10 ATTACHMENT 2

Deer Culling on Mount Bolus
Published by Chapel Hiil Citizen on Sep 28, 2009

Background (Preamble);

Damage from overpopulation of deer on Mt Bolus is extensive. Decades-old trees and shrubs are being destroyed.
Azaleas, liriope, hosta, most flower are long gone, as well as all vegetable gardens. Herds of deer, as many as 15
at one time, are roaming the vards bordering on the large woods and OWASA easement down in the creek bed
behind the homes on the north side of Mt Bolus .

With a high reproduction rate (doubling in 2-3 years), the number of deer could be approaching 100 in the next
year or two. There are no predators and no way for these captive deer to escape from in-town Chapel Hill. Deer
don't hibernate, so this winter they will keep searching for any greenery they can find.

We have a growing sick and desperately hungry deer population. One neighbor discovered a dead deer on her
property and had to hire someone at $150 to remove the decaying carcass. Health risks are increasing, not only
for the deer but for residents, from piles of excrement, ticks, and the real threat of Lyme disease. There is also
the potential for car accidents and harm to passengers if the herds continue to search longer hours and wider
areas.

Much research in NC and other states has been done on this problem. Copies and website addresses are attached.
Mount Bolus residents are ready to assist however we can.

Petition Text:

We, the undersigned residents of Mount Bolus, call on the Chapel Hill Town Council to take all measures as
soon as possible to reduce the number of deer in the Mount Bolus neighborhood. In the process we ask that
no harm be done to people or property, and that such culling be done in the most swift and humane way
possible. ’

Bow hunting is seen as an effective and less dangerous method of hunting, and we would support bringing
in professional bow hunters to work under controi of the local or state authorities (see attached bic of a
local professional and experienced archer).

Finally we would ask that the meat taken be used not oniy by the hunters and the neighbors, but also by
the needy community.
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Get Google Maps on your phone
) Textthe word "GMAPS” 10 466453

Chapel Hill, NC

Link: <http://maps.google.com/maps?f=q&source=s_qg&hl=endgeocode=&qg=chapel+hill&sli=48.209206,18.372778
&sspn=0.413662,0.883026&ie=UTF8&I1=35.92951,-79.0458588&spn=0.015707,0.02759584{=h&z=15>

- Show quoted text -


http://maps.google.com/maps?f=q&source=s_q&hl=en&geocode=&q=chapel+hill&sll=48.209206.16.37277B
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Deer Culling on Mount Bolus Road

Petition with 27 signatures and map

UNC Highway Safety Research Center 2007 Deer-Motor Vehicle Crash Data for
NC Counties
442 deer-vehicle crashes in Orange County

Executive Summary from Police Chief Brian Curran
53 deer-vehicle crashes in Chapel Hill in 2007

Information on Robert Reda, local licensed and experienced bowhunter

Articles from N&O and CHN
Fear the Deer, They Can Kill You
State Affirms Lyme Disease Danger
Smithfield Police Plan Deer Hunt
Hunters to Return to Duke Forest

Facts About Deer and Deer Management
and 7 pages from Managing White-tail Deer in Suburban Environments
Connecticut Wildlife

Urban Deer Management
Wisconsin
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HSRC : 2007 Deer-Motor Vehicle Crash Data

County

Wake
Guilford
Rockingham
Duplin

Pitt
Randolph
Pender
Mecklenburg

Johnston

& > Sgfety Inform

(Re UNIVERSIY OF RORTH mmnm“j

HIGHWAY SAFE‘}’Y

ation > -Vehicle Crash Information > 2007 Deer-Motor Vehicle Crash Data

2007 Deer-Motor Vehicle Crash Data for North
arolina Counti

Number of Reported Deer Crashes

1129

610
547
516
498
486
460
457
448

Union
Granville
Brunswick
Alamance
Nash
Durham
Forsyth
Franklin
Person
Moore
Stokes
Edgecombe
Beaufort
Wayne
Sampson
Onslow
Stanly
Hamett

Lenoir

402
375

354
345
az6
305
303
281
274
272
270
267
252
250
249
243

http:/ jeeww. hsrc.unc.edu/safety.info/animal_vehicle/nc_deer_2007.cfm

2/19/09 12:22 PM

For more research related to this
topic, please visk our Research
Library.

More Safety Topics

Alcohol Studies

Animal-Veticle Crash Information
B‘Q! Cle Saugtf and Access
Child Pagsencer Safety
Distracted Drowsy Drivers
Motorcyclists

QOcoupant Protection

Older Drivers
Pedestrian Safetly and Access
School Travel

Traffic Qperations and Roadway
Desian

Young Drivers

Page 1of 3


http://www,hsrc.unc.edu/saferv_info/anlmaLvehlcle/nc_deer
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Meeting Date: 10/12/2009
AGENDA #5b

Title of Agenda Item: Deer Population.
Council Goal 4. Maintain and Improve Community Facilities and Services

Background: On March 8, 2008, a petition was submitted concerning the deer population in Chapel

Hill. Specific problems associated with deer in an urban area were discussed, including damage to
gardens and expensive landscaping plants. Deer have also been associated with automobile accidents
resulting in extensive property damage. The police department will continue to monitor vehicle deer
accident data and design a public awareness campaign for motorists. This campaign will be made
available on the Town's website and will recommend tips on how residents can keep deer out of their
yards,

Fiscal Note: No fiscal impact anticipated.
Recommendations: That the Council take no action.

ATTACHMENTS:

Viewing attachments may require Adobe Acrobat.
Memorandum

Deer Population Petition

MEMORANDUM

TO: Roger L. Stancil, Town Manager
FROM: Brian J. Curran, Chief of Police
Kevin Gunter, Lieutenant

SUBJECT: Deer Population

DATE: October 12, 2008

PURPOSE

On March 18, 2009 a petition was brought before the Chapel Hill Town Council regarding the
town's deer population and possible measures for controlling herd populations. The purpose of
this memorandum is to provide information that addresses concerns brought forward regarding
the deer population within Chapel Hill.

BACKGROUND

The problem of increasing deer population is occurring in many areas of the country. Deer in an
urban area are generally considered a nuisance when they are eating gardens or expensive
landscaping plants. Deer have also been associated with automobile accidents, properly damage
and personal injury to drivers. The N.C. Wildlife Resource Commission recommends the use of
regulated and controlled hunts to effectively and efficiently reduce and maintain deer populations
in balance with cultural and habitat carrying capacities.

DISCUSSION

An Urban Archery Season was initiated 2 years ago as a potential solution fo the deer nuisance
problem. Created and managed by the N.C. Wildlife Resources Commission, the program is
offered to municipalities as another option for addressing an overabundance of deer. Cities and
towns are required to submit a letter of intent to participate to the Wildlife Resources
Commission by April 1 of each year. Each municipality can establish its own guidelines and
administer the hunt as it deems appropriate. The 2010 season begins January 9 and runs through
February 13. To date, 18 municipalities have adopted the season, the nearest being Pitisboro. In
2008, 83 deer were killed during the special urban hunts and the majority of the deer were killed
in Elkin in northwestern N.C.

Concerns about urban deer hunting have been raised by town officials and others considering the
implementation of such a program. Those include the costs of managing the program,
enforcement, and safety of residents located in the specified areas. All of the municipalities
currently participating in the program have considerably less population within their town limits
than Chapel Hill. One municipality reported having multiple complaints from property owners
concerning unauthorized people trespassing and hunting outside specified areas. Following up on these types of complaints
could quickly deplete current police resources. Enforcement of this

program is the sole responsibility of the local jurisdiction.

Additional concerns have been expressed over the number of deer vehicle accidents reported
annually, The following illustrates vehicular deer accidents and the reduction in reported
accidents from 2007 to the present in Chapel Hill.



or sterilization measures. According to George Strader, District Biologist with the N.C. Wildlife ﬂ r
commission, these measures are strictly in the experimental stages and have not been approved

for use in North Carolina.

RECOMMENDATION
That the Council take no action.

The Police Department will continue to monitor vehicle deer accident data and design a public
awareness campaign for motorists. This campaign would be made available on the Town's
website and in addition, would recommend tips on how residents can keep deer out of their H L}

yards.

ATTACHMENTS .
1. Deer Poputation Petition (p. 3). a
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Robert A Reda Jr.

Personal Information
Married to Susan Elkins Reda with four grown children, ~

56 years old.

Live in the county just outside of the Chapel Hill city limits. Previously fived in Chandlers Green, Chapel
Hill.

Employed by AT&T for 21 years.
Chapel Hill Planning Board member from 1997-2002.
Ran for Chapel Mill Town Council in 2000.

Have been on the Board of Directors of Habitat for Humanity of Orange County for 6 years, the last year
as President of the Board.

Personal Hunting Information

i grew up in Westchester county NY, and have hunted with archery equipment since high school when
several of my friends and | were introduced to bowhunting by our football coach.

| have taken over 75 deer with the bow.

Most of the hunting that | have done over the years has been in suburban settings. Either in, or within 2-3
miles of a town or village. The longest shot | have ever taken at a deer was 32 yards, and it was a
successful shot.

Several years ago when OWASA was deliberating about how they were going to fulfili an agreement with
the Army Corp of Engineers to allow hunting on their land, | approached the OWASA Board with the idea
of allowing bowhunting only, managed by North Carolina Wildlife Resource Commission. This was the
policy that they adopted, and has now been in place for 3 years.

Member of North Carolina Bowhunters Association, and member of the Broken Arrow Archery Club of
Chapel Hill.

Successfully have taken and completed the International Bowhunter Education Program (iBEP), including
the optional shooting certification course.

General Bowhunting Information

Bowhunting is safe - most shots are taken from a tree stand at deer closer than 20 yards. Even if the deer
is missed, the arrow immediately buries into the ground.

Bowhunting is quiet - unless you are within 15-20 yards of the archer, you would not even know that a shot
has been taken.

Bowhunting is an effective way to harvest deer - most bowhunters truly enjoy shooting, and practice year
round to hone their skills. They are very dedicated to only taking shots that will result in clean quick kills.
Most deer shot with an arrow will expire within seconds, and usually run less than 50 yards.

The North Carolina Wildlife Resource Commission has instituted an "Urban Archery Season”. Thisis a
special season held during January and February to assist in controlling the deer population in towns and
cities, Only archery equipment can be used. Municipalities that want to participate in this season must
register with NCWRC by Apyil 1st the year prior to when they want to participate. For the 2010 season
there are 16 municipalities participating in this season. These include Pitisboro, Smithfield, and
Kannapolis. '

Personal and bowhunting references can be provided.
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http://www.ct.gov/dep/iib/dep/wildlife/pdf_files/game/urbandeer(7 pdf

Facts About
Deer and
Deer
Management

# In 2 healthy
population, most
female deer can
breed as fawns (6-7
months of age) and
produce young at 1
year of age.

& On average, healthy

/ 2@“ does produce  yyn6ing is the most cost-effective management tool used by
2 fawns anpually. all state wildlife agencies to manage free-ranging deer
e Deercanliveupto  populations.
’ 18 years of age.
/ # Deer populations can double in size every 2-3 years.

® Deer eat about 5-10 pounds of food daily.

e Motor vehicles kill a minimum of 18,000 deer a year in Connecticut.

e Deer home ranges are relatively small in urban areas (100-300 acres).

# Since 1996, over 26,000 cases of Lyme disease were reported in Connecticut.

& High rates of Lyme disease are correlated with high deer populations.

e Current birth control practices are costly and ineffective in controlling frec-
ranging deer populations over a large area.

e Fencing and repellents are limited in application, costly, and have varying
degrees of effectiveness.

® Sharpshooting has been effective on a small scale, but is costly. In Connecticut,
sharpshooting can only be conducted by mumcipalitics, homeowner associations,
and non-profit land holding organizatious experiencing significant impacts from
deer and requires a permit from the DEP.

e Hunters can assist landowners at 1o cost.

» Landowners who allow the use of their property without fee are protected from
liability.

« Hunters can impact the deer herd at a local level, and sustained hunting can
regulate population growth.

e Huating in Connecticnt deer management zones 11 and 12 (Figure 3) is permitted
from 15 September - 31 January. Unlimited antlerless deer tags are available,
hunting over bait is allowed, and hunters can eamn a buck tag for every 3 antler-
less deer harvested.

e There is no minimum acreage required to hunt with a shotgan or bow and arrow.

+ Written landowner permission is required for all honters on private land.

24
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http://www.ct.gov/depllibldep/wildlife/pdCfiles/game/urbandeer07
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e Deer hunters can not carry a loaded firearm within 500 feet of an occupied
dwelling

e Homeowners can waive the 500-foot restriction for firearms hunting.

® No minimum distance from an occupied dwelling is required for bowhunters.

» Landowners can impose additional hunting restrictions on their property.

o Controlled hunts have safely and effectively reduced deer populations in urban
and suburban areas in Conaecticut.

o Hunting is safe, effective, practical, and the most efficient management tool
available today.

o All deer management programs require long-term maintenance.

e Typically, the removal of 1 adult doe during the hunting season equates to 3 less
deer the following spring {adult does typically produce twins the following
spring).

o Town ordinances cannot prohibit or regulate the legal act of hunting on private or
state land.
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agricultural activities and [and-use practices of
humans. Suburban areas provide high-qualiry foods in
the form of gardens, ornamental plantings, and fertil-
ized lawns (Swihart ct al. 1995), while nearby wood-
lands offer daytime refugia. Swihart et al. (1995)
found plant species richness to be higher in residential
arcas than in wooded habitats, Suburban areas are
often free of hunting and natural predation. Further,
suburban residents sometimes feed deer and other
wildlife (Figurc 4), restricting deer movements and
enhancing their reproduction and survival.

Since the 1930s, white-tailed decr densities have
increased and their range has expanded (Halls 1984)
duc to human-induced landscape changes. Deer den-
sities arc often highest in locations with suitable habi-
tat where hunting is not permitted. Such sites could
include the suburban-rural fringe of metropolitan
areas that contain a mix of wooded habitat and agri-
cultural fields, parks or nature reserves, and corporate
complexes.

Reproduction

Mating behavior (rutting) occurs primarily from mid-
October through December in most of the white-
tailed deer’s range. Female white-tailed deer generally
breed for the first time when they arc yearlings (14 to
18 months in age). In areas with good forage, six-
mounth-old fawns may breed, but older females wiil
produce more offspring (Nixon et al. 1991). Yearling
does typically produce one fawn, whereas adules (2.5
years in age or older) commonly produce twins or
sometimes triplets, when conditions are favorable
(Verme and Ullrey 1984),

Fawns are born mid-May through July and spend
the first few weeks of their life hiding, They begin to
follow their mothers within a few weeks {Marchinton
and Hirch 1984). At birth fawns have spotted pelage
that blends with the patterns of sun and shade. This
spotted fur is replaced with a gray-brown winter coat
during August and September.

Deer have a high weproductive potential and popu-
lations can increase quickly. In the fenced George
Reserve in Michigan, McCullough (1979, 1984) doc-
umented an introduced population of six deer grow-
ing to an estimated 222 deer in seven years.
Reproductive output is associated with deer popula-
tion density. In gencral as deer populations increasc,
the quantity and quality of forage available decreases
and reproductive output declines. This density-
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dependent eftect is related to deer condition and is
called biological carrying capacity.

Biological Carrying Capacity

The number of deer that can be sustained in a givea
area of land is a function of food resources and the
availability of winter cover. Biological Carrying
Capacity (BCC) is defined as the number of deer that
a parcel can support over an extended period of time
{Ellingwood and Caturano 1988). When deer num-
bers approach BCC, habitat quality decreases and
physical condition of the herd declines (Swihart er al.
1998). Biologists use indices of deer health and popu-
lation density to assess the status of a herd relative to
BCC. When overbrowsing persists, 2 long-term reduc-
tion in BCC can occur. Neither herd health nor habi-
tat quality will improve unless decr densities are
reduced. Such circumstances enhance the likelihood
of winter mortality duc to poor nutrition and/or dis-
ease (Fve 1981).

Home Range and Movements

An individual deer must be able to fulfill its requisites
of life (i.e., food, water, shclter, mating) within its
home range. Deet become very familiar with their
home range, which enhances survival, and conse-
quently they seldom leave it, Males generally have
larger home ranges than females, and often expand
their ranges during the rut or breeding season
{Michael 1965; Nelson and Mech 1981, 1984: Root
et al. 1988). Home range sizes vary considerably based
on the varicty and arrangement of habitat types and
climate (Wigley et al. 1980, Williamson and Hirth
1985, Dusek ct al. 1988). Female deer have relatively
compact home ranges and move little between seasons
if there is enough habitat diversity to fulfill their
needs, especially ia suburban environments
(Cornicelli 1992, Bertrand ct al. 1996, Kilpatrick and
Spolr 2000). Conversely, less diverse habitats and
morte severe winter weather increases the likelihood of
larger home ranges and associated movements.

Deer can be classified into three types based on
movement behavior: (1) residents, (2) emigrants, and
(3) migrants. Residents have an established home
range that they seldom lcave, and if forced from their
home range, they usually return within a fow days.
Emigrants, or dispersers, leave their natal home range
to establish another core area of activity elsewhere.
Migrants move away from an arca and then return to
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Regulations Regarding White-Tailed Deer

Deer are protected by game regulations in all states
and provinces. Hunters legally harvest deer during
designated seasons, usually in fall. The length and
timing of seasons may change on an annual basis.
State or provincial natural resources departments can
provide detwils on hunting scasons. In cases with
severe, persistent property damage or public safety
concerns, some states may issue special permits that
allow shooting or removal of deer during times other
than regulated hunting seasons. Any management or

research that involves handling of deer requires per-
rmission (i.e., 2 written permit) from the state or
provincial wildlife agency. Some states provide techni-
cal assistance and/or direct compensation for deer
damage. Products, laws, and registrations change, so
check with local wildlife auchorities about compliance
before taking any action that may harm deer.
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Human Dimensions and Deer Management

Suburban areas, by definition, contain relatively high
densities of people. Frequently they also contain local-
ly overabundant wildlife populations that create
wildlife-human conflicts. Deer-human “problems” are
socially defined aad vary among different stakeholder
groups (Decker and Gavin 1987). Public atritudes
regarding deer problems differ according to personal
beliefs (Purdy and Decker 1989, Custis et al. 1997)
and may vary depending on whether stakcholders
hold individual animal or population-level perspec-
tives.

Most people enjoy viewing deer, and seldom do
communities want to entirely eliminate a local herd.
Tolerances for deer, however, are quite variable
depending on personal preferences, past experiences,
ones’ ecological perspective, and land-use priorities
{Decker and Purdy 1988, Loker et al. 1999).
Differing public views complicate decision making
and establishment of deer management goals. In some
cases, it may not be possible to achieve community
consensus for a single deer management approach.
Action may still be required, however, to reduce deer-
related conflicts, and the best outcome may be to
achieve consent for management from key stakeholder
groups (Curtis and Hauber 1997).

Deer management is often undertaken to satisfy
diverse human needs and interests. Solving deer con-
flicts may involve changing stakeholder attitudes or
behaviors (Decker et al. 1996), as well as modifying
deer behaviors or reducing herd size. A communica-
tion plan may be needed to educate suburban
Jandowners about the range of deer management
options (Stout et al. 1997). Policy education and
development of community capacity to make
informed deer management decisions is an important
goal for wildlife management agencies (Curtis 1995).

Curtis et al. (1995) recommended using a
community-based task force with the guidance of a
professional facilitator. Stakeholders should be
involved in several steps of the decision-making
process and management action, including:

* sctting goals and objectives,

» determining appropriate management techniques,

* communicating findings/conclusions to the
community,

* evaluating program results, and
* revising goals and objectives as part of an adaptive
management prograni.

Depending on the social and political climate in a
given arca, the most practica] management option for
reducing deer conflicts may not have community
acceptance of the support of elected officials. For
example, in a specific situation professional wildlife
managers may recommend lethal means to reduce
deer numbers. Some residents, however, may be
opposed to killing deer and even the concept of
wildlife management. In such situations, a citizen task
force with representative stakeholders from the local
community may help reduce conflicts and find
acceptable deer management approaches (Curtis et al.
1995, Curtis and Hauber 1997). Implementing task

forces can be very time-consuming and may exceed

the resources available to some wildlife agencies.
Kilpatrick and Walter (1997) suggested using a com-
munity vote to speed implementation of deer manage- .
ment actions. This approach also has limitations, as
minority stakeholder groups may use the legal system
to stop proposed actions.

Citizen task forces have been used to reduce deer
problems in several communities. This approach
requires that all interested stakeholders participate in
the development of management plans. Wildlife
agency staff may provide technical support or, in some
cases, serve as stakeholders in the process. Task forces
typically review pertinent deer biology, examine man-
agement options, select appropriate management
techniques that are both biologically feasible and
socially acceptable, identify sources of staff and fund-
ing to implement management activitics, and coordi-
nate dissemination of information to the community
and media. It is important for task force members to
understand that state or provincial permits will be
needed for any action that requires handling of deer.
Based on past experiences, the primacy factors that
have resulted in viable management recommendations .
with broad community support include:

* relevant stakeholder representation,
* an external, trained facilitator,
* accurate and complete biological data,



* a survey of community atticudes or other similar
social information, and

* technical support from wildlife management agen-
cies.

Wildlife agency personnel who are working with
task forces must be knowledgeable about deer biology
and the pros and cons of various management
options. Wildlife professionals must be credible and
objective and avoid confusing personal values with
biological recommendations (Decker et al. 1991).
When confronted or challenged (Figure 5), agency
staff should avoid arguments, be good listeners, main-
tain objectivity, be well informed, and explain man-
agement options in understandable terminology. Law-
enforcement personnel who patticipate in deer con-
flicts should encourage a calm exchange of ideas.

During the late 1990s, public involvement in deer
management decisions evolved beyond citizen rask

Figure 5. Animal activist groups may oppose controlled hunts, shamp-shooting
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forces and similar transactional approaches (Chasc et
al. 2000, Curtis et al. 2000a). Communirics are now
sharing not only the decision-making authority, buc
also the cost and responsibility for deer management
with state and local government agencics under a vari-
ety of co-management scenatios. The community
scale is appropriate as deer impacts are often recog-
nized by neighbothood groups, and the need for man-
agement becomes a local issuc. 1n addition, the suc-
cess or faiture of management actions can be perceived
most readily by stakeholders at the community level.
Outcomes of co-management are usually perceived as
more appropriate, efficient, and equitable than more
authoritative wildlife management approaches.
Although co-management requires substantial time
and effort, this strategy may result in greater stake-
holder investment in and satisfaction with deer man-

agement.

programs, and other lethal forms of deer removal.
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Developing an Integrated Management Strateqy

No single technique or strategy is universally appro-
priate. Complexities of suburban deer issues and the
current limitations of available techniques make
quick-fix solutions unlikely. Resolving conflicts associ-
ated with suburban deer often requires an integrated -
1'nanagcmcat progranl. Short—tenn stratcgies can
relieve immediate problems, while long-term
approaches will maintain deer populations at target
[evels. Combining two or more methods may improve
results and increase the acceptability of the program
for a wider range of stakcholders. An example of a
combined approach might be the use of fencing and
repellents in concert with selective lethal control.

Important considerations in the evaluation of man-
agement techniques include:

e time(s) of year when deer-relared conflicts occur,

* available control options given the behavior and
biology of the deer and the characteristics of the
area(s) involved,

e probable effectiveness and duration of the tech-
niques,

* acceptability, cost, and legality of control methods,
and

+ community support for taking action,

The community should determine measurable
objectives {e.g., number of deer or level of damage
that is acceptable) before any management action is
taken. Population objectives for the deer herd and
control methods should be publicized before imple-
mentation to minimize social conflicts, Key stake-
holder groups should have participated in the
decision-making process and can assist agency staff
with community education. Presentations for civic
groups and local schools are a good way to dissemi-
nate facts and science-related information. Press

releases to local news outlets also can maximize media
support and help ensure that important data are made
available to the communicy. Call-in radio shows are
cost-effective and useful for widespread dissemination
of information {Colvin et al. 1983).

Field personnel who implement control techniques
should be able to explain community concerns and
management goals. Agency staff must realize that
multiple wildlife acceptance capacities cxist among
various stakeholder groups (Decker and Purdy 1988),
and strong differences of opinion are unlikely to be
resolved while management activities are taking place.
Field coordinators should notify local law enforce-
ment agencies of their activitics, and staff should keep
all necessary permits ready for presentation if request-
ed.

Management programs should be monitored to
assess their impacts. Bascline data (i.c., roadkill
repotts, vegetation impacts, homeowner complaints)
will be required to determine accurately the effects of
any management action and to evaluate program
effectiveness. Keep in mind that the objecrive of most
management programs is the reduction of conflicts to
an acceptable level, not the complete elimination of
either the problems ot the deer herd.

The impacts of a management program on deer
abundance can be evaluated based on aerial surveys,
spotlight surveys, transect counts, harvest data, trends
in herd health, browse surveys, pellet-group counts,
deer damage surveys, or any combination of the above
(Bookhout 1996). Cultural impacts can be mecasured
by the frequency of deer-vehicle collisions, reductions
in browsing damage, and fewer deer complaints.
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Summary

White-tailed deer occur across much of the United
States and provide many desirable recreational and
aesthetic benefits. Deer are extremely adaprable and
will readily use the food and cover that abounds in
suburban landscapes. The number of conflicts
between deer and people has increased dramatically in
the past 25 years. It is rarely desirable or possible to
eliminate all deer from an arca. Instead, management
programs strive to reduce deer numbers and related
problems to a level that a community can tolerate.
Conflicts with deer or other wildlife ate socially
defined and may include nuisance situations and actu-
al or perceived threats to human health and safety.
Managing deer problems may involve changing stake-
holder attitudes or behavior, as well as modifying deer
behavior or directly reducing herd size. Many com-
munities experience difficulty in determining an
appropriate herd size and/or an acceptable level of
deer conflicts. It is critical to cleatly define deer man-
agement goals and to determine measurable response
variables prior to implementing a deer management
program so that the outcomes can be evaluated criti-
cally.

Quick-fix solutions scldom reduce problems, and an
integrated approach combining several techniques is
usually the key to successful deer management pro-
grams. Concerns should be addressed at both site-
specific and landscape levels. Frightening techniques
and/or repellents generally provide short-term relief
from deer conflicts on individual propertics. Physical
barriers (fences) are generally designed for long-tenm
protection, however, they are relatively expensive and
visually obtrusive. Long-term solutions often require
some form of population management to stabilize or
reduce deer numbers.

Problems with suburban deer are likely to increase
over time. Because of the low mortality rate for adult
decr and favorable habitat conditions for reproduc-
tion, suburban deer herds can double in size every two
to five years. Some techniques (e.g., frightening

devices) that were effective for low to moderate popu-
lation levels tend to fail as densities increase and deer
become more accustomed to human activity.

Communities often debate the merits of lethal ver-
sus nonlethal strategies for managing deer conflicts.
Although nonlethal control methods can reduce prob-
lems at a specific site, they seldom resolve community-
wide conflicts. When civic leaders discuss lethal meth-
ods such as controlled hunting programs, sharpshoot-
ing, or trap-and-kill options, they frequendy experi-
ence strong tesistance from animal activist groups. To
develop an effective, long-term management program,
community [eaders must implement a public educa-
tion program, facilitate a fair and inclusive decision-
making process, and produce clearly defined goals and
objectives.

Cutrently, no federally registered drugs are commer-
cially available for controlling fertility of white-tailed
deer. Experimental products are being evaluated and
may become available in the fucure. Contraceptive
agents may eventually be useful for small isolated
sites, however, community-wide applications of these
materials will likely be difficult and cxpensive.

Overabundant suburban deer populations present a
tremendous management challenge for state, provin-
cial, and federal wildlife agencies and local communi-
ties. Capable, credible, and professional wildlife
agency staff are required to balance the biological and
social ditnensions of deer management issues. In addi-
tion, educators, trained facilitators, and community
leaders should participate in wildlife management
teams to identify and implement innovative deer
management solutions that have broad-based commu-

nity support.

S
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News and Observer, September 24, 2009
SMITHFIELD POLICE PLAN DEER HUNT

SMITHFIELD -- Police are finalizing plans for another officers-only deer hunt on the
south end of town -- an unusual program that for years has drawn praise and criticism
from residents. While the hunt yielded six to eight deer last year, the department is
hoping to kill at least 30 this hunting season on the grounds of the county's sewage-
treatment plant. "We're going to be a little more aggressive than we were last year,"” said
Lt. Keith Powell, a Smithfield detective.

A number of South Smithfield residents turned out in support of the plan at a Town
Council meeting this month. They say deer have become pests in their neighborhood,

eating gardens and spreading deer ticks that can carry Lyme disease and other illnesses.
Wildlife experts say deer are very adaptable animals that can thrive in suburban and small
town settings that offer both shelter and plenty of forage.

Joe Folta, a wildlife biologist with the N.C. Wildlife Commission, said the local deer
population has grown beyond what a residential neighborhood can handle.

Folta said hunting the deer is the best solution, though homeowners can also use fencing,
motion-activated water sprinklers and scent deterrents to keep the animals off their
property. The state wildlife commission set up a special urban archery-only season for
towns to allow their residents to hunt deer, but Smithfield's plan to use four or five police
officers hunting with shotguns and archery equipment is a different approach. "It's not
what we had in mind," Folta said of the Smithfield program.

The town chose the sewage treatment plant because only county emplovees have access
to it, deer frequent the area. and the nearest houses are hundreds of vards away. Detective

Greg Whitley, who has a degree in fish and wildlife management, will head the hunt and
said the plan ensures the safety of residents

"The issue of any errant rounds with these gentlemen is somewhat of a moot point." he
said of his fellow officers.

Most of the Smithfield hunts will likely take place in October and November, when deer
are most active, but police may also take advantage of the state's urban archery season,
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which runs for five weeks after the regular hunt season, which ends Jan. 1 in the eastern
and central portions of the state. The meat from the hunt will go to the hunters' families,
local families who request it or a charity like Hunters for the Hungry.

While all who spoke at the Town Council meeting supported the plan, not all South
Smithfield residents agree with it. Jim Wilson, who owns 90 acres, wants the town to let
him hunt deer on his property. He sees that as a more efficient and cost-effective way to
deal with the problem. "They're pretty high-paid policemen,"” Wilson said. "They should
be fighting crime instead of being paid to go hunting."

Powell, the police lieutenant, said the department doesn't yet know the exact cost of the
program. But Whitley said allowing residents to hunt carries major liability issues, and
archery hunts are less effective because of the short range of bows and arrows -- he
blamed last vear's low number of kills on officers not using shotguns.

In other towns with deer-hunting programs, Wilson would have a shot, but not with a
gun. Pittsboro is starting its hunting program this winter and allowing qualified hunters to
use bows and arrows during the town's urban archery season in January and February.
For the Pittsboro program, hunters must get permission from the property owner, and they
must pass an archery skills test, shoot from a stand 10 feet above ground and get a permit
from the town. Hunters must be at least 50 to 100 yards from occupied dwellings, parks
orroads. "I think it's incredibly restrictive," Town Manager Bill Terry said, noting that it
ensures there won't be any stray arrows flying through the Food Lion parking lot.

Snuthfield and Pittsboro are among 16 towns in North Carolina with the state's
permission to hunt during the urban deer season.

"We'd like to see many more municipalities get involved in the progeram.” said Folta, the
state wildlife biologist.






