach involves public engagement associated with an environmental impact statement process to guide decision making about deer management on federal land. The process is focused on achievement of fundamental manage�ment objectives on the unit of land over which a manager has jurisdiction. The hallmark of this model is an effort by area managers to evaluate deer man�agement alternatives in light of how those actions are likely to impede or facilitate achievement of fun�damental objectives. This model is illustrated by the case of Gettysburg, Pennsylvania.





The single case we observed focused on deer management in a national park, where managers argued that deer were impeding achievement of the historic and cultural preservation purposes for which the park was established. However, the EIS/public consultation approach could be prac�ticed on other units of federal land if those lands have clearly described objectives that are not being met because of deer-related impacts (e.g., the managers of a national wildlife refuge might employ this approach if deer are perceived as im�peding the conservation purposes for which a particular wildlife refuge was established).


Public Consultation in Gettysburg, Pennsylvania


Case Description


Gettysburg National Military Park (NMP) in Pennsylvania is a unit of the National Park Service (NPS). A single park superintendent oversees management of this park along with the adjacent Eisenhower National Historic Site. Combined, the two sites cover about 6,000 acres. About half the area is agricultural land, the other half is in historic woodlots that existed in 1863 at the time of the battle. The park con�tains some private in-holdings, and the Borough of Gettysburg itself is surrounded by the park on three sides. Lands adjacent to the park include residential subdivisions and agricultural lands. Deer hunting is not permitted in the park.
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How key dimensions of community-based deer management were important in the EIS/Public consultation model





�





Enabling Conditions How the dimension was important





�





The agency’s knowledge about its land management objectives and about deer-related impacts on federal land enabled it to take action. Local residents’ knowledge about park objectives enabled them to 





form opinions about deer management options.





Essential Working	The agency engaged other affected agencies and local residents


Relationships	during the EIS process. A committee of affected agencies was formed to address issues and share information.


Effective Local	The agency took on a leadership role to ensure that its land-manage�


Leadership	ment objectives were being met.





The agency followed the procedure for public consultation put forth in the EIS process to ensure the credibility of its deer management decision.





Commitment to	The agency made efforts to instill a sense of common purpose among


Common Purpose	stakeholders in the area (e.g., it held meetings and provided information).





�





�





Adequate Knowledge





�





Sufficient Credibility





�





Intervention Thrusts How the dimension was important





�





Stakeholder	The agency held public hearings and solicited input from the public as





Involvement	prescribed by the EIS process.





Education and	The agency made presentations to the public and met with smaller


Learning	groups to educate people about deer, deer management, and the park’s objectives.


Informative	The agency communicated its actions to the public through TV, radio,


Communication	newspaper, and public presentations.


Wildlife Agency	The agency had clear objectives for land management, and it took


Flexibility action regarding deer to meet those objectives (i.e., the agency made it clear that they were inflexible with regard to the fundamental objec�tives for deer management in the park). However, they showed flexi�bility with regard to methods that could be used to address the park’s deer management objectives.


Inventory/	The agency monitored the physical impacts from deer on the park,


Assessment	evaluated deer management options and their implications, and assessed the public’s attitude toward the park in the EIS process.





By the 1980s, NPS staff were very concerned that deer were preventing the park from meeting its management objectives of growing historic crops on the battlefield and maintaining the his�toric woodlots in perpetuity. In 1987 the NPS commissioned the Pennsylvania Cooperative Fish and Wildlife Research Unit (Pennsylvania State University) to determine the population status, movements, and impacts of deer in the park. The study, completed in 1992, found that the deer density (350/square mile of woodland)





greatly exceeded the level that would allow main�tenance of historic crop lands and woodlots.


Based on the findings of the deer population study, park administrators concluded that some type of deer reduction program was needed. In 1993, the park initiated an EIS process, the pur�pose of which was to allow the park to achieve its cultural resource objectives by reducing the number of deer in the park.


Five alternatives were evaluated fully in the EIS process. The first was a no-action alternative. The second was deer population management through capture and transfer (option #2a) or direct population reduction through shooting (option #2b). The third alternative was contracep�tion. The fourth was to work with the Pennsylva�nia Game Commission (PGC) to get a special regulation enacted for areas adjacent to the park so that more deer could be killed in those areas. The fifth (and preferred) alternative was a combi�nation of direct reduction through shooting (option #2b) and working with the PGC (option #4). A variety of public-involvement mechanisms were used, including scoping sessions (to iden�tify issues and alternatives), a 60-day public com�ment period, and an open public meeting.


A record of decision was signed in May 1995. The selected alternative was direct reduction of deer within the park through shooting. The pro�gram was implemented in fall 1995. The NPS


used a system of drivers and shooters positioned in tree stands during the first year, while it em�ployed less intensive means in subsequent years. The program was successful in reducing deer density, but it also raised heated public debate about a range of issues such as the humane treatment of deer, public safety, and the behavior of park staff.


In the second year of program implementation, a group of adjacent residents filed a lawsuit to


stop deer removal, but the suit was dismissed. An�other lawsuit was filed (by a broader coalition of animal welfare interests) in the third year of im�plementation. That suit prevented continued pro�gram implementation for almost two years, but the park eventually won the suit and a subsequent appeal, so program implementation continued.


In the second year of implementation, the NPS created a Deer Safety Committee, which was composed of the superintendent of the park, the





�





chair of the park’s advisory com�mission, the chief ranger, the chief of police of the Borough of Gettysburg, the chief of police of Cumberland Township, the state game warden, and the park wildlife biologist. The committee deals with all questions and con�cerns raised about deer program safety. Members initially met once a month; they now meet just once a year or as necessary. Two years of intense communication and intense conflict have been followed by relatively smooth program implementation.





Issue Evolution


The deer management issue in Gettysburg National Military Park evolved through the implementa�





tion stage following EIS procedures that ensured public input and involvement. The process fol�lowed by the NPS encouraged stakeholder involve�ment in identification of management alternatives and analysis of likely consequences through three scoping meetings prior to drafting the EIS. After the scoping meetings, the park identified five management alternatives it felt would best meet its stated goals and brought those to the public for comment. The public then was able to identify which alternative it preferred. Not all stakeholders in the issue agreed that the problem warranted any action by the NPS, let alone shooting deer in a culling operation. However, following established law and protocols, the park moved forward to im�plementation. Those opposed to the deer manage�ment effort twice responded with litigation. These lawsuits were handled in court, with outcomes fa�vorable to the park’s implementation of the deer control program. Our case study description does not include an evaluation of whether goals for re�ducing the negative impacts of deer on crops, trees, and other plants in the park’s historic wood�lots were achieved.





Key Dimensions


The case of Gettysburg is a good example of how the dimensions of adequate knowledge, essential working relationships, informative communica�





tion, and assessment contribute to collaborative decision making.


Adequate Knowledge


The NPS contributed to the increased knowledge of adjacent landowners and the public at large. During the EIS process, the NPS provided stake�holders with information regarding the impacts the deer were having on park lands, including the effects those impacts had on the park’s abil�ity to meet its nationally-mandated objectives. It also put quite a bit of effort into public relations and wrote several press releases. It made many television, radio, newspaper, and public presen�tations to communicate and increase the public’s awareness of NPS actions.


Essential Working Relationships


The NPS engaged in several partnerships during the deer-management decision-making process. It first partnered with Pennsylvania State Univer�sity in commissioning a study of the population status, movements, habitat use, and impacts of white-tailed deer in the park. The information gathered during this study helped to inform park personnel on steps the NPS could take regarding deer management. The NPS partnered with





By the 1980s, staff at Gettysburg National Mili�tary Park were concerned that deer were preventing them from maintaining historic crop fields on battlefield sites like the one shown here, on his�toric Spangler Farm.





Penn State a second time in administrating the public scoping sessions. They then partnered with the state wildlife management agency (PGC) in an effort to coordinate the deer-management strategy of both agencies. This partnership was mutually beneficial in that the NPS was able to implement deer management on its land with the support of PGC, and PGC benefited from the park’s deer harvest because it occurred adjacent to some private and state-owned lands that also were heavily impacted by deer. The NPS also part�nered with others by participating in the Deer Safety Committee, which was made up of repre�sentatives of the NPS, the Gettysburg police, the Cumberland Township police, the PGC, and others. This partnership was beneficial in that it streamlined communication and contributed to transparent deer management in the park.


Informative Communication


The NPS made use of various communication outlets to increase public awareness of its activi�ties. It held press conferences; made public pre�sentations; held scoping sessions and public meetings; and communicated through local TV, radio, and newspaper. These forms of communi�cation were especially important in this case be�cause the land on which the deer lived is federally owned. As such, the Park Service has the respon�sibility to communicate its management actions to stakeholders across the nation. As a result of these communication efforts, the NPS received comments and input from the public regarding decisions about the local deer herd.


Inventory/Assessment


In this case, two formal assessments of the deer situation in the park were conducted: the Pennsyl�vania State University study and the EIS process. The university study was an in-depth assessment of the deer biology and the ecological and cultural impacts in the park. The EIS process was an as�sessment and evaluation of several different deer management options. Both assessments provided valuable information that contributed to making a good management decision.





Agency Partnership





In the agency partnership approach, a deer committee comprised of government agency staff, representatives of nongovernment organizations, and county residents is vested with authority to develop a plan for deer


management in county parks. County residents are in�formed about the proceedings of the deer committee and are offered opportunities to review and comment on draft management plans. The deer committee an�nually submits a deer management plan to the director of parks for approval and implementation. A hallmark of this approach is ongoing communication and coor�dinated decision making by the county parks agency and the state wildlife management agency. Intera�gency coordination allows the state agency to make changes in state regulations as necessary to imple�ment proposed deer management actions in county parks. It also allows the state agency to coordinate deer management actions on public and private lands throughout the county. This model is illustrated in the case of Montgomery County, Maryland.





Agency Partnership in Montgomery County, Maryland


Case Description


Montgomery County, Maryland is northwest of Washington, DC. The county consists of two incorporated cities and a few incorporated towns, but most of the 900,000 residents live in unincorporated areas of the county. During the 1990’s, about one-third of the county’s land area was in agricultural uses (e.g., nurseries, sod farms, hay production, row crops). Tree nurseries are the largest agricultural industry in the county.


Leading up to 1993, many farmers had been complaining to the Montgomery County Council about crop damage from the local deer herd. In response, the Council initiated a task force to study the deer issue and make recommenda�tions. The task force was made up of representa�tives of both governmental and nongovernmental organizations that had a stake in the deer issue, as well as county residents.


In its 1994 report, the task force identified deer–vehicle accidents, crop damage, landscape damage, and Lyme disease as the main deer�related impacts experienced by county residents.



































Table 5 How key dimensions of community-based deer management were important in the agency partnership model





Enabling Conditions How the dimension was important





�





Adequate	Having knowledge of deer biology, deer impacts, and the local land�


Knowledge scape enabled the interagency partnership to make management recommendations that focused on reducing deer impacts, not on reducing deer numbers per se.


Essential Working	Commitment to the decisions and recommendations of an interagency


Relationships work group allowed the county to effectively implement deer manage�ment actions in county parks and allowed the state wildlife agency to facilitate coordinated deer management actions on public and private land in the county.


Effective Local	Leadership from the county park agency played an important part


Leadership	in the success of this model. Leadership from local residents and non�government organizations played a less important role in this model.


Sufficient	County government maintained credibility by: (1) convening a diverse


Credibility	group of county residents as a task force to identify deer management concerns, (2) by regularly seeking public input about deer manage�ment in county parks, and (3) by basing decisions on the best available scientific information.


Commitment to	The represented agencies of the interagency partnership were formally


Common Purpose	committed to a common purpose regarding local deer management.
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Intervention Thrusts How the dimension was important





�





�





�





The interagency partnership solicited input from county residents about deer management options through a series of public meetings each year.


The interagency partnership presented information to residents about the frequency and location of various deer-related impacts. The inter�agency partnership also conducted workshops for homeowners who wanted to manage deer on their property.





Informative	The interagency partnership publicized its activities through local





Communication	newspapers and television programs.





Wildlife Agency Flexibility





Inventory/ Assessment





The interagency partnership used various management techniques, and it evaluated the feasibility of management actions on a case�by-case basis for different areas of the county. The interagency partnership was flexible with regard to the means used to achieve 





management goals in different locations.





The interagency partnership monitored deer-related impacts and residents’ attitudes toward deer and deer management.





Stakeholder Involvement





�





Education and Learning





In subsequent years, the DMWG has followed a similar pattern of public participation by holding a yearly public meeting. The meeting usually begins with an educational presentation about a specific issue related to deer manage�ment (e.g., Lyme disease). If the management action plan for the year involves lethal tech�niques, follow-up meetings are held in the com�munities where management actions will occur.





It also developed a list of ll possible deer man�agement options to address the impacts. The task force recommended creating a committee of professional staff from several municipal, county, and state organizations to collaborate in a cooperative planning process to address the deer impacts. This group became known as the Deer Management Work Group (DMWG).


The DMWG compiles data on the deer issue and recommends actions to address concerns.


It first wrote a comprehensive management plan based on the task force report. The goal of the draft management plan was to reduce deer–human conflicts by maintaining a deer pop�ulation that was compatible with human priori�ties and land uses. The objectives were to (1) reduce, on a county-wide basis, the number of deer–vehicle collisions; (2) reduce depredation on agricultural crops and ornamental shrubs; (3) reduce negative impacts of deer on the natural community and preserve natural diversity; and (4) develop a county-wide educational program to provide residents with information on deer, deer problems, and how to minimize or prevent deer conflicts. The draft management plan then as�sessed the feasibility of the 11 management alter�natives proposed in the original task force report.


After the management plan was drafted, the DMWG held a public meeting to allow citizens to voice their opinions and suggest revisions to the plan. A final version of the deer manage�


ment plan, one that maintained the goal and ob�jectives indicated above, then was sent to the director of parks for approval. Upon approval, the plan was implemented.
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Deer are common in the parks of Montgomery County, Maryland.





Information and educa�tion efforts were exten�sive in the Montgomery County case. Partner


organizations, like the Montgomery Parks Foun�dation, used newspaper articles, newsletters, workshops, and cable television programs to inform, educate, and involve local residents in deer management decisions.





Issue Evolution


The deer management issue in Montgomery County is instructive with respect to the difference between the issue evolution cycle in theory and the ongoing nature of deer management in reality. In Montgomery County, farmers initiated public activity to gain recog�





nition of negative deer impacts as a public issue. Elected officials empanelled a task force that in�vestigated public concerns and presented objec�tives for management action. Efforts of the task force helped improve general understanding of several negative impacts of deer, not just crop damage. The task force was institutionalized as the DMWG, an entity which then approached the community of stakeholders to develop a manage�ment plan for deer. The plan presented alterna�tives and consequences that were reviewed publicly and commented upon. The DMWG then selected and implemented its actions. However, in recognition that deer management is an on�going process, not a one-time action, the DMWG routinely re-engages with the local communities when additional actions are contemplated. Com�munity input is solicited, and agreement is sought prior to implementation of additional actions.





Key Dimensions


The case of Montgomery County is a good exam�ple of how the dimensions of essential working relationships, commitment to common purpose, education and learning, and wildlife agency flexi�bility contribute to collaborative decision making.


Essential Working Relationships


The model of deer management used in Mont�gomery County relies heavily on essential work�





ing relationships. The management body, the DMWG, is itself a partnership among several entities, including the Maryland Department of Natural Resources and the Montgomery County Department of Parks and Planning. This part�nership of paid professionals from several gov�ernment agencies is a key component of the success of the community-based deer manage�ment program in Montgomery County.


Commitment to Common Purpose


The DMWG is made up of individuals who rep�resent several agencies at state and county levels. The effectiveness of the DMWG is attributable in part to the sense of common purpose among members. Also, the DMWG makes a concerted effort to be aware of the public’s needs through meetings, hearings, and solicitation of public comment. This effort helps develop a commit�ment to common purpose among the members of the DMWG and the public.


Education and Learning


The DMWG holds a public meeting each June in Montgomery County. This meeting consists of an educational component and a comment com�ponent. The educational component includes a presentation about deer and deer management, made either by a DMWG member or an external expert. The remaining portion of the meeting is dedicated to questions and comments from the public. In addition to the yearly county-wide meeting, the DMWG also holds public meetings in the specific location of deer management ac�tivity. The purpose of these efforts is to educate the public about deer management and learn from residents about the deer-related impacts they are experiencing.


Wildlife Agency Flexibility


The DMWG drafts a deer management action plan each year. In this plan, it addresses the negative impacts from deer that residents have identified, and then explores various means for affecting those impacts. The DMWG is explicit about its desire to reduce negative impacts through various management techniques, and it evaluates the feasibility of any management activity on a case-by-case basis.
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Residents are given an op�portunity to comment on and evaluate the action plan given the past year’s experi�ence, and a final version is then sent to the director of parks for approval.



































Homeowners’ Association





The homeowners’ association approach involves a state wildlife management agency interacting with a local homeowners’ association, usually in response to a formal call for assistance from official represen�tatives of such an association. Within this model, the state wildlife agency provides information, ex�pertise, and may provide assistance with manage�ment interventions. The hallmark of this approach is that the homeowners’ association assumes sub�stantial management responsibilities, which may include problem assessment, evaluation of potential management interventions, and implementation of management interventions. This model is reflected in the cases of Mumford Cove, Connecticut, and Governor’s Land, Virginia.





Homeowners’ Association in Mumford Cove, Connecticut


Case Description


The community of Mumford Cove is located on the Connecticut coast, not far from the border of Rhode Island. The town is located on a penin�sula and consists mainly of affluent residential developments. Deer hunting had not been per�mitted in Mumford Cove for many years prior to the issue described below.


Beginning in 1991, individual residents began contacting the Connecticut Department of Envi�ronmental Protection (DEP), expressing con�cerns about Lyme disease and deer damage to shrubs and gardens. The DEP gave residents suggestions about how they might reduce deer damage and decided that it would be good to study the local deer population and learn about its movements. The DEP contacted the president of the Mumford Cove Homeowners’ Association (MCHA) and proposed conducting a study of deer movements in the area. The MCHA was re�ceptive to the idea and the study was initiated in March 1995.


The study ran from 1995 to 2001. However, before completion of the study several residents expressed interest in implementing lethal deer management. They felt that even before comple�tion of the study, something needed to be done to reduce the negative impacts of deer. In 1996, an individual from outside the community heard





Table 6 How key dimensions of community-based deer management were important in the homeowners’ association model





Enabling Conditions How the dimension was important
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Knowledge generated through previous research about deer biology, deer impacts, and deer management options allowed the wildlife management agency to make informed recommendations to the 





community regarding deer management.





Essential Working	A close working relationship between the wildlife management agency


Relationships	and the homeowners’ associations ensured that legal, biological, and 





social needs regarding deer were met. Wildlife agency partnerships with other groups contributed to successful implementation of deer management actions.


Local leaders within the homeowners’ association were important for sustaining the momentum necessary for the community to follow through with implementation of decisions.





Sufficient	Each wildlife management agency based their recommendations on


Credibility scientific research to enhance their credibility as a source of informa�tion. Both agencies clarified the role they were willing to play in the decision-making process and each operated within that role through�out their interactions with the community.


Commitment to	Implementation of management decisions was facilitated by an


Common Purpose	expression of common purpose by each homeowners’ association, and by the willingness of each wildlife management agency to provide support and assistance to help achieve the goals established by the homeowners’ association.





Adequate Knowledge





�





�





Effective Local Leadership





�





�





Intervention Thrusts How the dimension was important





�





Stakeholder Involvement





�





Education and Learning





Informative





Committees within the homeowners’ association facilitated involve�ment of their members in decision making. The respective wildlife management agencies supported this internal stakeholder involve�ment and facilitated efforts to involve a few key external stakeholders 





(e.g., adjacent landowners, bow hunters).





The wildlife management agencies engaged in a variety of activities that helped each homeowners’ association learn about their situation and understand the effects of their management interventions.


Both wildlife agencies provided a range of information regarding





Communication	suburban deer management.





Both agencies showed an openness to various deer management options.


Both wildlife agencies met with the homeowners’ association to gather information about the nature and extent of deer-related im�pacts. One agency conducted extensive assessment of deer move�ments and numbers before and after hunting was used as a management tool.





Wildlife Agency Flexibility


Inventory/ Assessment





about the proposal for lethal deer management and contacted the Humane Society of the United States (HSUS) to inquire about birth control. The HSUS contacted the MCHA about initiating an immuno-contraception study. The MCHA was receptive to the idea, but it would not pay for the study. The person who originally contacted





Hunters were placed at pre-determined, fixed locations in Mumford Cove. Homeowners signed waivers that per�mitted hunting in close proximity to homes.





the HSUS offered to fund the study, and it was initiated in 1997, concurrent with the deer movement study.


In 1999, Mumford Cove formed a tick commit�tee to address the issue of ticks in the area. All


but one member of the committee agreed that the town needed to implement some form of lethal deer management. However, because members could not come to consensus, the committee de�cided to put the issue to an association member vote. The members of the association voted on





�





the following action alternatives: (1) eliminate the no-hunting ordinance, (2) implement a hunt in cooperation with the DEP, (3) continue the immuno-contraception study, or (4) begin a new tick control study. The vote resulted in decisions to eliminate the no-hunting ordinance, initiate a hunt, and terminate the immuno-contraception study. The Mumford Cove Wildlife Management Committee (MCWMC) was formed to coordinate the details of the hunt.


The MCWMC and the DEP held a series of meetings between July and November of 1999 to design a hunt for the area. They decided on hunter density, the days of the hunt, the


weapons to be used, and other issues related to implementing a hunt. The MCWMC and the DEP then selected hunters, and the first hunt occurred in 2000. In 2001, the hunt area was





expanded to include the adjacent community of Groton Long Point.


The DEP still is involved in helping with the hunt, but it is looking to step back and give full implementation responsibility to the MCWMC.





Issue Evolution


The deer management situation in Mumford Cove is a case for which the issue-evolution cycle was enhanced after the concern phase by a study of deer distribution and movements. However, be�cause enough members of the homeowners’ association representing the community saw a need for urgent action, a decision was made to proceed with implementation of an experimental immuno-contraception option prior to completion of the deer movement study. Soon this, too, was deemed insufficient, so an alternative action was put before the community by a citizen’s commit�tee, approved (choice phase) by vote of the associa�tion membership, and implemented. The situation had not yet been evaluated for success prior to conclusion of our inquiry about the case. Evolution of the case mirrors the model of issue evolution quite closely. The case also illustrates the action orientation typical of most communities.





Key Dimensions


The case of Mumford Cove is a good example of how the dimensions of essential working rela�tionships, effective local leadership, education and learning, and assessment contribute to col�laborative decision making.


Essential Working Relationships


In this case, the DEP partnered with several enti�ties for various purposes. Initially, the DEP part�nered with the MCHA to conduct research on the local deer herd. With the MCHA’s consent, the DEP studied deer movements in the town. The DEP also partnered with the University of New Hampshire and HSUS to conduct a study on the effects of immuno-contraception on re�productive rate and deer activity. The relation�ships built during these studies set a precedent for future activities and ultimately affected the DEP’s credibility with the townspeople of Mum�ford Cove (see below). After the decision was made to implement some form of deer harvest,
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Mumford Cove hunters were identified through a two-stage screening process, which involved a shooting proficiency test and an interview con�ducted by a community committee. This process gave the community control over decisions about who would be allowed to hunt.





the DEP partnered with the MCWMC to design a hunt that would meet the community’s needs and the DEP’s standards.


Effective Local Leadership


Some local leadership was present in the com�munity at the time the deer issue became salient, but other forms of leadership developed during the decision-making and implementation processes. For instance, the community of Mumford Cove took a leadership role in forming several committees to study the deer issue: first the tick committee, later the MCWMC. The chairman of the MCWMC was characterized as a particularly powerful figure. However, the DEP took steps to help develop local leadership. For example, in selecting hunters who would partici�pate in the hunt, the DEP encouraged the local sportsmen’s club and the MCWMC to step up and take responsibility for coordinating the effort. This provided an opportunity for local people to act as leaders, which also contributed to their sense of ownership of the process. Sub�sequent to the first hunt, the DEP has stepped away from the administration of the hunt and has passed that responsibility on to local people. Again, this is an example of how the DEP was able to create a situation in which local leader�ship could develop.





Education and Learning


The DEP values research, and it bases its man�agement decisions on research results. In this case, the DEP undertook a deer movement study and collaborated in an immuno-contraception study intended to provide data upon which in�formed decisions could be made. These research projects also aided the DEP’s efforts to educate the public on deer management practices that would be most effective for local needs.


Inventory/Assessment


Upon being contacted by local residents, the DEP undertook studies to learn more about the local deer population and the local human popu�lation. Agency managers spoke with residents experiencing negative deer-related impacts and the local homeowners’ association to learn about the political, cultural, and economic nature of the community. These efforts influenced the role that the DEP took in subsequent interactions with the community.





Homeowners’ Association in Governor’s Land, Virginia


Case Description


Governor’s Land is an affluent, gated commu�nity located on the coastal plain of Virginia. The area is moderately developed, and many of the town residents are retirees.


In 1993, Governor’s Land staff approached the Virginia Department of Game and Inland Fish�eries (DGIF) to voice concerns about deer-related landscape damage, deer–car collisions, and





Lyme disease in the community. The DGIF pro�vided information about deer biology and ex�plained which deer management options were legally and ecologically feasible. The DGIF also recommended that a committee be formed to study the issue.


The Wildlife Management Committee (WMC), made up of Governor’s Land staff and residents, studied the local deer situation and, after a series of committee and public meetings, recom�


mended lethal deer management using commu�nity employees as shooters. This proposal was accepted by the community and was imple�mented with almost no controversy.


During the first and second years of the regu��lated hunt, few deer were taken. Rather than have





town employees act as agents in the third year, professional sharpshooters were hired. The town implemented sharpshooting for three years and then did not harvest any deer for several years.


In 2001, the town again contacted the DGIF with concerns about deer-related impacts, ex�pressed interest in using employees as sharp�shooters, and was granted a permit to do so.


By this time, the original WMC had dissolved, and new residents had moved into Governor’s Land. Several homeowners now were opposed to 





lethal deer management. A series of educational meet�ings was held, and the com�munity finally decided to hire professional archers to harvest deer.





Issue Evolution


The deer-management situ�ation in Governor’s Land demonstrates the differ�ence between multiple full cycles of issue evolution with a gap between cycles, and continuous action choice-implementation�evaluation subcycles that are needed for most man�agement issues (an adap�tive approach). That is, deer management likely 





needs continuous attention (except where deer are effectively extirpated, as on Monhegan Island). A hiatus in attention to management can result in issues reappearing, as was the case in Governor’s Land, and reveals some inherent inefficiency.





Key Dimensions


The case of Governor’s Land is a good example of how the dimensions of essential working relationships, effective local leadership, educa�tion and learning, and assessment contribute to collaborative decision making.


Essential Working Relationships


The DGIF partnered with the homeowners’ association and the local wildlife management
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committee to provide information regarding deer biology and deer management options that would help inform the committee’s decisions. This partnership benefited both the DGIF and the community, in that each brought a certain degree of decision-making authority and exper�tise. The DGIF also engaged in a partnership with several large landowners in the Williams�burg area to create the Williamsburg Urban Deer Management Program. This partnership facilitates communication of deer management activities across the area and learning from other landowners’ experiences.


Effective Local Leadership


The DGIF relied upon local leadership to sustain momentum in the decision-making process. Members of the local homeowners’ association took a leadership role in contacting the DGIF and voicing their concerns. They also participated in researching the issue, weighing alternative solutions, and implementing the management decision.


Education and Learning


The deer manager made efforts to educate the public about deer biology and management through presentations and distribution of pub�lications. Education is seen by DGIF as an end in itself—if the community better understands deer management as a result of a community�based process, then the process is characterized as successful.


Inventory/Assessment


Two rounds of decision making occurred. Initially, great care was taken to assess the local situation and then to communicate and collaborate with the homeowners’ association as it proceeded toward decision making about a management action. After a period of time, negative deer-related im�pacts began to increase, and the DGIF decided to implement the same management action that had been decided the first time around. However, the make-up of the homeowners’ association had changed in the intervening years, and the earlier management action no longer was acceptable. The DGIF learned that it is important to conduct on�going monitoring and assessment of communi�ties’ needs, expectations, and desires.





Citizen Action





The citizen action approach involves a group of stakeholders, both private and public, who collect in�formation, deliberate, and make decisions. Wildlife agency staff may be members of the group, but they act primarily as technical advisors and usually refrain from voting. The hallmark of this approach is the for�mation of a grassroots citizen group supported by professionals who bring various kinds of technical expertise to the group. These citizen groups vary with respect to decision-making power. Some are re�garded as an advisory committee with authority to make decisions for their community. Others function primarily as working groups without a direct connec�tion to local decision makers. This model is illus�trated by the cases of Irondequoit, North Haven, and Cayuga Heights, New York.





Citizen Action in Irondequoit, New York


Case Description


The town of Irondequoit is northeast of Rochester in Monroe County, New York, on the shore of Lake Ontario. The northern half of the township is a series of ridges and valleys, some of which are administered by the Monroe County Parks Department (MCPD) as Durand Eastman Park. The southern portion of the township largely con�sists of commercial and residential development. When the state legislature opened Monroe County to deer hunting in 1945, it excluded the town of Irondequoit from the law because deer were absent and the town was considered too ur�banized for safe hunting.


In the early 1970s, staff in the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) received a petition from area landowners asking the agency to intervene to reduce car–deer accidents, landscape damage, and damage to plants in Durand Eastman Park. Together with the Monroe County Sportsmen’s Federation and other concerned citizens, DEC staff put together a leg�islative request to the state legislature to open the town to deer hunting. The legislature accepted that proposal, and in 1976 it changed the law to allow archery hunting in the town. Two years later, the town council added discharge of a bow and arrow to its discharge prohibition ordinance, so hunting was again curtailed after 1978.























Adequate	Citizen groups created an integrated knowledge base with assistance


Knowledge	from various technical advisors. Increased knowledge helped each citizen’s group make informed deer management recommendations.


Essential Working	Members of each citizen’s group built working relationships with


Relationships	one another, with wildlife managers, with county Cooperative Exten�


sion personnel, with local decision makers, and with outside experts.


It would not have been possible to implement the recommendations


from each citizen’s group without these working relationships.


Effective Local	Each citizen’s group functioned as a unit for a lengthy period of time


Leadership	(i.e., 1–3 years), and various local leaders emerged as the decision�making process developed over that time. Emergence of new leaders over time gave each group the momentum necessary to function over a long time period.


Sufficient	The wildlife agency maintained credibility by working in partnership


Credibility	with citizens’ groups and local government officials, by serving as an information resource, and by providing technical assistance with stakeholder involvement processes and action implementation.


Commitment to	Each citizen’s group expressed a commitment to the overall process,


Common Purpose despite differing views on the specific management issues. This com�mitment to a common purpose helped make it possible to implement action recommendations.





Intervention Thrusts How the dimension was important





Residents continued to complain to their town board about deer-related problems. Under public pressure, the town board revised its discharge or�dinance to allow bow hunting of deer, provided





this was done under a DEC deer damage permit (which allows landowners to take deer out of season). From 1983 to 1988, a small number of deer were removed using these damage permits.


In 1988, a local legislator became convinced that something more needed to be done. He led an effort to open the county and Durand Eastman Park to deer harvest. That effort started with a public meeting at which the legislator addressed problems and proposed a remedy. Actions re�quired cooperation between city, county, and town�ship government officials.


Debate about deer hunting in Monroe County led to the formation of two citizens’ groups during the early 1990s. The Irondequoit Deer Action Committee (IDAC) formed to address concerns about deer-related problems in Irondequoit (e.g., deer-car collisions, plant damage, the threat of Lyme disease). The Monroe County Alliance for Wildlife Protection (MCAWP) formed to address animal welfare concerns (MCAWP was opposed to any management recommendations that involved killing deer).


In the early 1990s, IDAC (and other groups, like MCAWP) brought in experts from across the country to speak about what other communities were doing to manage deer in residential areas. IDAC made initial attempts to estimate the size of the deer population. IDAC evaluated potential management options and eventually made three recommendations to town officials—trap-and�transfer, trap-and-slaughter, and bait-and-shoot— with selective culling of deer to be done by the DEC or DEC-authorized agents.


During the same time period, the DEC had been organizing deer management task forces (citizens’ task forces [CTFs] for deer management) across the state. In 1991, DEC staff established a CTF process for Deer Management Unit (DMU) 96, an area that included Irondequoit. The process was facilitated by a wildlife specialist with Cornell Cooperative Extension (CCE). DEC staff provided technical advice. The CTF was asked to recom�mend a deer population objective and the means for achieving that objective. The CTF was made up of the principal stakeholders affected by the deer population (e.g., homeowners, motorists, farmers, hunters, fruit growers). The ll-member CTF in�cluded one member of IDAC and one member of MCAWP.
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How key dimensions of community-based deer management were important in the citizen action model
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Enabling Conditions How the dimension was important





�





Stakeholder	Carefully designed, broad-based stakeholder involvement processes


Involvement	lent credibility to the decisions made in each case. Involving stake�holders with a broad array of interests also contributed to community acceptance of the decision-making process.


Education and	In each case, citizen groups undertook a range of actions to educate


Learning	themselves and learn more about their situation. They consulted with 





external experts (including wildlife management agency staff) and other communities dealing with similar issues. Each citizen group based their decisions on what they learned during their own extensive fact-finding activities.


Each citizen group took multiple actions to communicate their 





Communication	findings and recommendations with community members (e.g., open 





meetings, written reports, mass media reports). These efforts main�tained the credibility of the citizen groups and bolstered support for recommendations from the groups and actions that followed.





Wildlife Agency	The wildlife agency was explicit in articulating its expectations and


Flexibility priorities for deer management in each case. The agency advocated for specific actions in some cases, but remained open to other means of reducing negative deer impacts.


Inventory/	The wildlife agency, citizen group members, and other individuals


Assessment	engaged in information-gathering activities to assess the nature and degree of negative deer impacts. Topics for inventory/assessment included: deer movements, deer population estimation, and number and location of deer-car collisions.
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Informative
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In 1992, the CTF completed its duties and made its recommendations. First, the CTF recom�mended a substantial deer-population reduction. Then, they recommended two means to achieve that goal: a five-year bait-and-shoot operation (as a short-term means to population reduction) and reproductive inhibition for deer (as a long-term means of population control). The recommenda�tions were presented by CTF participants to the community through a media-day event that in�volved local television, radio, and newspaper re�porters. One member of the CTF (representing MCAWP) did not support the recommendations and offered a dissenting opinion at the press con�ference. The dissenting opinion recommended research on reproductive inhibition, without any bait-and-shoot program.


To implement the recommendations, DEC staff helped create an interagency deer management team that put the CTF recommendations into action. The deer management team consisted of city, county, and town government representa�tives. The county legislature passed an ordinance to allow discharge of firearms in the park. The town of Irondequoit passed legislation to allow discharge in the township. Shooting sites were created in Durand Eastman Park and in an area outside the park. This selective culling operation occurred for the next nine years.


MCAWP successfully lobbied town and city offi�cials and the New York State legislature to obtain funding for a fertility-control research project in Irondequoit. State permits for the research were granted by DEC, and a multi-year study was initi�ated in 1993. Findings from the study did not sup�port reproductive inhibition as a feasible means of deer population control in Irondequoit. Based on the study results, town officials abandoned consid�eration of reproductive inhibition as a means of achieving the CTF’s deer-population goal.


As the deer-culling program continued, the IDAC put out a quarterly car-deer and other deer incidents report. The IDAC was able to document, through police records, that around the area of bait-and-shoot impact, incidents dropped dramati�cally. In the other areas, incidents continued to in�crease. So, in 1996, the town board was convinced to pass an ordinance that allowed a very restricted and structured archery harvest across the town�ship. The hunt started out on a very small basis





and increased in size as acceptability within the township increased. It remains highly structured and restricted, but it has effectively reduced the need for the more costly bait-and-shoot program.





Issue Evolution


Deer management in Irondequoit experienced three readily identifiable issue-evolution cycles. The cycles experienced in Irondequoit reflect vary�ing degrees of stakeholder involvement, alterna�tive consequences identification and evaluation, and action implementation. The first cycle, in the 1970s, led to management action, but was cur�tailed by the end of the decade. The second cycle, inevitable because negative impacts of deer still were being broadly experienced, played out during the 1980s. The outcome of the second cycle was inadequate to produce needed results, so a third cycle, with a different approach to citizen involve�ment, was initiated in the late 1980s. This cycle, consisting of ongoing deer management, contin�ues today in the implementation stage. The third cycle seems to closely mirror Hahn’s model. Fur�thermore, the Irondequoit case demonstrates how actions to affect the impacts of concern can change over time as the overall management sce�nario itself changes as a result of management.





Key Dimensions


The case of Irondequoit is a good example of how the dimensions of adequate knowledge, effective local leadership, sufficient credibility, stakeholder involvement, and wildlife agency flexibility con�


tribute to collaborative decision making.





Wildlife manager John Meyers (left) addresses members of two different citizen-action commit�tees during a site visit to Durand Eastman Park in the 1990s.





Adequate Knowledge


Throughout the development of the deer issue in Irondequoit, knowledge has been very important. Integrating knowledge about deer biology, deer management options, local and state laws, deer management regulations and policies, local deer behavior, deer impacts, and local geography proved to be essential to the development of this case. Different entities, including the DEC, the IDAC, the MCAWP, and other groups, partici�pated in collecting and distributing information. Ensuring that relevant knowledge was held by the multiple political actors affected by deer man�agement in Irondequoit proved to be crucial to the decision-making process.


Effective Local Leadership


Effective local leadership was a key component of collaborative decision making. Over the years, different individuals took on leadership responsi�bilities for different reasons. Formal local leaders included a county legislator, the county sheriff, and members of the IDAC. The DEC encouraged the formation of a CTF, which allowed local people to take on leadership roles in gathering information and making recommendations for action. In this case, both formal and informal leaders were important to the process, and the DEC was able to influence certain aspects of the situation to facilitate the development of these local leaders.


Sufficient Credibility


The DEC was able to maintain its credibility by defining its role in the decision-making process. Throughout, the DEC defined its role as that of a technical advisor that provides information and recommendations, but is not part of the decision�making body. The DEC also was flexible in terms of deer management outcomes, so long as any action was what it considered to be ecologically and legally feasible. Partnering with Cornell Co�operative Extension and relying on its expertise in facilitation also contributed to credibility. By supporting an impartial third-party facilitator, the DEC demonstrated its commitment to a fair and just process.


Stakeholder Involvement


Stakeholder involvement was an important factor in the Irondequoit case inasmuch as it contributed





to the credibility of the decision-making process. The CTF’s composition was deliberately meant to reflect the full range of interests regarding deer in the community. The purpose of full representation was to ensure that the various positions people held were incorporated into decisions. Stakeholder involvement also contributed to overall satisfaction with the decision-making process.


Wildlife Agency Flexibility


At various points in the development of the deer issue in Irondequoit, the DEC articulated its role and its expectations for the process. The wildlife manager stated that the DEC’s main objective


was to try to accommodate the needs and desires of the community. DEC staff offered suggestions and recommendations, but remained flexible and open to what the community decided.


Citizen Action in North Haven, New York Case Description


The village of North Haven, which is approxi�mately three square miles in area, is an affluent residential community located on the north shore of the south fork of Long Island, in Suffolk County, New York. Most of its residences are second homes, and many of its 750 residents com�mute between New York City and North Haven.


Firearms discharge is banned under village code. However, during the 1980s, the village board periodically voted to create a variance al�lowing discharge, and thus deer hunting, in the village. Twice during the 1980s the village went through episodes that involved an increase in nuisance complaints about deer, a variance to allow deer hunting, and a decrease in deer num�bers and nuisance complaints. Each time com�plaints dropped, the village board would prevent hunting for a year or two. The number of com�plaints would then rise, prompting the village board to again create a variance in town code to allow hunting. Between 1988 and 1993, no vari�ance to the town code was created, hunting was prohibited, and the pattern of increasing com�plaints about deer was repeated.


In 1993, the village mayor became aware that the New York State Department of Environ�mental Conservation (DEC) was beginning to use citizens’ task forces (CTFs) to derive deer population objectives for deer management
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units. The mayor contacted a regional DEC biologist to inquire about conducting a CTF process in North Haven. DEC staff designed and proposed a CTF process that would identify an acceptable deer population level and the means by which that population goal would be achieved. The village board accepted the proposal and agreed to abide by the recommen�dations of the CTF.


DEC staff served multiple roles in the task force process. They identified a process facilita�tor, helped the mayor and the facilitator to iden�tify task force members, served as technical experts on deer biology and deer management, and at one point advocated hunting as a manage�ment recommendation (this mixture of roles later was identified as problematic).


The CTF was composed of ll people. They met five times to define issues, consider alter�natives, and deliberate about consequences as�sociated with various alternatives. The CTF conducted its own fact finding with help from several technical experts and data from a survey of village residents. The CTF determined that no nonlethal management alternatives would be suitable to address the concerns identified in the community. However, the CTF also con�cluded that regulated archery hunting was inap�propriate as an alternative. The CTF came to a majority (9 to 2) decision to recommend use of DEC nuisance deer-removal permits in the vil�lage, whereby individual landowners in the vil�lage could use DEC-issued damage permits to reduce the number of deer in the village.


The recommendation stirred controversy, in part because the CTF decision was announced by DEC staff instead of a CTF member, but it finally was accepted a few months later. As agreed, the village took action to implement the CTF recommendation. The village board passed an ordinance that permitted shooting in the village pursuant to the deer permits. Two law�suits were filed in an attempt to prevent use of the damage control permits, but both suits were dismissed. The first nuisance deer permits were issued by the DEC in 1995, and the pro�gram has continued to date.





Issue Evolution


The village of North Haven had a history of ad�dressing its deer issue through repeated special allowance of deer hunting in the village. During the 1980s, responding to mounting complaints about deer problems, the village would allow hunting for a period of a few years until such complaints diminished, but then would prohibit hunting until once again complaints from the community climbed to a level where local elected officials felt the need to address the deer issue. It is not apparent that this pattern of activity represented issue evolution cycles as we have presented the process here. But this changed in the early 1990s when a more thorough approach was used, wherein a citizen task force was estab�lished (involvement) to examine the community’s





North Haven (shown center) is on a peninsula on the eastern end of Long Island, New York.
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The presence of a village ordinance prohibiting firearms discharge played a key role in deer man�agement in North Haven during the 1980s and 1990s.





options (alternatives and con�sequences) for addressing the deer issue. These were discussed by the task force, which, after deliberation, agreed on a recommendation for deer management. The recommended approach of al�lowing very limited shooting under the authority of deer nuisance permits was imple�mented, but not without two 





lawsuits, which were dismissed in court. Perhaps an important lesson from the North Haven expe�rience, with respect to the issue-evolution cycle, is that attending to the steps of the cycle with a process that meaningfully engages the commu�nity may legitimize and establish the credibility of an outcome sufficient to withstand litigation.





Key Dimensions


The case of North Haven is a good example of how the dimensions of adequate knowledge, ef�fective local leadership, sufficient credibility, stakeholder involvement, and wildlife agency flexibility contribute to successful collaborative decision making.


Adequate Knowledge


Once the CTF had been established, knowledge became an important part of the decision�making process. In gathering information, the CTF called on the DEC and the Humane Society of the United States (HSUS) for input. It also made a visit to Fire Island, where deer manage�ment actions had been underway for some time, to assess how that intervention was progressing. Continuing in this knowledge-building mode, the North Haven CTF engaged in conversation with members of the Irondequoit CTF to learn from its experience. The DEC, in its role as a technical advisor, provided information to the CTF regarding deer biology, deer management options, and deer impacts.


Effective Local Leadership


The most visible formal local leadership was


the mayor of North Haven. He was a prominent





figure in the decision-making process and played an important role as a leader. With the creation of the CTF came the opportunity for other town residents to assume informal leader�ship roles. They were responsible for gathering information, deliberating, and making recom�mendations that the DEC and the local govern�ment would abide by. In this capacity, they were able to exercise some power and develop their leadership skills.


Sufficient Credibility


The DEC took several steps to ensure its credibil�ity throughout the process. By proposing a deci�sion-making process and agreeing to abide by the results of that process regardless of what they were, the DEC demonstrated its commit�ment to a fair and just process. This was corrob�orated by the fact that a third-party facilitator was sought to facilitate and mediate the process. The DEC’s support of broad stakeholder involvement in the process and its decision to act as a techni�cal advisor, rather than an advocate, also con�tributed to its overall credibility as an agency.


Stakeholder Involvement


It was important to have the full range of stakes represented on the task force in North Haven, especially because the local officials, the DEC, and the town residents had agreed to abide by the recommendations of the task force, regard�less of what those were.


Wildlife Agency Flexibility


The DEC does not hide the fact that it is an advo�cate of sport hunting. This position caused some town residents to doubt the DEC’s ability to facil�itate a fair and unbiased decision-making


process. The DEC’s commitment to abide by the task force’s recommendations, whatever they might be, was important for progress in decision making. The wildlife manager maintained a neutral position for most of the deliberations, but he did advocate hunting at one point in the process. In this case, his advocating hunting jeopardized his credibility with the group. Never�theless, the flexibility demonstrated by the agency throughout the process was an important positive attribute in this case.











Citizen Action in Cayuga Heights, New York Case Description


The Village of Cayuga Heights is about two square miles in size. It is a relatively affluent residential community located in Tompkins County, New York. Most residences in Cayuga Heights are single-family dwellings (the village contains approximately 850 single-family homes). With the exception of a small park, all parcels of land in the village are privately owned and nearly all contain an occupied building.


No deer hunting occurs in the village. Discharge





as a committee to study the deer situation and develop recommendations for village trustees.


Early in its existence, the deer committee formed a close working relationship with staff from the DEC, Cornell University (CU), and Cornell Cooperative Extension (CCE). The deer committee invited a local environmental educator with the CCE to provide it with information about techniques to reduce deer damage to landscape plants. At the committee’s invitation, this exten�sion educator assisted with design and facilitation of citizen-involvement processes. Through her efforts, the deer committee came to have direct
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A research technician han�dles a tranquilized deer in Cayuga Heights. The deer is part of an experimental fertility control project


implemented at the rec�ommendation of a village�sanctioned deer study committee.





of firearms and bow and arrow is prohibited by a village ordinance.


Deer managers began receiving complaints about deer-related problems from Cayuga Heights residents in the mid-1990s. In 1998, a group of about a dozen village residents gathered hundreds of signatures on a petition calling for action by the New York State Department of Envi�ronmental Conservation (DEC) to address con�cerns about deer damage to gardens and landscape plantings. By August of 1998, the same individuals had approached their village mayor and had been officially sanctioned by the village





and repeated interactions with DEC staff and the state wildlife specialist for the CCE.


The extension educator worked with the deer committee to design a process for gathering pub�lic input. Eventually, the committee designed a process that included input from several sources:


two mail surveys of village property owners,


two studies of deer abundance and move�ments, (3) a committee fact-finding process,


two public meetings with village residents, and


discussions with invited technical experts on reproductive control in free-ranging deer. The deer





A deer movement study in Cayuga Heights im�proved understanding of deer and enhanced com�munity interest in deer management. More than 600 reports of tagged deer were received, with reports submitted from 29 percent of all house�holds in the village.





committee met 40 times between fall 1998 and May 2001 to gather information, define its situa�tion, and deliberate about problems and potential responses to those problems. CCE personnel and DEC staff provided the committee with informa�tion about deer and deer management. DEC staff provided it with information about laws, statutes, and policies that would be brought into considera�





tion if deer population reduction were recom�mended. To facilitate the deer committee’s work, the DEC provided partial funding for Cornell’s Human Dimensions Research Unit (HDRU) to survey village property owners about their experi�ences with deer, opinions on deer management, and preferred modes of involvement in deer man�agement decisions. Staff associated with the HDRU, the CCE, and the DEC worked closely with the committee to synthesize and interpret survey findings and communicate those findings to village residents. With assistance from a range of technical experts, village residents defined prob�lems, proposed management alternatives, and evaluated consequences of action alternatives.


By February 2001, there seemed to be substan�tial agreement that the majority of homeowners





in the village were experiencing deer-related problems and desired relief from those prob�lems, but residents were divided on how to reduce negative interactions with deer.


After two years of issue investigation and de�liberation, the deer committee made a formal recommendation to the village trustees. They rec�ommended that the village endorse experimental research that involved physical sterilization of female deer in the village. The recommendation came with an offer from an anonymous village resident to fund the experimental research. The village trustees accepted the recommendation. The DEC subsequently granted a permit neces�sary for the experiment to proceed. The deer ster�ilization experimental research was conducted in 2002 and 2003.


The management choice and implementation stages have not been reached in Cayuga Heights, even though five years have passed since some residents entered a concern stage.





Issue Evolution


The Cayuga Heights deer case followed the issue evolution cycle from the concern and involve�ment stages, to the issue, alternatives, and con�sequences stages. There it stalled. The choice and implementation stages have not yet been ex�perienced. Instead, the community chose to pursue a deer sterilization experiment, which is a research activity, not management action. The community still is experiencing negative impacts from deer, yet unlike the community of Mum�ford Cove, CT, patience in waiting for results of the research project seems to persist in Cayuga Heights. Evidently, the community sees the re�search as a valuable effort, the results of which are expected to inform future decisions about management actions.





Key Dimensions


The case of Cayuga Heights is a good example of how the dimensions of adequate knowledge, effec�tive local leadership, sufficient credibility, stake�holder involvement, and wildlife agency flexibility contribute to collaborative decision making.


Adequate Knowledge


The DEC took steps to increase the level of people’s knowledge about deer biology, impacts,





�





and management. By partnering with the CCE and the CU, the DEC was able to ensure that ex�perts were on hand to provide the deer commit�tee with information it needed to make good decisions. An example of this is the attitude survey that the HDRU conducted in the village, the results of which indicated that there was overwhelming support for some form of action. The DEC also provided information regarding deer management regulations and policies re�garding deer permits in New York State. Another example is the extensive educational effort un�dertaken by the CCE. This encompassed both fa�cilitation and deer biology expertise, which enhanced the deer committee’s knowledge of both the process and content of decision making about the community’s deer issue.


Effective Local Leadership


Leadership was exerted by several individuals at different times. For instance, deer committee members themselves acted as leaders by volun�teering to address the issue, conducting research on deer biology and management actions, and taking responsibility to develop recommenda�tions for management actions. In addition, the extension educator provided leadership during deer committee and public meetings by facilitat�ing discussion and keeping the group on task. This case is a good example of how different leaders can rise at various occasions and are needed in effective decision making.


Stakeholder Involvement


The DEC, along with representatives of the CCE, encouraged the deer committee to ensure that the full range of interests was represented. Broad stakeholder involvement contributed to the credibility and validity of the decision�making process, as well as to the outcome.


Wildlife Agency Flexibility


The DEC provided the deer committee, town officials, and the public with accurate informa�tion regarding the legality of various deer-man�agement options. The DEC responded quickly to permit requests, participated in meetings upon request, and acted as a liaison to connect Cayuga Heights residents to other communities.





Citizen–Agency Partnership





The citizen–agency partnership approach involves a co-management agreement formed between a state wildlife agency and a local land-management author�ity (e.g., a municipality, an airport, a county park commission) for the purpose of controlling a deer population in an area where traditional hunting is not considered a viable deer management tool. If an agreement is formed, the wildlife management agency provides technical assistance and support in developing a deer management plan, designates the area in question as a special management zone, and authorizes use of approved alternative deer manage�ment techniques in the special management zone. The land-management authority assumes responsibil�ity for documenting that deer have caused significant damage or hazards in the area, documenting that traditional hunting is not viable in the area, and im�plementing the alternative deer management actions. Deer managers from the state wildlife agency play an important advisory role at all stages of management, from problem assessment to implementation and evaluation of management actions. This model is illustrated by the case in Union County, New Jersey.





Citizen–Agency Partnership in Union County, New Jersey


Case Description


Union County is highly urbanized, but within the county is a 2,000-acre wooded parkland— Watchung Reservation. The six communities that surround the reservation are upper-middle class and fairly affluent. The older homes typical of the area have well-developed, mature land�scaping and large backyards that border on the reservation. These communities have a long his�tory of deer problems.


Complaints to the Union County Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) increased dramat�ically during the late 1980s. In the early 1990s, park officials approached the New Jersey Division of Fish and Wildlife (DFW) seeking assistance. The DFW met with park staff and recommended a controlled hunting program in Watchung Reservation to reduce deer numbers. The DFW and park staff recognized that an extensive public involvement process might be necessary.
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How key dimensions of community-based deer management were important in the citizen-agency partnership model





Enabling Conditions How the dimension was important
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Adequate	The deer committee’s increased knowledge enabled it to make an


Knowledge	informed recommendation for deer management.


Essential Working	The wildlife agency, the land manager, committee members, and local


Relationships	officials engaged in collaboration, which is essential to the implemen�tation of a community-based deer management program.


Effective Local	The land manager provided leadership for the deer committee by


Leadership	facilitating dialogue, organizing the committee, and facilitating the exploration of alternatives.


Sufficient	The committee was made up of representative stakeholders and


Credibility	worked with input from the wildlife agency, the land manager, and other experts in order to maintain credibility. The wildlife agency served as a technical advisor and nonvoting member of the committee in order to maintain credibility.


Commitment to	The wildlife agency, the land manager, and local officials expressed


Common Purpose	their commitment to common purpose by entering into a formal memorandum of understanding.
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Intervention Thrusts How the dimension was important





Wildlife Agency 





Flexibility





�
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Inventory/ Assessment





Stakeholder	The wildlife agency and the land manager encouraged the participa�


Involvement	tion of a full range of stakeholders in the deer committee.


Education and	The wildlife agency and the land manager educated the committee


Learning	and the public about deer impacts and deer management, and it sought out other sources of information.


Informative	Media coverage of the decision-making process was high at the


Communication	beginning, but it tapered off as time passed.





The wildlife agency articulated its initial recommendation and then 





left the decision up to the committee and local officials.





The committee sought information from the wildlife agency, the land manager, and other experts in order to assess the nature of the problem, consider alternative solutions, and assess the success of the approach being used and whether it achieved desired outcomes efficiently.





The DPR took full responsibility for setting up a subcommittee for the management of deer on the reservation. The deer management sub�committee consisted of 22 members, including representatives from the six communities that border the reservation (two from each commu�nity), the animal rights community, the State Federation of Sportsmen’s Clubs, the Board of Chosen Freeholders, and a representative for the DFW. The committee met 28 times over a 15-month period. The individual who was chief of





park operations and director of the DPR pro�vided strong leadership in those meetings.


The DPR directed the deer committee to ad�dress three objectives: (1) reduce the damage to native plants within the reservation, (2) reduce the damage to the ornamental plantings on pe�ripheral properties, and (3) substantially reduce deer–vehicle strikes along roads, including one interstate highway.


The committee first took on the task of prob�lem definition. After agreement was reached on the nature of the problem, it moved on to con�sider management alternatives. It quickly con�cluded that a controlled hunt was necessary. A controlled hunt was held, which removed 86 deer from the park. However, due to perceived safety concerns and possible conflicts with animal rights protesters, the staff cost to the county was excessive ($56,000 for law enforce�ment officers), thus the committee began explor�ing other management options.


The deer subcommittee continued to meet to evaluate alternative approaches to achieve the ob�jectives established by the park. It consulted with a range of technical experts and at times held public meetings or facilitated meetings. The committee maintained a cooperative consulting relationship with DFW staff (DFW staff had no voting power within the committee) and main�tained a direct connection to the Board of Chosen Freeholders (the decision-making body for the county). The committee went on to establish a deer population density goal and recommended a five-year management plan that included annual culling of deer using selected agents. The Board of Chosen Freeholders approved the plan, and it
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has been implemented each year since that time. The annual cull takes only a few days now, and the subcommittee meets only once per year to review the program. This and other experiences in cooperative management served as models that led to New Jersey’s community-based deer management program.





Issue Evolution


The deer issue in Union County has evolved through an entire cycle. In addition, after evalu�ation of the cost of the first option implemented (controlled hunt), the community revisited the potential action alternatives and selected a dif�ferent approach (engaged selected agents to conduct a cull). This community’s experience, which can be described as implementing an option evaluation considering a new option


implementing a new option, is consistent with how a community typically might remain engaged in deer management over time. That is, a community needs to commit to sustained management efforts, the specific elements of which may change because of changing needs or the results of evaluations of efficacy.





Key Dimensions


The case of Union County is a good example of how the dimensions of essential working relationships, effective local leadership, and sufficient credibility contribute to collaborative decision making.


Essential Working Relationships


The New Jersey DFW partnered with several entities and encouraged the development of rela�tionships on various levels. Initially, the DFW partnered with the Union County DPR to identify the problem. After the DPR decided to establish a deer management subcommittee, the DFW worked in partnership with the many other agency representatives in that group. The DFW also encouraged broad stakeholder involvement in the decision-making process, thereby facilitat�ing the development of relationships among all affected parties. According to the DFW’s repre�sentative, this interaction led to the development of trust among the individuals involved, which also contributed to their ability to work together





effectively. Effective media relations also may have enhanced working relationships. Media cov�erage of the decision-making process was high at the beginning, but it tapered off as time passed.


Effective Local Leadership


The creation of the deer management subcom�mittee provided an opportunity for different indi�viduals, representing different organizations and agencies, to play leadership roles. The DFW’s decision to act as a technical advisor to the group, rather than as a voting member, encouraged others to take more prominent roles and develop their leadership skills. Some individuals, such as the chief of park planning and maintenance, held formal leadership roles and were therefore able to take on leadership responsibilities easily.


Sufficient Credibility


By proposing a decision-making process and agreeing to abide by the results of that process regardless of what they were, the DFW demon�strated its commitment to a fair and just process. This was corroborated by the fact that a third-party facilitator was sought to facilitate and mediate the process. The DFW’s support of broad stakeholder involvement in the process and its decision to act as a technical advisor, rather than as an advocate, also contributed to its overall credibility as an agency.





Watchung reservation is a 2,000-acre wooded parkland that provides a range of recreational opportunities, including fishing, hiking, and horseback riding.
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Guide Summary


W e call this document a practitioners’


guide for two reasons. First, the in�


sights provided originated from and are intended for deer management practition�ers. Second, the ideas presented are indeed a guide to community-based deer management, not a sure-fire recipe book for success. We do not think the latter can be written, at least not in the near future.


As a guide to the practice of community-based deer management, we suggest that you will be served best by a few key sets of concepts and understandings:


Most community-based deer management issues exhibit elements of a cycle or stages of development—the public issue evolu�tion process. The stages of issue evolution are concern, involvement, issue, alterna�tives, consequences, choice, implementa�tion, and evaluation. Although not all issues evolve following the steps exactly in order, analysis of 10 cases of community�based deer management issues in the northeastern U.S. indicate that these stages indeed exist and that they some�times seem to evolve just as the theory suggests. This is important for the practi�tioner to know, because each stage of issue development has different communica�tion, information, and community deliber�ation needs. Addressing those needs may yield more effective and efficient commu�nity-based deer management processes.


Communities vary with respect to their relative capacity for dealing with commu�nity-based deer management issues in a productive and collaborative fashion. Three general kinds of capacity seem to be important for success—individual,





community, and institutional. The 10 cases we studied indicate that 10 key dimensions of capacity are necessary, or at least contribute in important ways to productive community-based deer man�agement efforts. Five of these dimensions enable community-based efforts— adequate knowledge, essential working relationships, effective local leadership, sufficient credibility, and commitment to a common purpose. Those five enabling dimensions often are achieved through five intervention thrusts—stakeholder involvement, education and learning, in�formative communication, wildlife agency flexibility, and assessment.


3. Context seems to dictate needed elements for an effective approach to community�based deer management. The 10 cases we examined reflected six different models for community-based deer management: community vote, EIS/public consultation, agency partnership, homeowners’ associa�tion, citizen action, and citizen–agency partnership. The fact that the cases reflecting each general model themselves varied in some significant ways simply emphasizes that there is plenty of room for creativity, as well as a great need for flexibility, when addressing community�based deer management. Nevertheless, the key dimensions identified in the analyses of the cases indicate that certain design criteria exist. For example, one cannot afford to overlook some level of stake�holder input, ranging from low effort in some cases to highly structured stake�holder engagement processes in others. Again, the context dictates what is needed with respect to the intensity of effort.





�





4. Partnerships with individuals, groups, agencies, elected officials, and others often are key to successful, sustained deer management for most communities. The wildlife professional does not have to carry the entire burden of responsibility for every aspect of community-based deer management. And thankfully, most com�munities do not seem to expect that. Rather, they accept some share of respon�sibility for solving their problem, and they typically appreciate the advice and assis�tance provided by the deer manager. Nevertheless, a wildlife manager will likely encounter some situations in which community stakeholders prefer to make decisions about the management that needs to take place, but expect the wildlife agency to take sole responsibility for implementation; in this way, local stake�holders may resist assuming a share of the responsibility.





5. Perhaps the most important take-home message for the practitioner in commu�nity-based deer management is that, as daunting as deer management can sometimes seem, success often is possi�ble. Furthermore, rewarding professional involvement is achievable for the deer management practitioner.


In closing, the authors, the deer management veterans whose experiences informed this guide, and the NEWDMROC (sponsor of this guide) hope the guide will be useful to you in your practice and wish you the best of success in managing or in guiding the management of the deer resource.
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Glossary of Terms and Acronyms
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Community capacity Capacity developed within informal relationships among individuals and groups that are bounded geographically (e.g., neighborhood, town, or region). These are social networks that flow from the day-to-day contact of individuals in a community. Com�munity capacity may include productive, mu�tually supportive relationships; a sense of common purpose; and an understanding of shared values and history.


Communicative education Education with


the purpose of clarifying relationships among pieces of information or people. Learners often make comparisons, seek out patterns, and draw inferences.


CWD Chronic wasting disease.


Education The process of organizing and pro�viding information, stimulating thought,


and facilitating understanding that encourages learning.


HDRU Human Dimensions Research Unit.


Impacts Innumerable effects are created through interactions between humans and wildlife. Many of these effects go unnoticed by stakeholders. However, a subset of effects is recognized as being important. These important effects are impacts. Impacts are significant positive and negative effects result�ing from interactions between humans and wildlife.


Individual capacity Capacity gained by individ�ual citizens derived from education and expe�rience. These important traits may include leadership skills, analytical skills, technical skills, and various kinds of knowledge.


Informative communication The process of pro�viding information and increasing awareness.





Institutional capacity Capacity developed within an organization or set of organizations (e.g., state or federal wildlife management agency or a local government). Institutional capacity may include funding, materials, or organizational elements such as partnerships and programming.


Instrumental education Education with the purpose of transferring knowledge from one person to another. The learner usually spends time memorizing or understanding facts or concepts.


Local knowledge Local knowledge is the popu�lar knowledge that does not stem from profes�sional inquiry. It is inherently associated with, and interpreted within, the specific culture in which it was produced.


NGO Nongovernmental organization (e.g., National Wildlife Federation, The Nature Conservancy).


NWDMROC Northeast Wildlife Damage Man�agement Research and Outreach Cooperative.


Public issue evolution The process by which a concern emerges into a bona fide issue.


Public issues education Education about public issues that takes into account, and sometimes tries to affect, the evolution of the issue.


Stakeholder (wildlife) A person or group that is affected by, or affects, a particular wildlife management issue.


Stakeholder involvement Engagement of stake�holders to help frame issues and problems; offer information and contribute knowledge about different viewpoints; understand, make, implement, or evaluate wildlife management decisions.

















A Practitioners’ Guide





Community-Based


Deer Management





anaging suburban deer as a valuable resource, rather than as a pest, frequently leads deer man�agers and communities to collaborate in decision 





making and management implementation. Wildlife man�agers and community leaders across the Northeast seek guidance on what they need to consider to make these collaborations successful. This guide synthesizes a growing body of research and field experience to describe specific key dimensions to consider when engaging in community�based deer management.





The guide begins with a discussion of public-issue evolu�tion, presenting a model with utility for community-based deer management. Ten key dimensions of community�based suburban deer management are then described. Next, the authors describe six approaches, or models that managers in the Northeast are using to conduct com�munity-based deer management. In the final section, the authors describe a set of 10 deer management cases, high�lighting how key dimensions of community-based deer management were expressed in each case.





Wildlife management professionals, extension educators, and community leaders will find this guide a valuable re�source as they work together to address deer management in their local communities.
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Frequently Asked Questions





A.
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