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Preamble/Note from Chair and Vice Chair

When the Citizens’ Advisory Group (CAG) for the development of the Capital Regional District's
(CRD) Regional Deer Management Strategy (RDMS) first began our work together, each of us
brought our own unique perspective, preparations and anticipations to the table. The three local
food producers whose hard work and livelihood are directly impacted by Black-tailed deer
invading their crops naturally tended to see things through a different lens than the CAG
members who had never experienced life as a farmer. Because the deer-human conflict is an
emotional matter, it is fair to say that many, if not all, members experienced a shift in their
beliefs and viewpoints during the process of developing our recommendations.

Eleven volunteers signed on to the CAG to complete a task that would prove very complex.
Differing opinions amongst the group often led to more thorough discussions - and we had
plenty of those! Nothing multifarious is ever simply black or white so, using the best available
knowledge at this time, we endeavoured to examine the many shades of grey surrounding each
management option as we evaluated it.

All of us may have been a little too optimistic when we agreed and aspired to reach optimal
consensus with our evaluations. Indeed, two members of the CAG resigned part way through
the evaluation process after informing the Board of the CRD that they were unable to finish the
task with the rest of the group. The remaining CAG continued to work diligently to produce a set
of strong - and consensus-based - recommendations for the Planning, Transportation and
Protective Services Committee, a standing committee of the CRD Board that is responsible for
making final recommendations to the CRD Board on a RDMS.

One challenge we faced during the evaluation process was a lack of scientific evidence in some
cases, hence reliance upon anecdotal evidence was necessary. Statistical information was
lacking for the exact number of deer within the CRD and also for the exact figures regarding
farmers’ income losses caused by deer. It is however important to note that “anecdotal
evidence” and “convincing evidence” are not antonyms, nor does “anecdotal” mean
“unscientific”. Sometimes anecdotal evidence is not only all that is available (as in this case) but
it can often be enough evidence to support a decision.

Examples: The use of cowpox as a vaccine for smallpox arose from “anecdotal” evidence.
Many of Darwin's observations were “anecdotal” and while some may argue with his
conclusions, few argue that his method of collecting evidence was “unscientific”.

To maintain the transparency of the CAG’s meetings, members of the public were invited to
attend as observers, but not permitted to interrupt with questions or comments. Sometimes the
topics being discussed by the group were not perceived favourably by attending members of the
public. For some of the volunteers on the CAG, the presence of members of the media and
photographic and recording devices was a distraction. Moving to a larger facility allowed for
more space between the CAG and the public gallery and ensured more open discussion
between the group’s members.
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Three staff members from the CRD’s Regional Planning Division provided invaluable assistance
to the CAG and were reliable and helpful in every way possible. They also liaised with the
Expert Resource Working Group members who were able to ensure the CAG had the latest
information and assessments available about the efficacy and sustainability of all known deer
management options.

It is difficult to estimate how long it will take to complete a complex process such as this one
done by the CAG. When working with such a diverse group of people — selected to represent a
broad cross-section of CRD residents - it's important to allow them sufficient time to do their job
properly. The commitment of their time and effort from those volunteers chosen to serve on
such a committee is sizeable as everyone selected must have a voice. As well, in order to
maintain continuity of input, any person who cannot attend meetings regularly should be
removed and replaced early in the process so as to avoid gaps in information that they could
contribute regarding specific communal and cultural perspectives.

It has been our privilege to serve with the fine people who have persisted through this
challenging process. We believe our recommendations for this emotional, economic and
politically-charged issue will make a valuable contribution towards finding acceptable solutions
to the RDMS.

Jocelyn Skrlac
Chair, Citizens Advisory Group, CRD Regional Deer Management Strategy

T,

Robert Moody
Vice Chair, Citizens Advisory Group, CRD Regional Deer Management Strategy
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The report from the Citizens Advisory Group (CAG) provides recommendations to the Capital
Regional District (CRD) on a Regional Deer Management Strategy.

The CAG held 14 meetings between May and August to discuss how to reduce the deer-human
conflicts in the region with a focus on agricultural areas. This task has been challenging,
because deer in the CRD range over rural, agricultural and urban geographies across all 13
local government areas and the electoral areas. Emotional and ethical considerations
associated with deer management were forefront over the course of CAG’s deliberations.

The CAG strongly believes there is clear and convincing evidence that deer-human conflicts are
on the rise in the CRD and that the deer population in many urban, rural and agricultural areas
is increasing. While no scientific study has been done to count the deer in the CRD and one is
not feasible, it is appropriate to rely on the observations of those who live in the CRD. The
information received from the public cannot be considered simply anecdotal. There are too
many reports and observations reported from farmers, residents, First Nations and hunters
indicating that the deer population in many areas has increased significantly over the past 10
years. As a result, damage to crops, deer-vehicle collisions, ornamental and food vegetation
damage, public health and safety risks and other deer-human conflicts have also increased.

The CAG has considered these issues based on the information provided by CRD staff, the
Expert Resource Working Group (ERWG), citizens input into the deermanagement@crd.bc.ca
e-mail address and the diverse personal experiences of CAG members. For many CAG
members, their initial understanding of the issue and ideas for solutions changed as they
grappled with the complexity of this issue. However, after much deliberation, the CAG reached a
consensus on what they believe is a viable long-term strategy for managing deer in the CRD.

The 12 management options considered by the CAG were mostly derived from the BC Urban
Ungulate Conflict Analysis report. These options were organized into four categories Conflict
Reduction, Deer-Vehicle Collision Mitigation, Population Reduction and Fertility Control.
Conflict Reduction options include: hazing and frightening, landscaping alternatives, fencing
and repellents. Deer-Vehicle Collision Mitigation was divided into infrastructure and
administrative options. Population Reduction options include: capture and relocate, capture
and euthanize, controlled public hunting, professional sharpshooting and crop protection.
Fertility Control focuses on a single option, immunocontraception. In addition, CAG also
considered and evaluated public education as a management option as well as the option of
taking no further action, i.e. status quo.

Evaluation of options was undertaken for three distinct geographies in the CRD: agricultural,
rural and urban, in order to address the unique approaches required for each. For each option,
consideration was given to individual properties as well as to broader geographic effectiveness
and effectiveness in addressing the underlying issue of high deer population density. For
example, options such as repellants or fencing are 'private' options that may be effective for
individual property owners. Alternatively, options that involve population reduction are 'public’
options that would have a broader impact across a larger area and address the key underlying
population issue.
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In order to evaluate each management option a set of criteria was developed, including
consideration of effectiveness, feasibility, capability, cost, time required to implement, public
support and whether there would be negative community impacts. Evaluation criteria were
ranked using a simple scoring system representing low to high desirability. Each management
option was evaluated individually by CAG members, followed by group facilitated sessions to
produce consensus maps. Individual and group considerations, concerns, caveats, opinions and
assumptions were documented in the process.

The evaluation process informed outcome statements and recommendations for each
geography and by time period, ranging from immediate to long-term (10+ vyears).
Recommendations were made on the principle that all options, including population control
measures, should be carried out in the most humane manner possible, and in particular, should
avoid inflicting suffering on deer through actions that expose deer to an undue risk of starvation
or injury.

Agricultural Geography

Outcome

Address the economic loss in agricultural areas by reducing the deer population to acceptable
levels. Maintain the population at that level by improving programs and tools for farmers to
minimize crop losses.

Recommendations

Immediate/Short Term
1. Increase effectiveness of hunting
Explore opportunities to support and expand First Nations harvest
Improve Crop Protection Program
Population Reduction Measures
Remove regulatory barriers to effective fencing (e.g., height, placement)
Reinstate and expand government incentives for fencing including greater subsidies
Explore new technology for the use of electrical fencing where it was previously thought
to not be technically feasible
Pursue compensation program for crop loss with provincial and federal government
Initiate data collection for crop loss information documentation to be used as baseline
data to measure the effectiveness of options
10. Develop partnerships between local, regional, provincial governments and
nongovernment organizations (NGOs) for implementing options (e.g., animal control
bylaw officers, anglers and hunter associations)

No gk wN

© ®©

Medium Term
1. Preliminary evaluation of short term actions/outcomes
2. Adjust short term measures based on outcome of preliminary evaluation and continue
implementation
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Rural Geography

Outcome Statement
Reduce the deer population to natural levels outside of settled areas and provide rural residents
with measures to reduce deer human conflicts to within the range of individual tolerance levels.

Recommendations

Immediate/Short Term

1. Develop partnerships between local, regional, provincial governments and NGOs for
implementing options (e.g., animal control bylaw officers, anglers and hunter
associations)
Remove regulatory barriers to fencing (i.e., height, placement)
Population Reduction Measures
Increase effectiveness of hunting
Explore opportunities to support and expand First Nations harvest
Local governments consider impacts on deer habitat (wildlife corridors) with new
developments in planning document (official community plan, zoning bylaws, etc.)

o gk wN

Medium Term
1. Preliminary evaluation of short term actions/outcomes
2. Adjust short term measures based on outcome of preliminary evaluation and continue
implementation

Urban Geography

Outcome
Reduce the deer population to natural levels inside settled areas and provide urban residents
with measures to reduce deer human conflicts to within the range of individual tolerance levels.

Recommendations

Immediate/Short Term
1. Promote range of mitigating options for property owners (public and private)
2. Encourage provincial government to delegate authority to local government to deal with
aggressive deer
3. Encourage local governments to develop bylaws prohibiting deer feeding and take
appropriate enforcement action
4. Encourage local government to provide incentives for fencing that protects food and
considers cost
5. Encourage local government to undertake bulk purchase and distribution of repellents
Population Reduction Measures
8. Local governments consider impacts on deer habitat (wildlife corridors) with new
developments in planning document (official community plan, Zoning bylaws)

N

Medium Term
1. Preliminary evaluation of short term actions/outcomes.
2. Adjust short term measures based on outcome of preliminary evaluation and continue
implementation.
ii|Page
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Deer Vehicle Collision Mitigation (Entire Region)

Outcome
Reduce the number of deer vehicle collisions (auto and cyclist)

Recommendations

1.

3.

4.

5.

6.

Encourage provincial government and municipalities to increase effectiveness of deer
warning signage.

Encourage provincial government and municipalities to partner with ICBC to increase
driver education on deer vehicle collision mitigation.

Encourage provincial government and municipalities to explore partnerships with school
districts to produce unique mobile sighage to increase awareness.

Encourage provincial government and municipalities to increase and extend right of way
brushing in high collision areas as identified in ICBC collision map.

Encourage provincial government and municipalities to consider designs to minimize
deer vehicle collisions in capital infrastructure planning.

Encourage provincial government and municipalities to revise speed limits in high
collision areas identified in the ICBC collision map.

Encourage the CRD to integrate deer vehicle collision mitigation measures into the
Regional Transportation Plan.

Over-arching Recommendations (Entire Region)

1.

kW

o

That the CRD establish an overall monitoring and reporting program to measure the
effectiveness of the regional deer management strategy, to be overseen by a permanent
body (with expert and citizen representation) for deer issues and make
recommendations for changes to the strategy over time.

Wherever population reduction measures are used, encourage techniques be adopted
and regulations be changed to allow for meat to be used.

CRD should engage with First Nations on recommendations for deer management.
Encourage the CRD to establish a region-wide public education program to support the
management options in addressing deer-human conflicts in the CRD.

Increase public awareness of health concerns e.g., Lyme disease, through existing
health services (Nurseline) and public health providers (clinics).

Long Term (Entire Region)

1.
2.

Monitor state of emerging technologies.
Ongoing monitoring and adjustment of short and medium term management measures.
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PROCESS

The Capital Regional District (CRD) has acknowledged that conflicts exist between the
Vancouver Island population of Columbia Black-tailed deer (Odocoileus hemionus columianus)
and private land owners of the region as an ongoing issue. Some areas provide excellent deer
habitat and protection from predation and hunting, with the result that some of the deer are now
permanent residents. The close proximity with human residents has increased conflict in these
areas.

There are a number of forms of conflicts that occur between people and deer, including
increasing rates of crop losses for commercial agricultural producers, deer-vehicle collisions,
damage to gardens and landscaping, increasing reports of aggressive deer behavior toward
humans and pets and increased risk of transmission of diseases and parasites from deer to
humans and pets.

In 2011, a number of CRD reports were produced to respond to initial public concerns by
describing the issues and outlining the provincial position. Correspondence was submitted from
the CRD to the Ministry of Environment (MoE) Compliance Division outlining the concerns
raised by citizens, indicating the need for a management plan and requesting the Ministry to
develop a comprehensive provincial deer management plan as the region was of the opinion
that issues pertaining to wildlife management are a provincial responsibility (Appendix 5).
Response from the Ministry indicated that responsibility for developing a community deer
management strategy rests at the local level of government (Appendix 6).

On the basis of this response and continued public and municipal government calls for a
regional deer management strategy, a CRD report was prepared outlining existing research and
data analysis, including detailed email submissions from the public. The information is compiled
on a dedicated web page, www.crd.bc.ca/deermanagement. A brief summary of the issue, the
deer population and deer/human conflicts are found in Appendix 1. A MoE report, the British
Columbia Urban Ungulate Conflict Analysis recommended that communities establish Urban
Deer Management Advisory committees to develop comprehensive management strategies
based on consensus-based decision making. Black-tailed deer populations are managed as big
game species under the Wildlife Act by MoE and the Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural
Resource Operations (MFLNRO) through hunting seasons. Deer within communities cannot be
harvested in this manner so communities are advised that if they identify deer conflict as a high
priority, they can develop community deer management plans with government input.
Government staff may assist in the process of developing strategies through participation on
committees and, as capacity allows, be involved in delivery of management options. Ministry
staff cannot lead these processes but can encourage and facilitate community involvement and
leadership. Population management options that may form part of a management strategy
require permission by the Province prior to implementation.

In accordance with provincial government advice, the CRD developed Terms of Reference
(ToR) for a Regional Deer Management Strategy (RDMS) guided by a Citizens’ Advisory
Committee (CAG). Effectively the CAG was tasked with preparing and recommending the
management strategy and action plan as set out in the project ToR (See Appendix 2). The
group was requested to prioritize agriculture-deer conflicts in their deliberations on
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recommendations. The CAG operated within Board-adopted ToR (See Appendix 3) and were
tasked with completing their recommendations to the CRD by the end of July; this date was
subsequently extended to the end of August, 2012.

A number of government and agency professionals knowledgeable in wildlife management and
specifically deer, were invited to participate on an Expert Resource Working Group (ERWG) to
support the CAG by providing factual information and professional opinion in response to CAG
guestions, and reviewing materials and documents prepared by the CAG.

The purpose of the project is to identify, evaluate and recommend options to mitigate
deer-human conflicts over short and long terms. Nearly all options considered by the CAG were
derived from the British Columbia Urban Ungulate Conflict Analysis. The Analysis was produced
by a comprehensive review and interviews with experts in BC and other North American
jurisdictions. The Analysis is provincial in scope and applicable to all communities in BC that are
currently experiencing deer-human conflicts. The report can be found online at
http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/cos/info/wildlife _human_interaction/UrbanUngulates.html.

Citizens Advisory Group

Eleven citizens were appointed by the CRD Board to the CAG from a pool of 75 applicants
responding to online and media advertisements issued by the CRD in the spring of 2012. The
CAG members were selected primarily based on geographical representation and, specifically
three food producers and a First Nations person were appointed as per the ToR (Appendix 3).
Beyond these selection criteria, care was taken to provide a broad cross-section of citizens,
neither "pro" or "anti" deer and without consideration of any group affiliation. The role of CAG
was to provide advice, based on personal experience and knowledge, as well as the information
provided as part of RDMS process. A chair and vice chair were selected by the group to lead
the meetings and act as official spokesperson for the group. Over the course of the process, two
members resigned (July 8, 2012) and one additional member was appointed to assist in
providing a First Nations perspective.

The decision making process for the CAG was to be by consensus as per the ToR; in the event
that consensus could not be reached, the decision would be by a majority vote. All views
(consensual, majority and minority) were recorded in detailed minutes taken by CRD staff at
each meeting. All minutes of the CAG are available at www.crd.bc.ca/deermanagement.

In total, the CAG held 14 meetings over 4 months to arrive at the recommended options to
manage deer-human conflicts for CRD Board consideration. Meetings were open to the public
to observe; delegations were not permitted. All CAG proceedings were available to the public
through the website (www.crd.bc.ca/deermanagement); online input was accepted and
considered by the CAG at their discretion.

This report contains the RDMS recommendations of the CAG to the CRD Board. All
recommendations reflect the consensus of the 10 current members of the CAG.
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Expert Resources Working Group

The ERWG provided technical and scientific input as requested. The following groups were
represented on the ERWG for most of the process:

e Ministry of Agriculture

e Ministry of Forest, Lands and Natural Resource Operations

e Peninsula Agriculture Commission

e Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals

e First Nations representative (Tseycum Nation — representing himself)
e Parks Canada biologist

The ERWG was established as set out in the RDMS ToR (Appendix 2). Individuals were
contacted requesting their organization’s representation on the group. A number of individuals
and groups declined to participate due to time constraints and attendance was not consistent.
The First Nation representative was appointed to the CAG along the way and the Parks Canada
biologist was only available for the first part of the process.

Goals, Objectives & Principles

The goal of the process from the ToR was to provide recommendations to mitigate deer-human
conflicts in the region pertaining to agricultural impacts (as a priority), public health and safety
and ornamental gardens.

In order to reach this goal the following objectives were established by the CAG:

e to decrease the incidence of deer-human conflicts in agricultural, rural and urban
settings in both the short and long term;

e to improve the level of information regarding impacts; and

e to propose a monitoring program to assess the effectiveness of the deer management
strategy.

The CAG also established a set of principles to guide the strategy development process, as
follows:

1. The CAG acknowledges the need for sustainable agriculture in the region.

2. The CAG recommendations will consider both opportunities and impacts on local food
security.

3. The RDMS must be sustainable over the long-term; however this should not preclude
the use of short term options.

4. The RDMS will focus its recommendations on minimizing deer-human conflict.

5. The CAG will give serious consideration to all viewpoints.

6. Consideration of all options and solutions will be based to the degree possible, on
scientific information.

7. The CAG recommendations must be credible and reasonably reflective of public views.

8. Decision by consensus is optimum.

9. The CAG recommendations will respect local First Nations considerations as much as
these are known and possible.
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APPROACH AND METHODOLOGY

The CAG reviewed background information and data for orientation and acknowledged that the
CRD situation is complex given the variety of deer-human conflicts across the region. In order to
thoroughly consider and prioritize agricultural issues as requested, the CAG identified three
geographies:  agricultural, rural and urban to focus their discussion, evaluation and
management option considerations. Options were evaluated by geography against a standard
set of criteria; these evaluations informed the CAG’s recommended management options.
Management options for deer-vehicle conflict were approached differently as the CAG viewed
this conflict to be universal to all geographies. Therefore it was evaluated on its own, and
accordingly, recommendations that address all geographies were made for this particular type
of conflict.

The land use types are broadly defined as:

Agricultural: Lands that are currently zoned or designated for agricultural use, within or
outside the Agricultural Land Reserve or land under active cultivation for commercial agricultural
purposes.

Rural: Lands that are zoned or designated as rural or rural residential in the Regional Growth
Strategy and municipal planning documents characterized by private land holdings primarily
used for residential purposes and containing single detached, duplex and other housing types.
Isolated commercial and industrial uses may be interspersed, although the area is
predominantly rural in character. These areas are primarily contained within the rural
municipalities of the Peninsula and the West Shore as well as rural Saanich.

Urban: Lands zoned or designated in official community plans for urban development
(including all housing forms, commercial, industrial and large scale institutional and utility uses).
Generally, this type of land use is predominated by lots under 0.2 ha, with high percentages of
impervious surface. Urban areas are contained within the Core and the major centres of the
West Shore and Peninsula.

Management Options and Evaluation Criteria
The management options are as follows:

Conflict Reduction
1. Hazing and frightening

2. Landscaping alternatives
3. Fencing
4. Repellents

Deer-Vehicle Collisions
5. Deer-vehicle collision mitigation

4|Page
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Population Reduction
6. Capture and relocation
7. Capture and euthanize
8. Controlled public hunting
9. Professional sharpshooting
10. Crop protection

Fertility Control
11. Immunocontraceptives

Public Education and Outreach
12. Public education

In addition, the CAG also evaluated ‘status quo’ or take no further action as an option.

The CAG, with assistance from the ERWG developed several criteria to evaluate each of 12
management options in the various geographies. The evaluation criteria are summarized as
follows:

1. Effectiveness
a. Consider efficacy of the option in terms of its ability to address the broader issue of
high deer population density;
b. Consider efficacy of the option in achieving a sustained reduction in deer-human
conflict;

c. Consider effectiveness of the option over the short and long term;
d. Consider whether the option is easily monitored.

2. Feasibility/Capacity
a. Consider the ease of implementation and technology required to implement each
option;
b. Consider what capacity requirements (i.e., personnel, equipment) required to
implement each option.

3. Capability
a. Consider legal and regulatory barriers, limitations of authority and jurisdiction in
terms of the required means for implementing each option.

4. Cost/Economic Impact
a. Consider cost to implement/maintain each option;

b. Consider overall economic impact associated with implementing each option.

5. Time
a. Consider the time required to implement each option, including any delays that may
result from jurisdictional authority and permissions;
b. Consider both short and long term time requirements for establishing and
maintaining each option.
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6. Support/Enthusiasm
a. Consider the degree of support that each option may have by the general public in
terms of addressing the conflict;

b. Consider the degree of support that each option may have by policy makers in terms
of addressing the conflict;

c. Consider acceptability of each option from the perspective of humaneness.

7. Negative Community Impacts (Health, Safety, Environment)
a. Consider public safety, public health and environmental impacts associated with
each option;

b. Consider opportunities for First Nations involvement in implementing each option.

Effectiveness was evaluated both at the individual property level and also from a broad-based
geography level. Similarly, the support/enthusiasm criterion was evaluated from the perspective
of the community and interest groups as well as from the perspective of government.

The CAG relied on available qualified background information and data, expert opinion from the
ERWG and anecdotal information provided through e-mail submissions to
deermanagement@crd.bc.ca and other sources in combination with experience and personal
judgment and informed opinion to evaluate each option.

The evaluation criteria were ranked using a simple scoring system of 1-3. One indicated low
desirability, two indicated medium and three indicated high desirability. Each management
option was evaluated individually by CAG members, followed by group facilitated sessions to
produce consensus maps. Individual and group considerations, concerns, caveats, opinions and
assumptions were documented in the process. The evaluation results for each option are
contained in Appendix 9.

Information Availability
Data Sources

Available data and information were provided to the CAG as background. The CAG identified
data limitations, some of which were filled by the ERWG. In many cases data was not available
at the regional geography. Data limitations in agricultural loss expressed in economic terms and
population count data at the regional or sub-regional levels were noted and are discussed
below.

The CAG recognized that many policy decisions in many different fields have to be made on the
basis of available information. The CAG relied on available data as well as background
information, anecdotal accounts from affected groups, ERWG expertise and discussions held
during the evaluation phase of the work as valid inputs to decision-making. A ‘no regrets
strategy’ — one that wouldn't preclude consideration of all available options - was adopted, so
that the strategy would be broad-based with multiple options and approaches to address the
variety of conflicts in all geographies.
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As indicated later in the report, one of the recommended approaches is to establish a
monitoring program to benchmark and measure the outcomes of the management options over
time. This approach is purposeful in that it will measure the effectiveness of the management
options in reducing conflicts, which is the main objective of the strategy.

Agricultural Crop Loss

The Ministry of Agriculture was contacted to provide documentation on crop damage and
economic losses at the regional level. The Ministry responded that such information is not
currently collected at the regional level, nor was animal type related loss collected, i.e. loss that
could be attributed specifically to deer. Available economic loss data are dated and/or do not
cover all agricultural producers in the region.

A 2001 Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Fisheries report in conjunction with the Island Farmers’
Alliance surveyed 1,000 Vancouver Island agricultural producers on the subject of problem
wildlife on farmland. The goal was to gather information from farmers to help determine which
species of wildlife were most negatively impacting agricultural operations, including extent of
damage and associated losses. Of the 300 farms surveyed on southern Vancouver Island 25
responded (8% response).

Of the responses received, black-tailed deer were the number one year round concern. Impacts
were felt across many agricultural commaodities including grasses, vegetables, trees, flowers,
tree fruits and grapes. Deer feeding habits resulting in vegetable and tree damage and crop loss
were most frequently cited. Other complaints included fencing damage, grass damage due to
bedding down, trails, and feces. Financial loss/damage estimates due to ungulates of all kinds
ranged from $5000-$50,000 annually per farm. In some cases farmers could not provide an
estimated figure.

The survey asked what management measures farmers preferred and the most common
response was the right to shoot deer on their property at the time of damage, regardless of
hunting season restrictions. If this option could not be implemented, responding farmers
requested total compensation for crop value and damages should be awarded. There was a
noted willingness to fence if the government supplies low interest loans, or grants for the total
amount of the fencing project.

The Census of Agriculture collects crop loss information but the data are aggregated and do not
indicate whether the deer are the cause.

More recently, the Capital Regional Food and Agriculture Initiatives Round Table (CR FAIR)
Food Policy Working Group collected information through a petition and self-reporting form from
a number of farmers on the Saanich Peninsula (see Appendix 7). This information was
submitted to the CRD in February, 2012 and was described later in this report.

On balance, the CAG feel there is sufficient information, as well as CRD Board direction, to
recommend strategies to address agricultural loss due to deer invasion in agricultural areas.
This is in keeping with the CAG’s mandate as outlined in the ToR.
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Population Count/Inventory

The Ministry inventories deer for Vancouver Island as a whole and estimates the deer
population to be 45,000-65,000 individuals with a steady to increasing growth rate. There is no
inventory of black-tailed deer in the CRD, and one is neither possible, given current technical
and labour constraints -- nor required in order to develop conflict-reduction plans according to
the MFLNRO and the ERWG. Anecdotal evidence of increased conflict confirms that urban deer
are present in areas where they were not seen in earlier years, indicating that urban populations
are increasing, even if overall counts may be stable.

Senior provincial biologists stated that there is no clear methodology to count deer in urban,
rural or agricultural areas. Volunteer estimates are likely unreliable and therefore not advisable.
The recommended approach was to use existing metrics such as number of deer-vehicle
collisions, crop damage and loss information, aggressive deer complaints and overall
ornamental garden complaints. Accordingly, the CAG’s recommendations focus on measures
that address these conflicts.

Perceptions and Opinions

Over the course of the CAG evaluation process, several submissions and media opinion pieces
were received on various options, some of which were not proposed in the BC Urban Ungulate
Analysis. The CAG, with the assistance of the ERWG, considered the new options, such as the
use of sonic devices. This consideration is documented in the management option discussion
and evaluation outcome section.

Regarding other management options and measures that the CAG were in the process of
evaluating, claims were made in main-stream and alternate media (e-mail submissions, and
interest group blogs, for example) that contained incomplete or erroneous information. For
example, the management measure of capture and relocation has been reviewed favourably by
these sources, however the negative impacts on the animal and the current provincial review of
this measure guestioning it as inhumane, have not been identified in any media coverage.

Similarly, fencing in agriculture areas has also been put forward as a viable option for farmers,
however, input from farmers and CAG members demonstrates that, for larger land owners, this
option is not considered financially feasible.

Immunocontraception has also been identified by opinion pieces in the media as a viable option.
Background information provided to the CAG by ERWG confirms that no products are currently
available for use in Canada other than for small scale research projects and that limited testing
of the efficacy of immunocontraceptive vaccines has been undertaken on black-tailed deer.

The CAG has relied on best available qualified information and opinion to inform option
evaluation and recommendations and have disregarded unsubstantiated or incomplete
information and opinion.
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DEER-HUMAN CONFLICTS IN THE CRD

Agricultural, Rural and Urban

Documented deer-human conflicts in the CRD were discussed during initial CAG and ERWG
meetings in order to gain a complete understanding of the nature of conflict reduction to be
achieved through a regional deer management strategy. These conflicts are described below by
geography. The over-arching deer-vehicle conflict spans all geographies and is documented
separately.

Agricultural

The impact of deer on agricultural crops, particularly fruits and vegetables for human
consumption, was a primary concern when considering the agricultural geography. The
CR FAIR Food Policy Working Group submitted a formal letter to the CRD Board detailing
understory loss, disease transmission risk (specifically Lyme disease), automobile accidents
and agriculture losses attributed to deer grazing (Appendix 7). The CR FAIR also conducted a
(non-statistical) survey of the farm community, which indicated crop loss estimates of between
$500-$25,000 per farm, including additional fencing costs and changes in farming practices,
primarily no longer planting certain crops, like lettuces, due to deer consumption.

Submissions to the Planning, Transportation and Protective Services Committee, were made on
behalf of Saanich Peninsula farmers which also detailed deer related crop loss. A number of
farm operators with smaller farms indicated that fencing had been installed and was effectively
reducing conflicts. Farm operators with larger operations noted that deer fencing was cost
prohibitive.

Secondary issues from the agricultural area include purposeful feeding by residents that
promotes crop damage as well as restrictions on hunting and First Nations harvest that interfere
with deer population control. Purposeful feeding of deer by residents appeared to result in
personal attachments to individual deer and groups of deer, and leads to abnormally high deer
densities; this is true of all geographic categories. The action creates dependency on the
feeding practice and habituates deer to humans. Feeding bylaws prevent people from feeding
deer, including during harsh seasonal conditions. Although difficult to enforce, additional efforts
are required from the community, enforcement officers, and wildlife agencies to discourage this
human behaviour. Wildlife feeding bylaws to ban the practice are in place in 4 of 13
municipalities; however, most are relatively recent.

Hunting and firearms discharge bylaws prevent deer harvest in many municipalities. In most
cases, opportunities for hunting are limited through bylaws that restrict the discharge of firearms
in proximity to structures, roads and other infrastructure. As a result, success is minimal and
ineffective for deer population control (Appendix 4).
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Rural

In rural areas, the primary issues pertain to the impact of deer-vehicle collisions, garden losses
(ornamental and fruit/vegetable) and human health risks.

Ornamental garden and fruit and vegetable losses account for a large number of concerns
submitted by residents to the deermanagement@crd.bc.ca e-mail. Although some accounts
included personal economic losses from plantings and failed fencing attempts, the majority
expressed a level of personal frustration with the current situation. Concerns also included close
contact with deer feces and ticks and the potential for increased human health risks, including
exposure to Lyme disease.

Secondary issues included impacts on parks/open space, loss of habitat for other wildlife and
endangered/threatened species (Garry Oak ecosystems). Although these are not direct human
conflicts in most cases, they affect ecology valued significantly by the public.

Recent studies focused on the impacts of deer on ecologically sensitive areas, and songbird
habitat in the Southern Gulf Islands with observed declines in native species abundance and
ecosystem condition from deer. Recent papers from the University of British Columbia’s Faculty
of Forestry’s Centre for Applied Conservation Research show compelling results that the human
deer relationship is having considerable impacts on native plant and bird populations in the
coastal Douglas-fir zone of BC, deer densities were shown to be particularly high on Salt Spring
Island, limiting reproduction of spring ephemerals in oak meadow and woodland habitats.
Another study demonstrated that higher deer density explains a large fraction of the observed
variation in plant and songbird abundance across a sub section of the San Juan and Gulf
Islands. Most notably on islands with lower deer densities, songbirds that rely on understory for
feeding and nesting were more than twice as abundant compared to islands with higher
densities.

As in the agricultural geography, purposeful feeding is also a concern in rural areas, often
adjacent to agricultural areas. Individuals develop emotional relationships with a particular
resident deer group or family and intervene with food, substituting their natural diet. Such
relationships are cross generational, with related deer learning the habituation behavior.

Urban

Primary issues in the urban geography include garden losses (ornamental and food), human/pet
health and deer-human/pet safety. Ornamental and food gardens, community gardens and
landscaping losses account for a large number of concerns submitted by residents in areas with
resident deer populations. Although some accounts included personal economic losses from
plantings and failed fencing attempts, the majority expressed a level of personal frustration with
the current situation. Concerns also included close contact (for humans and pets) with deer
feces and ticks and the potential for increased human health risks, including exposure to Lyme
disease. Additional anecdotal information from phone calls and e-mail submissions indicate that
individuals have experienced threatening or aggressive behaviour from territorial or protective
deer (particularly with fawns) and while walking their dogs. Such reports were most frequent in
late spring to early summer.
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Secondary issues in the urban geography included concerns regarding human safety from
predators. The presence of deer increases the potential presence of deer predators. High deer
populations may increase interactions between deer predators and humans. In rural and urban
areas, the predation of adult deer by wild carnivores is almost non-existent, likely due primarily
to the presence of humans.

Southern Vancouver Island has three predator species that will prey on deer of all ages:
cougars, wolves and black bears. Cougars and wolves are the most dependent on deer, and
are occasionally observed in rural and urban areas of the CRD.

Deer-Vehicle Collisions

The CAG identified deer-vehicle collisions as a primary issue not specific to any one geography.
The Insurance Corporation of BC (ICBC) Wildlife Accident Reporting System (WARS) database
identifies a 13% annual increase in deer-vehicle collisions between 2000 and 2010 in the CRD,
growing from 35 collisions to 100. Over that time period certain local governments had
comparably more collisions than others, Saanich, Langford, Central Saanich and Sooke, all had
notably higher numbers of deer-vehicle collisions. Collisions occur more frequently in summer
months (see Appendix 1).

Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure (MoTI) data for the CRD indicates that total annual
road-related deer fatalities from motor vehicles on provincial highways (Highway 1, Highway 14
and Highway 7) have increased annually by 3.3% on average between 2001 and 2010. Data
over this time period shifted from annual totals in 2001 of 214, to 324 in 2009 and 236 in 2010.
In communities with high deer populations, there are generally higher rates of vehicle collisions.

Aggregated ICBC values show animal-related insurance claims in BC have increased from
$15.8M to $30.8M between 1997 and 2007. ICBC does not release valuation cost data by
animal or regional geography. Estimates from the British Columbia Urban Ungulate Conflict
Analysis estimate a per collision cost including property damage, accident investigation, animal
value, carcass removal/disposal based on US and Canada figures at $2,913 USD (2007). If
human injury or fatality is included, the estimated cost increases to $6,617 in USD (2007).
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MANAGEMENT OPTIONS EVALUATION

Most management options were taken directly from the BC Urban Ungulate Conflict Analysis
and assessed by the CAG for their applicability within the region. This section provides an
explanation of each management option along with a summary of the CAG’s discussion and
outcome of the evaluation process. In addition to the 12 management options evaluated, the
CAG also included ‘status quo’ as an additional option, which means that no further action
would be taken. The detailed evaluation results are contained in Appendix 9.

Status Quo as a Management Option

The status quo option would mean that no further action would be taken than what is currently
available and permitted without any change to increase or expand opportunities or any
concerted effort to educate the public regarding available options. Under this scenario,
information on conflicts and damage may continue to be collected.

Currently, the following options are available to address deer-human conflicts: hazing and
frightening, landscape alternatives, fencing, repellents, controlled public hunting and crop
protection. These alternatives are described in detail in subsequent sections. The existing
regulatory framework is provided below.

Some municipalities have bylaws that enable or impede population control interventions,
including control of practices such as restrictions on noise, deer feeding, landscaping types,
fencing and firearms discharge. Local government bylaws limit the ability for noise based
options (such as cannons) to be viable in urban and rural areas.

In the CRD, wildlife feeding bylaws that include deer, have been adopted by the following
municipalities: Victoria, Saanich, Oak Bay and Esquimalt. The majority of these bylaws are
relatively new and do not have associated enforcement statistics. The remaining municipalities
do not have wildlife feeding bylaws.

Some local government bylaws limit fencing height to 6’ which is not sufficient to restrict deer
from fenced areas. The ERWG identified 8’ as the proper fence height to successfully protect
properties from deer damage. Smaller areas are more viable to fence; fencing large farm
operations is considered cost prohibitive.

Local governments also have jurisdictional authority over the use of firearms within their
boundaries. Most local governments within the CRD have firearms bylaws in place. Currently
View Royal, Colwood and First Nations reserves are the only municipalities and communities
within the CRD without firearms discharge bylaws. Local bylaws define the specific
circumstances within which a firearm maybe discharged, in some cases there is a complete
prohibition, in others the conditions for discharge are outlined. Specific details are available in
Appendix 4.
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Hunting regulations under the Wildlife Act are managed by the MFLNRO and include hunting
seasons, hunting areas, bag limits and firearms discharge licensing and permitting. Wildlife Act
regulations outline what distance must be left between structures, cultivated lands, roads,
fences, parks, private lands, and specific facilities such as schools. MFLNRO also administers a
program called crop protection that permits hunting of problem deer on individual properties,
subject to a permit. This is described in detail as a management option which has potential for
population control subject to changing permit conditions.

The boundaries of municipalities are contained within provincial hunting management unit
areas. Local bylaws and provincial regulations often limit or prohibit firearms and bow discharge
or set such narrow operating requirements that result in hunting, the primary method used to
manage deer populations, being ineffectual.

Status Quo Evaluation

The CAG agreed that if the deer population stays the same or increases, negative community
impacts will continue to increase. Further, status quo was not considered to be effective at
reducing deer-human conflicts either at the individual property level or over the broader
geographic area. While easy to implement, as it requires no regulatory or other change, this
option masks costs associated with delaying more aggressive action as potential for
deer-human conflicts increase over time. The CAG also felt that, as a management option, the
status quo has low levels of public support.

Without intervention, deer populations will continue to grow until the biological carrying capacity
is reached. While human settlement has altered the landscape, changed plant communities,
displaced predators, removed native species and introduced exotic species, deer have learned
to adapt to these circumstances. With few limitations on resources in habitat areas and few
predators, deer will thrive, exacerbating negative community impacts in all geographies.

Conflict Reduction Management Options

Conflict reduction options focus on keeping animals away from susceptible properties,
minimizing damage and conflicts using methods such as hazing and frightening, landscaping
alternatives, repellents, and fencing. These measures are intended to deliberately deter deer
from habituating to human activity. These management options do not reduce population levels,
but have the effect of moving deer away from susceptible properties. This may simply transfer
the conflict between properties.

Hazing and Frightening Techniques

These techniques are intended to reduce damage by deer through the use of visual, auditory or
other sensory stimulation to trigger the flight or fright reaction in specific areas.

Deer tend to be afraid of unknown or unfamiliar things. A number of devices are available to
frighten deer away from agricultural, rural and urban plantings. Some use visual or auditory
stimulation such as wind chimes or radios. Off-leash dogs in fenced yards can condition deer to
avoid these areas. The MFLNRO has banned the use of dogs for hazing deer under any other
circumstances.
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Deer behaviour, once established, is difficult to modify, particularly if it is associated with a pre-
existing home range. Early action before a territory is established may be advisable. Deer will
rapidly habituate to unfamiliar sights and sounds, therefore combinations and alterations are
advised. Locations of devices should be changed regularly to maintain effectiveness.

The majority of reports of deer behavior when in the presence of humans indicate lack of fear,
suggesting previous habituation. The natural reaction should be suspicion, so to restore this
precaution in deer, interactions with humans should be perceived to be negative and/or
stressful. This option requires cooperation, first by the public, but also outdoor local government
employees, bylaw enforcement officers and considerable staff time and resources. Since
widespread programming of hazing and frightening across large areas is complex, such actions
must be undertaken with set protocols and ethics. Prior and consistent absence of individual
animal habituation is far better and more effective.

Hazing and Frightening Evaluation

Discussions of hazing and frightening considered sound, tactile and site based means of
creating undesirable environments for deer. Local government bylaws limit the viability for noise
based options. Noise based hazing and frightening can also impact other wildlife. This is
considered to be an option with relatively high levels of effort required on an ongoing basis. The
rapid habituation to the stimulus further limits the effectiveness of this option.

Overall, this option was considered to be most viable in rural areas at the individual property
level (with fenced yards). The technique results in moving deer from property to property, called
deer displacement, and does not address the broader issue of over population. Regulations
limiting noise and use of dogs limit feasibility and capability. Comparatively, the cost of the
option was low, and could be undertaken quickly and was considered to have greater public
support in the rural geography, although there are some concerns due to the nuisance effects
on surrounding properties.

Landscaping Alternatives

This management option consists of changing or updating landscaping practices and selection
of plants that are less palatable to deer in order to reduce browsing opportunities.

Deer preferences for plant types is dependent upon a number of factors: time of year,
availability of food in the wild, level of plant palatability, prior/learned feeding behaviour, and the
nutritional needs of the animal. Natural diets are primarily native browse plants but deer are very
adaptable. Deer density may partially determine the availability of food; lower density
populations may have abundant food options, allowing deer to exercise their preferences.
Higher density populations create competition for food sources resulting in the consumption of
plants that deer normally would avoid. Deer resistant planting may reduce damage in some
areas, however, in areas of high deer densities nearly all plants are at risk. Plant palatability
changes throughout seasons and this, along with plant health can also impact deer browsing.
Regularly watered and fertilized plants are very attractive overall, and therefore difficult to
prevent browsing without physical or chemical barriers.
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Landscaping Alternatives Evaluation

Landscaping Alternatives were examined at the rural and urban geography, not the agricultural
geography, as agricultural lands were assumed to be growing food crops and therefore have
limited options for deer resistant plantings.

Residents from urban and rural geographies were the main complainants regarding deer
damage to landscaping. Deer resistant plants have variable success across the region and have
proved effective in decreasing browsing pressure in some areas while not in others.

There is increased effectiveness for this option when used in combination with fencing and/or
repellents. However, as these options are left to individual discretion to adopt, overall uptake
maybe spotty, which could limit the effectiveness over a broader area.

Regional food security was also considered, noting increased promotion for residents to grow
edible gardens and local governments to consider planting boulevards and gardens with edible
plants. These plants would not be deer resistant. Promotion of deer resistant planting could
potentially contradict other community goals such as increasing local food production.

This option, comparatively requires a short amount of time implement, and should be
considered in future design guidelines for development permits and zoning bylaws. However, a
difference in anticipated cost was identified between new developments that could plant less
palatable plantings initially compared to existing properties which would need to replace existing
landscaping with deer resistant alternatives. Less palatable plants may include the use of non-
native, exotic species, some of which may include invasive species. Deer resistant plants may
be used in such a manner as to not detract from Victoria's reputation as a city of gardens.
Overall, the effectiveness of this option does not address the broader issue of reducing the
number of deer that result in high numbers of deer-human conflicts, even though the ability to
implement the option is high, there are challenges associated with implementation. There are
few negative community impacts, average public and stakeholder support and enthusiasm and
relatively low to medium cost to implement and maintain.

Fencing

Fences restrict or contain deer using a physical barrier, a psychological barrier (using negative
conditioning) or a combination. There are two main types of fencing: physical and electrical. A
physical barrier is a fence that the animal cannot pass over, through or under such as a wooden
or wire mesh fence. Electrical fences are minimal, in terms of their physical characteristics but
deliver negative stimulation through an electric shock when contacted. The ERWG advised the
CAG based on current information, that electric fencing had proved increasing effective and
lower cost that previously understood. Specialty fencing systems exist that can be very
effective.

Fencing materials for organic farms are limited due to certification regulations, some types of
treated wooden fence posts have been found to leach into soils compromising organic
certification standards. Farms seeking or preserving organic certification would be limited to
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metal fence posts. Some local government bylaws limit fencing height to 6’ which is not
sufficient to restrict deer from fenced areas. The ERWG identified 8 as the proper fence height
to successfully protect properties from deer damage.

The former Environmental Farm Plan offered by the Ministry of Agriculture in partnership with
the federal government provided fencing subsidies for farmers; however, the available subsidy
was small and only covered a fraction of the overall cost. This program has expired.

The fencing option is most effective when combined with other management options. Aesthetics
of fencing may be a consideration for residential areas; fences must be designed with local
characteristics and regulations in mind. Additional considerations include desirability of fenced
area by the deer, ability of deer to penetrate different designs and cost of installation and
maintenance. The cost of fencing relative to savings is an important consideration; good quality
materials and design as well as maintenance are required for effectiveness.

Deer can jump barriers as high as 2.4m and move through poorly constructed fences, passing
through gaps in fencing as narrow as 19 cm wide. This behaviour can be learned and is taught
to other deer through demonstration; in addition, avoidance of electric fencing can be learned.

Fencing Evaluation

The fencing management option considered regular fencing and electric fencing options. In the
agricultural geography fencing was considered to be more viable for smaller farms, however, for
large land holdings fencing is cost prohibitive. Additional ERWG input suggested fencing higher
value vegetated sections of properties and accepting deer damage in others.

Currently, electric fencing has been used to protect fruit trees in the Okanagan. It was noted that
the cost of electric fencing was decreasing, but is not effective for protecting all crops.

As with landscaping alternatives, implementation of this option is left to individual discretion, and
it cannot be assumed that all landowners could afford to, or would want to put up fences. This
option could also be used in conjunction with other options such as landscaping alternatives and
repellents.

There may be limitations on the ability to fence due to municipal bylaws and inability to
encroach onto municipal property, rights of way or easements. Some agricultural properties
extend farming practices into the municipal lands (roadside), rights of way or easements,
however fencing of these areas would not be permitted; further, many bylaws restrict the fencing
of front yards in all geographies.

There were concerns regarding aesthetics of fencing in urban and rural areas and additional
environmental concerns with some lower cost, plastic fencing types which degrade and become
damaged, thus quickly become ineffective. The quality or type of fencing materials and
construction may also result in the risk of injury to the deer.

The cost to implement and maintain physical fencing is high and would be borne by the
individual. Although fencing was considered to be a quick and relatively effective option at the
individual property level, it was not considered effective at addressing the broad issue of high

16|Page
Regional Deer Management Strategy August 2012



deer population densities. Fencing is considered much easier to implement, with fewer
problems in urban and rural geographies compared to agricultural, while the means to
implement fencing is restricted in urban areas compared to rural and agricultural due to fencing
bylaws that restrict height. Higher support is assumed in rural and agricultural geographies and
less public support is anticipated in the urban geography, due to aesthetic considerations. There
are many negative community impacts associated with fencing in all geographies such as the
aesthetics, neighbor conflicts and resulting waste from trial and error fence construction using
cheap or poorly constructed fencing types.

Repellents

Repellents are defined as substances that create aversion behaviour using chemical barriers
that animals will not cross, or products with an odour that causes deer to avoid an area. The
best results occur when nearby food sources are available, and the repellent is applied to a
plant that is already of low palatability or “deer resistant”. Repellents use four sensory modes to
interact with deer: fear, behaviour modification, pain and taste (encompasses smell and taste).
Odour based repellents have better results than taste repellents.

This option has limitations. Most repellents require reapplication after rain, and often use
biological agents such as blood meal or substances that have no guarantees to safety and
source. In some areas of the region, there is limited success however, any plant that is watered
and fertilized becomes attractive to deer, and may negate the use of repellents.

The CAG specifically reviewed the use of sonic devices with input from the ERWG, the analysis
is included in the evaluation section below.

Repellents Evaluation

Repellents may be cost prohibitive on larger land holdings. Repellents need to be reapplied
often and especially after precipitation; the amount of time to reapply on larger properties was
thought to be considerable. There is limited use on organic farms, and may be implications on
organic foods.

Despite being promoted for consumption by manufacturers as safe, consumer behaviour
towards crops treated with repellents is unknown and it is assumed that there would be
reservations when purchasing treated food products. Other environmental concerns were
considered including potential runoff and plume dispersal to surrounding properties.

In the rural geography, landowners may not be able to afford to, or would want to, apply
repellents.

It was noted that the municipality of Oak Bay would be piloting a repellent product called
Bobbex© on some gardens this year, and a presentation from the Senior Biologist, MFLNRO
noted that PlantSkydd © has proven effective in the forestry industry.

The use of sonic barriers was also considered. There are a number of products that claim
success however information provided by the ERWG indicates that overall, they are currently
seen as ineffective. The ERWG advised that if the devices were to be considered, that they be
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included in a larger deterrent program along with street signage, landscaping, fencing and other
chemical deterrents.

Repellents overall are considered to have limited effectiveness at the individual property level,
with slightly higher effectiveness in reducing the frequency of deer-human conflicts in rural and
urban geographies. Repellents do not adequately address the broader issue of high population
densities. Landowners have few restrictions in their ability and ease of implementing repellents;
cost to implement is comparatively low, particularly in urban areas due to smaller property size.
Support and enthusiasm for repellents was thought to be average across urban and rural
geographies, and low in the agricultural geography. Negative community impacts relative to
food safety were identified.

Deer-Vehicle Collision Mitigation Options

Options to reduce deer-vehicle collision are to be applied to areas with higher deer densities
around high traffic roads. The BC Urban Ungulate Conflict Analysis contains a table that
identifies a number of mitigation measures, their efficacy, cost, constraints and the agency that
is responsible for implementation. The CAG focused on options that were evaluated in the
Analysis as effective. These options were categorized as infrastructure and administrative.

Infrastructure options include exclusionary fencing, wildlife crossings and roadway design and
planning. Administrative options include speed limit reductions and right of way brushing. Other
effective options to address deer-vehicle collision identified in the Analysis, such as fencing,
public education and repellents, are covered in other sections of this report.

Deer-Vehicle Collision Mitigation Evaluation
This option was evaluated at the regional level.

Opportunities for new roadway design and planning was considered minimal in the region,
however, those roads that are retrofitted or rebuilt could be improved within the capital planning
and design process.

Roadway brushing, although effective requires ongoing maintenance. Reducing speed limits
may not be well-accepted by drivers but may have higher support from residents. The District of
Saanich was asked for input regarding the impact of deer signage on Blenkinsop Road; since
signage installation in 1999, there have been limited reductions in deer-vehicle collisions.

Administrative options were evaluated as much more desirable than infrastructure options due
to the fact that most roadways are unlikely to be retrofitted for deer. High costs, difficulty
associated with implementing this option, long periods of time to implement and low support
make infrastructure options undesirable. Administrative options may be more effective at
addressing deer-vehicle collisions, and are considered to be easier to implement, lower cost,
require no new road authority and could be implemented relatively quickly. Further, there was
thought to be higher overall public support and few negative community impacts.

18|Page
Regional Deer Management Strategy August 2012



Population Reduction

Population reduction programs are ongoing with an initial reduction phase followed by a
maintenance phase after localized population densities are reduced. Community specific
management decisions are required to inform control details. Support for these options is
considered to be higher where meat can be put to use rather than wasted. There is currently a
prohibition on the sale of wild meat.

Capture and Relocation

Capture and relocation is defined as the capture, transport and release of wild animals for
ecological and conservation reasons. The relocation site is different from where the animal
originated. Deer are either captured physically or immobilized remotely with pharmaceuticals.
Physical capture may be combined with the administration of tranquilizers for transport. A
number of capture techniques may be used such as drop nets, rocket nets, corral or Clover
traps. Most of these methods require traps to be baited with an attractant, after which the animal
is restrained and blindfolded while handled.

Chemical immobilization involves a remote injection of a combination of pharmaceuticals. Deer
are a significant challenge to effectively immobilize. The response to dart administration is never
predictable and the animal may run and hide. The length of time for the drug to take effect
varies with a number of factors. There is no ability to control the movement of the animal and
this creates safety, time and land approval issues. In addition, the administration of drugs
creates a drug residue issue if the animal is later used for food by humans or predators.

Transportation methods can involve putting deer in transportation crates before they are placed
on trucks or trailers to their release sites with no more than five deer being transported at a time.
Males should have antlers removed prior to transport or be moved individually. This option is
useful in localized situations but is costly on a large scale with high stress levels and high
mortality rates resulting. There is additional risk to those handling animals.

MFLNRO staff noted that this option is under humane and conservation review by the Province
due to the high stress and rate of animal mortality it causes from transport as well as post
release survival and effects on resident wildlife such as starvation or immediate predation.
Overall, animal welfare issues prevent the support of this option by the Province.

Capture and Relocate Evaluation

Capture and relocate was considered to be reasonably effective in reducing deer-human
conflicts at the individual and broader community scales, particularly for the agricultural (where
there is more space) and urban geographies (where this option may be viewed more
favourably). However, on further consideration of ERWG information, including the current
review of the option as potentially being inhumane, the CAG did not view this option as
desirable or feasible. Many barriers and challenges are associated with implementation, not the
least of which would be gaining permission from the Province to carry out this option. Further,
costs of implementation would be high across all geographies.

Timing is also a significant concern with this option. Winter was identified by the ERWG as the
best time to capture deer, but, releasing deer in winter would significantly increase mortality
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rates. Given that no facilities exist for holding captured deer also renders this option less
feasible.

Currently there appears to be a high level of public support for this option. However, the CAG
assume that public support would drop dramatically once information regarding the high levels
of stress and mortality rates were better understood. Overall this option evaluated as relatively
undesirable with slightly higher desirability in urban areas.

Capture and Euthanize

Capture and euthanize involves the physical capture and subsequent humane killing of deer by
professionals, using a penetrating captive bolt gun applied directly to the head. Deer may be
trapped, netted or tranquilized then killed. The capture techniques may vary, but would be
reviewed by the Province. Provincial approval is required to implement this option.

As with capture and relocate, most technigues involve pre baiting to attract and positively
reinforce behaviour to the capture site. The drop net technique allows for the capture of multiple
deer at a time, with the consequent need for much more infrastructure and personnel, while
Clover traps usually capture one deer at a time. This option is considered humane and has the
advantage that the meat from the deer can be consumed.

Capture and Euthanize Evaluation

The CAG acknowledged that provincial approval would be required for this option, as would
private land owner permission. This option would need to be carried out annually in order to
reduce deer population densities to acceptable levels, followed by non-lethal options to mitigate
conflicts due to the remaining deer population.

The capture and euthanize option was seen to be effective and feasible particularly in the rural
and agricultural geographies, though relatively high cost. However, the CAG assumes there is
relatively less public support for this option in the urban geography and possibly the rural
geography, but higher support in the agricultural geography. On balance, there were relatively
minimal negative community impacts. Overall, this option was considered to be more desirable
in agricultural and rural areas, with less desirability in urban areas.

Controlled Public Hunting

Controlled public hunting consists of heavily controlled and restricted legal hunting methods by
regular hunters. These restrictions may include time limits for seasons, methods of take, size of
hunting area and added incentives for antlerless harvest and hunter participation.

Deer management through controlled public hunting focuses more on individual animals and
smaller groups versus large scale population management or herds. A number of alternative
goals may exist, for example, to reduce the antlerless population, compared to bucks which are
traditionally emphasized in hunting. Successes may be measured with different metrics than
traditional population management, for example, reduction in landowner complaints, reduced
deer-vehicle collisions, or reduced crop loss estimates.
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Within local government boundaries where bylaws, permits and physical geography allow, many
jurisdictions have concluded that this management option is effective, economical, efficient and
acceptable. Traditional public hunting bylaws as per provincial regulations may not be
considered to have adequate strength for public safety for use in urban, rural or agricultural
areas to achieve reductions in deer-human conflicts. Some safety concerns may be mitigated by
increased competency such as pre hunt shooting proficiency tests, additional safety training, pre
hunt seminars, pre hunt interviews, mandatory check in/check out, proof of experience
(specified by number of years) and registration of any special equipment.

Controlled Public Hunt Evaluation

This option differs from sharpshooting, as individual hunters assume costs to gain the right to
hunt. Property owners have greater control with this option, deciding whether to take action or
not by giving permission to hunters to hunt on their property. This option is considered medium
to highly effective in the agricultural and rural geographies with relatively low cost.

Hunting regulations and firearms and bow discharge bylaws would need to be amended in
some areas in order maximize the effectiveness of this option; this was factored in to the time
score in the evaluation. Suggested regulatory changes might include longer seasons, fewer
restrictions to weekday hunts, allowance of baiting, increased bag limits, quota hunts, ability to
increase buck limit, inclusion of archery seasons with and without crossbows, allowance to
donate meat, lowered cost for antlerless hunts.

The CAG acknowledged that within the Douglas Treaty area, First Nations already have more
hunting privileges than the public at large. First Nations should be encouraged to maximize the
potential of these rights in cooperation with private landowners. One CAG member indicated
that some First Nations people have already established these relationships to harvest deer on
private property.

With changes in the regulatory regime, controlled public hunt was considered above average in
its ability to directly reduce deer-human conflicts at the broader geography level and at the
individual property level in agricultural and rural geographies, and less effective in urban areas
due to difficulties in implementing such a measure where there are high human population
densities. Public support and enthusiasm were considered to be medium in agricultural and
rural geographies and low in urban areas. Fewer negative community impacts were expected in
the agricultural and rural geography compared to urban, which anticipated concerns over public
safety.

Professional Sharpshooting

Professional sharpshooting consists of the systematic culling of specifically targeted deer by
trained and authorized personnel, often at a number of approved prepared bait sites. Sound-
suppressed small caliber firearms are suggested, while crossbows with a minimum peak draw
of 50 pounds may be used in areas with restrictive firearms bylaws. Best practices specify when
a shot may be taken, to ensure no misplaced shots and animals are dispatched with a single
well placed shot.
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Shots are taken from stopped vehicles, elevated locations (tree stands), or ground blinds, during
day or night. Shots may only be taken when there is an earthen backstop through geographic
features or elevated position where there is a clear view and only when no humans are present.
Antlerless deer are taken as a first priority.

This option has proven successful at a small scale, through localized deer control/over-
abundance programs in a range of urban areas in the United States. Substantial humbers of
deer can be effectively and discreetly removed in short periods of time. Many techniques can be
implemented to ensure safety, discretion, efficiency and humaneness. There is often little
disturbance to local residents if sound suppression measures are taken and it is an ideal
method to target known aggressive animals.

Firearms discharge bylaws at the local level would need to be amended to permit this option.
Provincial approval for implementing this option is also required.

Professional Sharpshooting Evaluation

The evaluation of professional sharpshooting assumes hunting with rifles and crossbows by
contracted professionals. The proximity to structures and smaller properties limits this option in
urban areas. This option would need to be ongoing over time in order to reduce deer population
densities to acceptable levels.

Professional sharpshooting is considered highly effective at reducing deer-human conflicts for
both the individual property and broader agricultural and rural geographies, though considered
less effective in urban areas due to public safety concerns. Higher costs have been identified
based on the need to pay professionals, however if volunteers are used there is less cost to
government. Public support was rated as average in the agricultural geography, relatively low in
the rural geography and low in the urban geography. Negative impacts relative to public safety
were identified for this option, primarily in the urban geography.

Crop Protection

The CAG chose to consider the MFLNRO crop protection permitting program as an additional
management option, separate from controlled public hunting, in that may be particularly
beneficial to agricultural producers. This type of permit allows a resident to hunt nuisance
wildlife on his or her own property during the open or closed hunting season for the purposes of
reducing damage. The resident must provide compelling reasons why the permit is required and
list preventative measures already in place. A resident may allow a designate to hunt for the
purpose of managing problem wildlife. The resident must provide the professional qualifications
of staff, employees or contractors involved, in addition to the hunting methods proposed.
Currently, there is annual bag limit of five deer per property. In many cases the size and location
of a property limits the use of this option, due to variable movement by deer.

Often times, animals are not located in areas where firearms discharge is permitted, based on
firearms discharge bylaws or, where discharge is permitted, hunting is subject to the same
distance separation requirements as regular hunting. The purpose of this measure is to address
significant crop destruction. It does not address larger landscape issues of deer damage. The
permit does not allow for the deer meat to be used by the hunter, unless the
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animal is taken during regular hunting season. First Nations can also assist farmers in this
regard and are not restricted by municipal or provincial regulations on firearms discharge or use
of the meat.

Crop Protection Evaluation

In its current state, this option is perceived to be relatively ineffective current restrictions.
However, with changes to the program to address these shortcomings, the CAG sees potential
for this option to be an effective population control option in areas of high agricultural damage.

To make the option more effective, amendment of local government firearm and bow discharge
bylaws and provincial permits to expand the permitted bag limit, allow hunters to keep the meat
and relax regulations relative to distance separation are required.

On balance, with changes to the permit program and local bylaws, the crop protection program
was considered to be highly effective in the agricultural geography, with benefits spilling over
into the rural geography. Once the regulatory changes are made, the option could be quickly
and easily implemented, affordable and already has the support of the agricultural community.

Fertility Control

Fertility control is a method of reducing the ability of the population to reproduce. It is a new
option but its practicality is limited due to the specific situation for most high density deer
populations, the cost and the lack of approved fertility control drugs for ungulates in Canada.

Immunocontraception

Immunocontraception is the use of a specific vaccine that prevents conception through the
immune system and is used to reduce fertility rates of population to less than or equal to its
mortality rate.

Immunocontraceptive vaccines are promising but require specific permits for experimental
research purposes only. While fallow and white-tailed deer can be contracepted for up to six
years with one vaccine administration, long term study results are not available for black-tailed
deer. Most research suggests that deer should be in a closed population (i.e. on an island
where there is no immigration into the population) and that numbers should be reduced prior to
vaccination.

According to the BC Urban Ungulate Conflict Analysis, from the perspective of population
dynamics, fertility control is best suited for management of short lived bird and rodent
populations; however, there is an active field of academic research on contraception for longer
lived species. Most literature on fertility control in ungulates concentrates on white-tailed deer,
although there are a number of studies on black-tailed deer.

Achieving successful fertility control in smaller captive populations may or may not be indicative
of the ability to achieve fertility control in large free ranging populations. The use of these drugs
has not been tested for long enough at large enough population levels to accurately predict long
term results.
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Maintaining large free ranging populations with chemical contraception may be possible with
long lasting contraceptives, however, immediate population reduction will not result as the
treated deer will continue to live out their natural lifespan of 10 - 12 years. Some population
reduction results have been experienced as early as five and seven years in smaller isolated
populations. Researchers suggest reducing the population first through a cull followed by
contraception to maintain the desired population level. Immunocontraception is relatively high
cost, but is perceived as being humane.

Deer treated with immunocontraceptives are not considered to be consumable by humans;
further, the effects of consumption on predators is unknown.

Immunocontraception Evaluation

Currently, this option is only available for site specific, experimental use in planned research
studies, subject to provincial approval. Therefore, it is neither available nor feasible for
widespread use; considerable time may be required before widespread availability.
Effectiveness is unknown as the pharmaceuticals are still under investigation. Costs are
assumed to be high as it involves capturing females and administering the vaccine, which would
involve personnel, equipment and vaccine costs. Further, the animal would undergo the stress
of capture, treatment and release, and potentially be subject to capture multiple times. Treated
animals would not be fit for human consumption and the impact on natural predators is
unknown. Public education would be required to educate First Nations and hunters not to
consume tagged deer. Concerns were expressed regarding negative community impacts across
all geographies as environmental impacts of residual immunocontraceptives in deer feces and
urine are unknown. Negative impacts of residual human chemical contraception have been
demonstrated in the natural environment, impacting local fauna.

With researchers suggesting that fertility control be introduced following a cull, this option was
viewed as more of a maintenance option, rather than a population reduction option. No
immediate population reduction would result as treated deer would live out their natural lives;
the contraception may not last the full life time of a deer, making it possible for females to
resume reproduction in later years.

Because this option does not involve the killing of deer, it is appealing to the public, particularly
in the urban geography.

On balance, the CAG felt that this option could have potential in the future, and that it should be
monitored for advancements over the longer term.

Public Education and Outreach

Public education distributes two types of information: process based information and
knowledge based information (biology, ecology, behaviour, management information).

24|Page
Regional Deer Management Strategy August 2012



This option can be paired with a number of other options and can be carried out by a range of
agencies and groups involved. The goal may be to increase the general knowledge of the public
and change attitudes or behaviors associated with active options. Outcomes may include:

e creating realistic expectations for achievable results,

e increasing appreciation for wildlife in appropriate settings,

¢ reducing undesirable human activity,

e broadening the public’'s knowledge of the range of concerns of all affected by deer
habituation and

e increasing public understanding of deer management measures.

Public Education Evaluation

This option was evaluated and considered as an overarching management option that will
become increasingly effective, if paired with a number of other options.

Public education could shift the public’'s expectations and perceptions of deer-human conflicts,
although this will take a significant amount of time. However, the end result may be to increase
the effectiveness of other management options.

This option can be initiated relatively quickly, with few costs, high levels of public support and no
negative community impacts. Alone, this option is not very effective at reducing deer-human
conflicts; however, it complements other management options. This option is comparatively
easy to implement and the CRD currently has the means to undertake public education across
all geographies. This option is publicly supportable.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The CAG made recommendations for each geographic area, as well as some over-arching
recommendations that span all geographies, including addressing deer-vehicle conflict. Each
set of recommendations is preceded by an outcome statement that explains the intended
outcome the recommendations seek to achieve. Recommendations are categorized by
immediate or short term, medium term (approximately 5 years) and long term (10 years and
beyond).

Principle for Recommendations

All options, including population control measures, should be carried out in the most humane
manner possible, and in particular, should avoid inflicting suffering on deer through actions that
expose deer to an undue risk of starvation or injury.
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Agricultural Geography Management Options

Outcome Statement

Address the economic loss in agricultural areas by reducing the deer population to an
acceptable level' and then maintaining the population at that level and by improving programs
and tools for farmers to minimize crop losses.

Recommendations

Immediate/Short Term:

1.

10.

Increase effectiveness of hunting

0 increase bag limit

extend the public hunting season by way of a longer antlerless season

increase incentives for hunters

decrease restrictions (bylaws/regulations)

build partnerships with farmers for hunting areas

Explore opportunities to support and expand First Nations harvest

0 build partnerships with farmers for hunting areas

0 e.g., Memorandum of Understanding with First Nations

Improve Crop Protection Program

o reduce restrictions in firearms bylaws for deer harvest (e.g., reduce 100m separation
distance)

0 increase bag limits

o allow for the retention of meat by farmer or hunter

0 build partnerships with farmers for hunters

Population Reduction Measures

o0 develop partnerships with municipalites and the province to implement
sharpshooting, capture and euthanize

Remove regulatory barriers to effective fencing (e.g., height, placement)

Reinstate and expand government incentives for fencing including greater subsidies

Explore new technology for the use of electrical where it was previously thought to not

be technically feasible

Pursue compensation program for crop loss with provincial and federal government

Initiate data collection for crop loss information documentation to be used as baseline

data to measure the effectiveness of options

Develop partnerships between local, regional, provincial governments and

nongovernment organizations (NGOs) for implementing options (e.g., animal control

bylaw officers, anglers and hunter associations)

O O O O

Medium Term:

1.
2.

Preliminary evaluation of short term actions/outcomes
Adjust short term measures based on outcome of preliminary evaluation and continue
implementation

! For agricultural areas, acceptable level is defined as the level at which farmers do not attribute the
majority of crop loss to deer damage. This should be ascertained through aggregate information provided
by farmers through monitoring.
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Long Term (10 years +):
See “Overarching Management Options”

Rural Geography Management Options

Outcome Statement

Reduce of the deer population to natural levels outside of settled areas and provide rural
residents with measures to reduce deer-human conflicts to within the range of individual
property owner tolerance levels.

Recommendations

Immediate/Short Term
1. Develop partnerships between local, regional, provincial governments and NGOs for
implementing options (e.g., animal control bylaw officers, anglers and hunter
associations)
2. Remove regulatory barriers to fencing (i.e., height, placement)
3. Population Reduction Measures
0 develop partnerships with municipalites and the province to implement
sharpshooting, capture and euthanize
4. Increase effectiveness of hunting
0 increase bag limit
extend the public hunting season by way of a longer antlerless season
increase incentives for hunters
decrease restrictions (bylaws/regulations)
build partnerships with farmers for hunting areas
5. Explore opportunities to support and expand First Nations harvest
0 build partnerships with landowners for hunting areas
0 e.g., Memorandum Of Understanding with First Nations
6. Local governments consider impacts on deer habitat (wildlife corridors) with new
developments in planning document (official community plan (OCP), zoning bylaws, etc.)

O O O O

Medium Term:
1. Preliminary evaluation of short term actions/outcomes
2. Adjust short term measures based on outcome of preliminary evaluation and continue
implementation

Long Term (10 years +):
See “Overarching Management Options”

Urban Geography Management Options

Outcome Statement

Reduce the deer population to natural levels inside of settled areas and provide urban residents
with measures to reduce deer-human conflicts to within the range of individual property owner
tolerance levels.
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Recommendations

Immediate/Short Term:

1.

Promote range of mitigating options for property owners (public and private)
0 landscaping alternatives
o specify effective fencing types
0 public education for deer resistant planting
o outline repellent options
Encourage provincial government to delegate authority to local government to deal with
aggressive deer
Encourage local governments to develop bylaws prohibiting deer feeding and take
appropriate enforcement action
Encourage local government to provide incentives for fencing that protects food and
considers cost
o0 consider the use of subsidies (e.g., financial, tax breaks) for home owners and
renters
o provide fencing kits/packages for different size of property at reasonable prices,
aesthetics
Encourage local government to undertake bulk purchase and distribution of repellents
Population Reduction Measures
o0 develop partnerships with municipalities and the province to implement
sharpshooting (on large properties where appropriate, parks, post-secondary
institutions, golf courses, government held properties such as Government
House), capture and euthanize
Local governments consider impacts on deer habitat (wildlife corridors) with new
developments in planning document (OCP, zoning bylaws)

Medium Term:

1.
2.

Preliminary evaluation of short term actions/outcomes
Adjust short term measures based on outcome of preliminary evaluation and continue
implementation

Long Term (10 years +):
See “Overarching Management Options”

Deer-Vehicle Collision Mitigation (Entire Region)

Outcome Statement

Reduce the number of deer-vehicle collisions (auto and cyclist)

Recommendations

1.

Encourage provincial government and municipalities to increase effectiveness of deer

warning signage.

Encourage provincial government and municipalities to partner with ICBC to increase
driver education on deer-vehicle collision mitigation.
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3. Encourage provincial government and municipalities to explore partnerships with school
districts to produce unigue mobile signage to increased awareness.

4. Encourage provincial government and municipalities to increase and extend right of way
brushing in high collision areas as identified in ICBC collision map (Appendix 1, page 6).

5. Encourage provincial government and municipalities to consider capital infrastructure
planning to consider designs to minimize deer-vehicle collisions in master planning.

6. Encourage provincial government and municipalities to revise speed limits in high
collision areas identified in the ICBC collision map (Appendix 1, page 6).

7. Encourage the CRD to incorporate deer-vehicle collision mitigation measures be
integrated into the Regional Transportation Plan.

Over-arching Recommendations (Entire Region)

1. That the CRD establish an overall monitoring, and reporting program to measure the
effectiveness of the regional deer management strategy to be overseen by a permanent
body (with expert and citizen representation) for deer issues and make
recommendations for change to the strategy.

2. Where ever population reduction measures are used encourage techniques be adopted

and regulations to be changed to allow for meat to be used.

CRD should engage with First Nations on recommendations for deer management.

Encourage the CRD to establish a region-wide public education program to better inform

the public of deer behaviour, individual options to employ.

Increase public awareness of health concerns e.g., Lyme disease through existing

health services (Nurseline), public health providers, clinics).

kW

o

Public Education

This is a key component moving forward to address deer-human conflicts in the CRD over the
short and long terms. Each geography and recommendation relies on the delivery of strong
public education materials. Extending the public hunting season, deer-vehicle collision
mitigation, fencing efficacy and barriers, driver education, agricultural crop protection,
consequences of human supplemented feeding, options for deer resistant plantings, limitations
based on geography and existing barriers to change, have all been identified as topics for public
education throughout CAG deliberations.

Lyme’s disease received considerable media attention during the RDMS CAG process and
accordingly, a sizeable number of submissions concerning health were received. Discussions
considered partnerships with the Vancouver Island Health Authority, which has current public
health infrastructure and communications in place to increase awareness of Lyme disease as
deer-human encounters become more frequent.

Long Term

1. Monitor state of emerging technologies (e.g., Immunocontraception and sonic barriers)
in terms of availability and efficacy.
2. Ongoing monitoring and adjustment of short and medium term management measures.
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Regional Deer Management Strategy Final Report — Appendix 1
Page 1

Appendix 1 — Summary of Deer Human Conflicts — Appendices for October 2011
Staff report to Planning, Transportation & Protective Services Committee

APPENDIX A — Population Trends
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Conisct# 250-751.3213




Regional Deer Management Strategy Final Report — Appendix 1

Page 3

APPENDIX B - Deer Collision Statistics
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Appendix B — Deer Collision Statistics
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Year Fatal Injury Property Damage Only| Total
2000 0 198 617 815
2001 3 263 1054 1319
2002 2 293 1212 1507
2003 4 286 1392 1652
2004 & 267 1312 1585
2005 1 302 1466 1769
2006 £ 304 1276 1583
2007 3 272 1103 1278
Total 21 2185 9432 11639
[ osercollsm sevenyto omans b the GO fomaovizo0. |
Year Fatal Injury Property Damage Only| Total
2006-2010{Average) 1] 10(8 injured Victims) 245 255
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APPENDIX C — Community Feedback

Categories Responses
Property Damage 198 50.9%

|
Health Risk Ll 47 12.1%
E
ﬁ
I

Road Safety 57 14.7%
Deer Aggression 42 10.8%
Deer Management
Recommendations
Deer Appreciation

28 7.2%
17 4.4%

Deer Management Public Input

Deer Appreciation,
4.4%

Deer Management
Recommendations,
7.2%

Full community feedback: hitp://mww.crd.bc.ca/regionalplanning/documents/deer-management-
submissions.pdf.
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Bringing about positive chahge in the food and
agriculture system within BC's Capital Region

Board of Directors
Capital Region District
625 Fisgard Street Victoria, BC

Re: Deer Issue

On behalf of the Capital Region Food Policy Working Group we would like to ask the CRD
Board of Directors to approve a motion to actively work with appropriate levels of government
and key stakeholders to develop a strategy and action plan to tackle the issue of an
overabundance of deer in the Capital Region.
Although there are a broad range of detrimental effects from current deer populations (degraded
ecosystems, disease transmission, damage to gardens and public and private property, safety
concerns), we would like to highlight the impacts on local agriculture.
Over the past few months we have been consulting with the farm community to determine their
issues with deer, and associated costs to the farm community. The farmers have organized a
meeting to discuss the issue, started a petition asking for action on deer management, as well
as currently surveying their community to determine crop losses. From surveys collected to date
we have determined:

+ Crop losses this year are estimated at between $500 to $25,000 for some farms

+ Additional costs have been incurred from fencing

» There are reports of an increase in deer related accidents on roadways adjacent to fenced

fields
» Some crops (lettuces in particular) not planted due to previous losses

The time has come for action to be taken by the various levels of government that have
jurisdiction over this issue.

The BC Ministry of Environment released a report, Urban Ungulate Conflict analysis for BC
(March 2010), which was prepared for the Wildlife Conflicts Coordinator of the Conservation
Officer Service of the Ministry of Environment by Gayle Hesse.

We are aware that in January of this year the CRD Planning Transportation and Protective
Services Committee received a staff report around the Deer issue. The staff report referenced
the Hesse report and provided a background of the issues, potential courses of action and
provided recommendations for the CRD and its role in resolving the regional issue.
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Page 2

The CRD Staff referenced the Hesse report, indicating some of the pieces involved in deer
management include: “changing stakeholder attitudes or behaviours; developing community
capacity to increase participation in management decisions; establishing measureable
management objectives for each community; modifying deer behaviour; modifying hurnan
behaviour; reducing herd size; and amending provincial and municipal regulations to facilitate
management interventions.

It pointed out that the report outlines that “no single technique will be universally appropriate and
that complexities of deer management and limitations on available interventions make quick-fix
solutions unlikely. Further, it notes that because both the positive and negative values
associated with ungulates are so high, setting management goals and determining treatment
options can be very difficult”.

The report goes on to state: that management options fall inte four categories: conflict reduction,
population reduction, fertility contrel, and administrative options. Where it is determined that the
problems and impacts are severe the report indicates that most researchers suggest
populations be lowered using lethal control, and then, when proven practical, population levels
can be maintained using fertility control.

There are many different areas across the Province, also struggling with the same issue and
approaches being taken that we can learn from.

Recommendations:

The CRD staff report recommendation was to create a committee to investigate creating an
Ungulates Management Plan. We support this recommendation and see that it could mirror the
current process of the Goose Management Strategy. What is required is that all levels of
government and key stakeholders are at the table to develop strategy, a study, and
management plan. The CRD must take a leadership role in moving this forward.

We will support this process within our capacity,

Sincerely,

Linda Geggie
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APPENDIX E — Deer Health (as edited by Helen Schwantje of the Ministry of Forest, Lands and

Natural Resource Operations’ Wildlife Management Branch)
Possible health issues of Black-tailed Deer in the CRD
Chronic Wasting Disease (CWD)

CWD is a fatal disease of the central nervous system found in mule deer, white-tailed deer, elk
and moose in some areas of North America. It is caused by an abnormal protein that is
ransmitted between animals but also through environmental contamination from decomposition
of infected carcasses. CWD and related diseases (e.g. bovine spongiform encephalopathy in
cattle and Creutzfeldt-Jakob

syndrome in humans) tend to be species specific and CWD has not been diagnosed in humans.
CWD has not been diagnosed in British Columbia.

Symptoms in deer:

e nonspecific; abnormal behaviour by deer separating itself from the herd or ignoring humans
e drooling, excessive thirst
e emaciation

Escherichia coli (E. coli)

E. coli is a bacterium, commonly found in the lower intestine of mammals. Some strains carry
toxins that can cause gastrointestinal disease in humans.E. coli has been found rarely in hunter
harvested white-tailed deer feces and in venison from white-tailed deer and black-tailed deer.
Infection through physical contact with feces is usually only a concern where there are
extremely high concentrations of deer feces, such as at feeding stations.

Human symptoms:

. stomach cramps

. diarrhea (usually bloody)
. vomiting

. low-grade fever

Johne’s disease

Johne’s disease is a chronic disease that affects the small intestine of some domestic and wild
ruminants, including deer. Animals are infected, usually at a young age by bacteria
(Mycobacterium paratuberculosis) shed in feces of infected older animals. The most common
method of infection is the ingestion of bacteria via manure-contaminated udders, milk, water or
feed.

It is a disease of high density situation, hence is more common with domestic animals. The
infection causes thickening of the intestinal wall and poor absorption of nutrients and results in
weight loss and digestive upsets. Humans are not diagnosed with this disease but there are
concerns that these bacteria can be responsible for other chronic intestinal conditions of
humans.
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Animal symptoms:

e in some species; diarrhea and weight loss, others show no sign
Parasites

There are a number of external and internal parasites normally present in blacktailed deer
populations. The presence of and transmission of parasites from deer to deer generally has few
consequences to individual animals, but when deer densities increase parasite levels can
cause clinical signs, depending on the type and levels of infection. For example, there are two
exotic lice species on Vancouver Island deer that, when present at high levels, can cause
hairloss from intense irritation.

Deer symptoms — vary with the parasite:

e poor haircoat (hair loss may be normal from spring shedding)
e diarrhea
e nasal discharge or coughing - lungworm

Tick Borne Diseases

Tick borne diseases may be caused by bacteria, viruses or related organisms that are
transmitted when a tick feeds on human blood and transmits the organism. The type of tick and
its ability to carry and transmit the organism varies with location. On Vancouver Island the tick
species is primarily Ixodes pacificus, the Western blacklegged tick. The aAbundance and
distribution of these ticks may be correlated with deer densities.

The disease of primary concern for humans and some domestic animals is Lyme's disease,
caused by a bacterium, Borrelia burgdorferi, see http://www.bccdc.ca/dis-cond/a-
z/_l/ILymeDisease/default.ntm. Wild animals show no signs of iliness from this disease. If
humans remove a tick and notice symptoms of ill health they should save the tick and notify
their medical doctor.

Human Cases of Disease or Pests among Deer Population
(BC Centre for Disease Control Annual Report 2009)
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34.2 lyme Disease Rates by Health Service Delivery Area, 2009

Southwestern BC Inset

Rates per 100,000 population by HSDA
0.0 0.4

0.3 1.3

Lyme Disease Rates on Vancouver Island per 100,000 people

South | Central | North Vancouver Island Total
0.8 0 0 04
Health Services Delivery Area Lyme Disease Cases Rate
East Kootenay 0 0
Kootenay Boundary 0 0
Okanagan 1 0.3
Thompson Cariboo Shuswap 0 0
Fraser East 1 0.4
Fraser North 0 0
Fraser South 0 0
Richmond 0 0
Vancouver 2 0.3
North Shore/Coast Garibaldi 3 1.1
South Vancouver Island 3 0.8
Central Vancouver Island 0 0
North Vancouver Island 0 0
Northwest 0 0
Northern Interior 0 0
Northeast 0 0

Lyme Disease Cases in British Columbia By Age and Gender
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Rate per 1.4
100,000 —
population 1.2
1.0
0.8
0.6
0.4
02 (]
0.0
<1 14 59 10-14 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-39 40-59 60+
Lyme Reports - Female 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 2
Lyme Reports - Male 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2
DOLyme Rate - Female 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 1.3 0.0 0.3 0.2
H_yme Rate - Male 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.2 0.5
BC Lyme Disease Report by Year
Rate per 08
100,000
population
0.4 +
0.3 +
0.2 +
0.1 +
0.0
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
BC Lyme Reports 9 2 5 4 3 3 7 13 6 10
—&—BC Lyme Rate 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.2

Note: Lyme Disease became nationally notifiable in 2009
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WILDLIFE HEALTH FACT SHEET
“WINTERKILL” IN COASTAL BLACK-TAILED DEER

This fact sheet gives an overview of the increasingly commaon issue of deer in poor health during the
late winter and early spring in and around coastal British Columbia. Some of the information can also
be applied to many wild animals during extreme and persistent inclement weather conditions.

The south coast of British Coclumbia has one species of native deer, the coastal black-tailed deer. The
population density of deer varies significantly throughout its range on Vancouver Island and the coastal
mainland. They are at moderate to high density on some islands and increasing in some semi-rural,
suburban and even urban areas on Vancouver Island and the Fraser Valley. In these areas, deer now
inhabit a new type of habitat for the species, sharing fields with dorestic livestock and using cultivated
landscapes such as golf courses, gardens and shrubs for feeding, in some cases on a year round basis.
The lack of natural predators and milder winter conditions in rural and suburban areas also supports
increased numbers of deer living near humans.

Every year Ministry of Environment staff and the concerned public report a variable number of deer,
particularly the young of the previous year, showing one or several signs that can indicate poor health.
These include:

* Loss of fear of humans

* Weakness and presence near homes, on porches, in outbuildings

* Poor to extremely thin body condition

e Poor hair coats — from small areas of hairloss to almost completely bald

o Digestive tract upsets — especially diarrhea, seen as green soft to liquid feces on the ground or

coating the tail area
s Death with no apparent warning, especially after a period of supplemental feeding

Surprisingly, there is no evidence that these deer suffer from infectious diseases, but there is indication
that the poor health is associated with high deer density and seasonal nutritional issues. |tis difficult
to do laboratory analyses on all deer reported in poor health, but the analyses done so far do not show
infectious diseases other than high numbers of parasites in some animals, both in thelr intestinal tracts
and on their skin. And these parasites do not appear to be the primary cause of their ill health but just
cne of several factors.

Deer that live at low elevation on the ccast are born over a mare extended period of time than other
populations. This results in fawns born later in the year that are typically very small as winter
approaches. When they live in habitats that are partially or highly disturbed and not considered natural
to them (i.e. farmlands, , gardens, golf courses), they feed on many types of vegetation that may or may
not provide proper nutrition. Deer evolved as browsers of native shrub-like plants more than grazers of
grasses. Evenif their nutrition was the very best, any animal entering the most nutriticnally stressful
time of the year {i.e. winter) at a small size will be highly stressed. These small deer must not only
maintain their weight when the weather is cold, wet and windy, using large amounts of energy, but also
invest energy in growing muscle and bone. A very high quality and quantity of nutrition is needed to
srow and maintain weight during our wet and windy coastal winters.

There are a number of other animals that live on or in our coastal deer. Several species of ticks, lice,
deer keds and internal parasites are normally present in most deer populations. In a highly stressed
young animal that may not have the energy to move around much, and in a high density population, the
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numbers of parasites on each animal are more likely to increase. The parasites alone - or the
combination of them and the nutritional challenges the animals face - can be enough to push struggling
young deer “over the edge” and show the signs of poor health noted above.

For many people the solution appears to be to give deer a “high quality” feed when the weather
worsens — that is what we would do for our livestock, pets or ourselves. However, for any animal in a
negative energy state, even for a horse or a dog, changing to a positive or weight gaining state can be a
challenge. For a wild animal that did not evolve to eat a high carbohydrate diet of grains and rich feeds
such as apples, grasses and alfalfa, the result can be a slow death. They cannot adjust to and digest
feeds that they are not used to, and the result can be diarrhea, impaction (severe constipation) and a
worse situation than before. In addition, the provision of supplemental feeds creates another challenge
- further increasing animal density and the reliance on unnatural feeds - increasing the likelihood of
parasite or disease transmission and further degrading the existing habitat.

Both parasites and improper feeds — too rich or too sudden a change — can start the diarrhea, weight
loss and other metabolic changes that can end in emaciation and death. Once they are in this state they
cannot be medicated into health — any handling or intensive care causes extreme stress and usually
results in death. Many die as a result of end-state metabolic problems such as hypothermia {low body
temperature), hypoglycaemia (low blood sugar), or exhaustion, and all of these, if not fatal, add to their
stress.

Please do care for these animals by reporting their condition to the Ministry of Environment — we are
interested in tracking wildlife health and sampling specific animals. But please do not add to the
problem by providing supplemental feed to deer at any time of year — you may be “killing them with
kindness”. Help us keep BC wild animals wild and healthy.

Dr. Helen Schwantje

Wildlife Veterinarian

Wildlife Health Program
http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/wld/wldhealth.html
Ministry of Environment

April 16, 2009
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Pound Statistics on Deer in Saanich

Pound Statistics - Deer 2010

Deceased Injured Problem Dispatched | Gome on Arrival

January 0 0 0 0 0 0
February 0 0 0 0 0 0
March 0 0 0 0 0 0
April 0 0 0 0 0 0
May 0 0 0 0 0 0
June 0 0 0 0 0 0
July 0 0 0 0 0 0
Auqust 27 2 0 0 6 35
September 25 7 0 5 1 38
October 33 6 1 4 2 46
November 30 5 0 2 3 40
December 23 0 0 1 3 27

138 20 1 12 15 186
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Pound Statistics - Deer August 2011
Date Loation | Deceased injured problem | Dispatched Gone on Amival Total
2-Aug-11 oldfield/Elkwood 1 1
Tanglewood Cr 4518 1 1
Blenkinsop Rd 4090 1 1
4-Aug-11 Tudor Ave/Gedford Rd 1 1
5-AUg-11 Cordova Gay/Fowler Rd 1 1
willis Pt Rd 250 1 1
8-Aug-11 Interurban Rd/North Rd 1 1
10-AUg-11 Royal Oak pr/Goulderwood 1 1
west Saanich Rd 5520 1 1
west Saanich Rd 5043 1 1
12-Aug-11 Hwy 17/McKenzie 1 1
15-Aug-11 Blenkinsop Rd 2918 1 1
16-Aug-11 cliffwood Pl 4605 1 1
Interurban R4 /Hector kY 1 1
Hwy 17/McKenzie 1 1
17-Aug-11 Hartland Ave 10 1 1
Shelburne/Cedarglen 1 1
royal 0ak or/Firbank 1 1
18-A0g-1 Holland Ave 3954 1 1
Gordon Hd Rd 4242 1 1
McKenzie Ave 1400 1 1
19-Aug-11 Blenkinsopr Rd 4316 1 1
22-Aug-11 Lidgate it 1283 1 1
west Saanich Rd 4645 1 1
Ferndale Rd 1311 1 1
23-Aug-11 Glenkinsop Rd 4508 1 1
Hwy 17 4800 1 1
Arbutus Rd 2255 1 1
24-Aug-11 Ferndale Rd 1931 1 1
Ramsay Fl 4329 1 1

Saanich pound began tracking reports during August 2010. Most reports are focused on
deceased deer disposal. Deceased deer can become a sanitary and road safety issue if not
cleaned up. In addition, there are some reports on injured deer. It seems as though deer are
physically compromised in neighbourhoods and busy streets. Deer have adapted to urban
vicinities; however, these areas are not optimal for their survival.
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APPENDIX F — Approaches to Deer Management

1

MOUNTAINS OF OPPORTUNITY

CRANBROOK

URBAN DEER MANAGEMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEE TERMS OF REFERENCE
MANDATE

The Urban Deer Management Advisory Committee is a select committee of Council established
under section 142 of the Community Charter. It was formed to examine the issues related to
urban deer within the boundaries of the City of Cranbrook and development a management
plan.

SCOPE OF WORK

The Urban Deer Management Committee shall:

* Assess the results of the public survey on urban deer population;

+ Coordinate a count of the urban deer population within the boundaries of the City;

+ |dentify acceptable options for the management of the urban deer population;

« Identify strategies for the prevention and management human-deer conflicts;

* Present final report to Council with recommendations on management of the urban deer
population.

MEMBERSHIP

The Committee shall consist of eight (8) voting members as follows:

» Two members from City of Cranbrook Council

+ One representative from the Ministry of Environment (MOE)

+ Five members from citizens selected “at large” to provide balance in the committee.

All members excepting the representative of MOE, must be residents of the City of Cranbrook.
APPOINTMENT AND TERM

Members shall be appointed by Council for a term of up to one year.

Council may, at any time, remove any member of the Committee and any member of the
Committee may resign at any time upon sending written notice to Council.

Committee members who are absent for three consecutive meetings shall forfeit their
appointment unless such absence is authorized by resolution of Council.

Committee members shall serve without remuneration. CHAIR

The Chair shall be appointed by Council.

QUORUM

Quorum of the committee is 5 voting members.

MAYOR’S ATTENDANCE

As per City of Cranbrook Council Procedure Bylaw No. 3644, 2009, the Mayor is an ex-officio
member of the Committee and as such has the same rights as other committee members, but is
not obligated to attend meetings. The ex-officio member shall not be counted in determining
quorum of the Committee, but is included in determining if a Committee has quorum.
COUNCILLOR’S ATTENDANCE

As per City of Cranbrook Council Procedure Bylaw No. 3644, 2009, any member of council not
appointed to the select committee may attend the committee meetings, speak if recognized by
the Chair, but is not entitled to vote.

MEETINGS

The Committee shall meet as required in order to adequately address Scope of Work in a timely
manner. Meetings shall generally be held once per month.
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Appendix F — Approaches to Deer Management
Page 2

The Committee shall be responsible for minutes and a copy of approved minutes shall be
provided to the Municipal Clerk within 5 days of approval.

RULES OF PROCEDURE

The Committee must follow the City of Cranbrook Council Procedure Bylaw, No. 3644, 2009.
VOTING

All members of the Committee, including the chair, have a vote. If the votes of the members
present at the time of the vote are equal for and against a motion, the motion is defeated. For
the purposes of counting the vote, any member who abstains from voting (except for a stated
conflict of interest) has their vote counted in the affirmative.

REPORTING TO COUNCIL

The Chair or designate shall report to Council on behalf of the Committee once every three (3)
months, and shall provide other reports to Council, as needed from time to time.

AUTHORITY

The Committee does not have the authority to communicate with other levels of government on
behalf of the City of Cranbrook, to pledge the credit of the City, or to authorize any expenditures
to be charged against the City.

Members (other than Council Members) do not have the authority to speak publicly (e.g. to the
media) on behalf of the Committee unless so directed by City Council.

STAFF SUPPORT

The Committee Administration Liaison will be appointed as non-voting member by the Chief
Administrative Officer.

Other City staff shall be available from time to time and upon request through the Chief
Administrative Officer to provide technical and periodic administrative support.

CRD Goose Management Strategy:
http://www.crd.bc.ca/parks/documents/regional-canada-goose-management-strategy-

proposal2010.pdf

Ministry of Environment BC Urban Ungulate Conflict Analysis Summary Report:
http://www.env.gov.bc.ca/cos/info/wildlife _human _interaction/UrbanUngulatesSummaryReportF

INALJune21-2010.pdf
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APPENDIX G — UBCM Resolution for Goose Management

“B42 Control of Canada Geese, Metchosin
WHEREAS the Canada Goose was infroduced and habituated to the Capital Region in the early
1950s by the BC Fish & Wildlife Service to provide stock for hunting purposes;

AND WHEREAS recent population counts of Canada Geese now fluctuate between 3000 fo
5000 In the Capital Region and these geese inflict significant damage to farms crops in
Metchosin and on the Saanich Peninsula:

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that UBCM work with the provincial and federal governments
to manage and control burgeoning populations of Canada geese which, left uncontrofled,
present major and significant human health and safety, food production, environmental,
recreational, water quality and other impacts; and that UBCM support continued provincial
support for the multi phased approach adopted by the Peninsula Agriculture Commission.

ENDORSED BY THE ASSOCIATION OF VANCOUVER ISLAND & COASTAL COMMUNITIES
UBCM RESOLUTIONS COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: Endorse

UBCM RESOLUTIONS COMMITTEE COMMENTS:
The Resolutions Commitiee notes that the UBCM membership endorsed resolution
2002-B&3, which called on the federal government to make effeclive mechanisms
avaffable fo assist municipalities in dealing with the overpopulfation problems with
Canada Geese. The membership has also consistently endorsed resolutions calling for
an increase in the numbers of conservation officers and resources to support wildiife
management (2010-B25; 2003-B32; 1996-B27; 1992-B35).”
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Appendix 2 - RDMS Terms of Reference

Attachment 1
CAPITAL REGIONAL DISTRICT
REGIONAL DEER MANAGEMENT STRATEGY
TERMS OF REFERENCE

OVERVIEW

An increasing population of Coast Black Tail Deer or Columbian Black Tailed Deer in urbanized
areas has been identified as an on-going issue in the Capital Region. In 2011, a number of
reports respond to initial public concerns by better defining the issue, outlining the provincial
position, providing detailed research and data analysis, including public input obtained through a
dedicated e-mail address, and recommending steps to address the issue. All information to
date on the history of the process, reports, data and research can be found at
www.crd.bc.ca/deermanagement. Based on the preliminary input from the community thus far,
the major deer-human conflict communities are Saanich, Victoria and Oak Bay.

On November 9, 2011, staff was directed by the Capital Regional District (CRD) Board to
develop an action oriented terms of reference for a Regional Deer Management Strategy
(RDMS) and report back to the CRD Board in early 2012.

A four step process for developing a deer management strategy and action plan is proposed,
designed to be flexible, depending on available resources. Public consultation on proposed
management measures will make up the bulk of the budget.

PURPOSE & OBJECTIVES

The purpose of the terms of reference is to develop a RDMS that will guide the control of deer
population in areas of conflict in the regional district.

The objectives of the process are to:

1. Prepare a deer management strategy that will address:

o the impact of deer on agricultural crops which results in economic loss to producers;

o public health and safety concerns related to deer-auto collisions and risk of
aggressive deer-human or deer-pet interaction or transmission of disease;

o deer encroachment on private urban residential properties resulting in vegetative
loss and increased exposure to risk of deer aggression;

o engage community stakeholders, citizens, government/private/non-profit experts,
First Nations and farmers in preparing an action-oriented deer management strategy.

2. Gain public and local/provincial government support for the implementation of a strategy
that reduces the urban deer population to a sustainable level.

A four step process is proposed to develop the RDMS. A proposed timeline with project tasks is
attached in Appendix B.

STEP 1. Establish Expert Resource Working Group and Citizens Advisory Committee
and Proposed Management Options
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Expert Resource Working Group

The proposed Expert Resource Working Group (ERWG) will be a body of individuals who have
technical expertise to contribute to the RDMS. This group will provide technical and scientific
expertise to the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC). Individual members will act as a liaison
with their organizations and provide knowledge and expertise to support the work of the CAC.
Members of the Working Group will represent the following interests:

Parks Canada biologist

Canadian Wildlife Service

Ministry of Environment

Ministry of Transportation

Wildlife Veterinarian

Ministry of Agriculture

Ministry of Forest, Land and Natural Resources
CRD Parks

CRD Regional Planning

University of Victoria wildlife population researcher
independent biologist

Peninsula Agriculture Commission

The ERWG will be established based on the members proposed in Appendix A. These people
have demonstrated technical expertise and experience with deer-human conflicts and many
have expressed an interest in assisting with the RDMS. As part of Step 1, staff will contact each
of them and confirm their willingness to serve as working group members.

The ERWG is expected to advise the CAC on the following:

e factors contributing to the over abundant population
population estimates
e population annual rate of increase and projected growth with and without any
intervention
¢ documentation of property, agricultural, or natural resource damage, as well as human
health and safety concerns
legal ramifications or jurisdictional issues — city bylaws, provincial and federal laws
identified or suspected ecological, economic, sociological and political consequences
efficacy of management options and geographic project scope for implementation
development of a management option evaluation matrix
contents of communications materials and surveys

Citizens Advisory Committee

The proposed CAC will be the body that guides the development of the RDMS. The CAC will
decide the scope of public consultation within the prepared framework and available resources
and communicate and engage with regional stakeholders and the ERWG. Effectively this
committee will be tasked with preparing and recommending the management strategy and
action plan to meet the objectives set out above and address the deer-human conflicts in the
region.

A number of members of the public have indicated interest in their e-mail submissions in
participating in the deer management strategy development process. A call for interest in
appointment to the CAC will be circulated by e-mail and through media releases. Efforts will be
made to ensure representation from across the region with special regard to those most
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affected by deer as well as those implicated in publicly suggested management options. Input
to date suggests representation from the following groups:

e agriculture
e citizens in areas where deer invasion is most acute, i.e. Oak Bay, Victoria, Saanich
e First Nations

Individuals will be requested to submit a letter of interest. Committee appointments will be
made by the Planning, Transportation and Protective Services Committee.

Committee membership will be constituted as follows:

Chair — appointed from CAC membership

five members from the Core sub-region

four members from the Peninsula sub-region
two members from the West Shore sub-region

The CAC will function as the steering committee for the development of the RDMS and will have
access to the ERWG for technical support. Regional Planning and Corporate Communications
staff will provide administrative and communications support, including compilation and
distribution of information and meeting materials, meeting arrangements, communications and
consultation and reporting to the Planning, Transportation and Protective Services Committee.

The CAC will lead communications and consultation on the draft RDMS, within the proposed
budget and make final recommendations on the strategy and actions to the Board through the
Planning, Transportation and Protective Services Committee. The proposed terms of reference
for the committee is contained in Appendix C.

This advisory committee-based approach is based on a co-managed, community oriented
process which is considered more efficient and equitable compared to more authoritative wildlife
management approaches. The British Columbia Urban Ungulate Conflict Analysis Summary
Report for Municipalities notes that although this type of process is more time consuming,
greater stakeholder participation and satisfaction will result.

Management Options

Also as part of Step 1, committee and working group orientation is required. Information
pertaining to the management options to be considered for the RDMS will be compiled with the
assistance of the working group and distributed to the CAC, public and media. Further
investigations for consultation and implementation funding will also continue.

A number of short and long term strategies are required to address current, immediate conflict
issues and long term population levels. Each of these strategies requires inter-governmental
cooperation to achieve results. The British Columbia Urban Ungulate Conflict Analysis
Summary Report for Municipalities (the Hesse report) emphasizes management of expectations
by balancing management strategies that reduce the conflict problem.

According to the report, management options can be categorized into four areas:

conflict reduction
population reduction
fertility control
administrative options
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Conflict reduction options focus on keeping animals away from susceptible properties,
minimising damage and conflicts using methods such as landscaping, repellents, and fencing.
Population reduction programs are ongoing with an initial reduction phase followed by a
maintenance phase after localized population densities are reduced. Community specific
management decisions are required to inform control details. Fertility control options are very

limited due to the lack of approved fertility control drugs for ungulates in Canada.
Immunocontraceptive vaccines are most promising but are only approved for experimental
research purposes. Long-term study results are not yet available. Most researchers suggest
populations be lowered using lethal control, then, once lowered, introduce fertility controls.

Finally, administrative options include amending municipal bylaws or provincial regulations to
permit lethal control options and other measures. The administrative options are actually not a
management strategy in and of themselves, but rather how the other measures would be
implemented and the results monitored. A more appropriate fourth category would be ‘status
quo’, or learning to live with deer perhaps through such measures as public education.

It is proposed that the CAC will consider all of these management options, specifically including
the following measures:

Conflict Reduction
e hazing and frightening techniques
repellents
landscaping alternatives
fencing
ungulate vehicle collision mitigation

Population Reduction
e capture and relocate
e capture and euthanize
e controlled public hunting
e sharpshooting

Fertility Control
e immunocontraception

Status Quo
e public education

STEP 2: RDMS Preparation and Communications/Consultation Strategy
RDMS preparation will involve:

e agreeing on goals and objectives for the strategy

e confirming an understanding of the management options and measures under
consideration

¢ identifying whether additional management options or measures should be considered

identifying implementation requirements for each management option under

consideration

identifying and addressing data/information gaps

scoping geographic areas where measures are most warranted

developing evaluation criteria and designing an evaluation matrix

agreeing on the format and content of the RDMS
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In considering the management options and measures, evaluation criteria would be developed,
with the assistance of the ERWG, including but not limited to:

e public acceptability

¢ efficacy in addressing documented deer-human conflict

e short and long-term implications

e geographic scope of applying various measures

¢ implementation considerations such as amending bylaws, provincial statutes or
regulations, licensing, monitoring, education

e duration of recommended actions

e cost

The CAC, the ERWG and Regional Planning staff will prepare a draft RDMS.
Communications and Consultation Strategy:

Early and ongoing communications and consultation regarding the deer management strategy
are proposed as part of the process, including:

1. A more aggressive online campaign using the CRD website and dedicated e-mail
address to communicate progress and accept input, by:

o using this medium for recruiting CAC members;

o providing opportunities for the exchange of information by building awareness and
understanding of what issues exist in the deer population in the capital region and
options for inclusion in the RDMS;

o an online forum established through a discussion board on the CRD’s website that
will provide regional residents with key messages and engagement questions
regarding the evolving deer management strategy for discussion and input. The
discussion board will be moderated by CRD staff.

2. Dedicated correspondence and sharing of key messages and engagement questions
regarding the RDMS with federal Members of Parliament, provincial Members of the
Legislative Assembly, CRD directors and municipal councillors so that they can monitor
the process and provide input.

Use of the online campaign has several benefits, including:

moderated format to allow for ongoing public discussion

available through the CRD website

users can be anonymous

introduces subsequent stages of the consultation process
provides opportunities for participants to have questions answered
solicits feedback

structured so that feedback is constructive and solution focused

The online campaign will be initiated upon approval of the terms of reference by the Planning,
Transportation and Protective Services Committee and supported through earned media
opportunities and social media over the duration of the process.

In addition to the online campaign, once a draft RDMS has been prepared under CAC direction,
it is recommended that a regional survey be conducted by an organization like Ipsos Reid or



Regional Deer Management Strategy Final Report — Appendix 2

Page 26

Malatest with either a random or stratified sampling of regional representatives. This will
provide a statistical approach to testing the recommended management options and measures
in the court of public opinion. The survey will provide a level of confidence in the results to
inform the final recommendations of the CAC and, ultimately, the decision of the Board on the
RDMS. The same survey can be posted online over the same period, in order for those
interested but not selected in the sample to weigh in; results will be tabulated separately.

The regional survey would be undertaken once the CAC has agreed on a draft RDMS and
would constitute the primary consultation tool, in addition to the online campaign. Following the
survey, a summary of the findings will be prepared for the CAC and for posting online.

STEP 3: Finalize Regional Deer Management Strategy

Based on the totality of input from the communications and consultations of Step 2 as well as
professional judgement of the ERWG and the CAC’s direction, staff will finalize the RDMS and
prepare a transmittal report to the Board via the Planning, Transportation and Protective
Services Committee for consideration.

STEP 4: Implementation

Implementation is dependent on the approved recommendations of the RDMS. No regional
resources are currently allocated to implementation. Over the duration of the process, external
funding sources will be investigated for assistance with implementation.

Project Management and Support Resources

This project will be managed by the CRD, with Jeff Weightman, Planning Analyst, as project
manager, who will coordinate the ERWG and CRD Corporate Communications and Regional
Planning staff support. Regional Planning will provide administrative and project coordination
services as well as support for online and media campaigns and the public survey in conjunction
with Corporate Communications.

Budget and Sources of Funding

As previously indicated, no external cash funding source has been secured to assist with the
development of the RDMS. In-kind support will be sought from the agencies listed in
Appendix A to contribute expertise and guidance to this process as part of the ERWG. Also,
volunteer time and effort will be contributed by the CAC members toward the RDMS.

In-kind support will be made available from the Regional Planning division through dedication of
the planning analyst as project manager for the duration of the project and administrative
support provided by the administrative clerk. The senior manager and the general manager will
also contribute time and guidance to the process. Additional resources are required to fund
CAC information, meeting and reporting needs as well as the online campaign, earned media
and social media promotion. A single supplementary requisition to the Regional Planning
budget of $20,000 is required for this work.

Should the statistical public survey approach to testing the CAC proposed management options
and measures be accepted, an additional $20,000 is required through a single supplementary
for this purpose. In total, the proposed approach to the RDMS requires a single supplementary
to the Regional Planning 2012 budget of $40,000.

Timeline
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The RDMS will be completed between March and July 2012, with implementation anticipated

thereafter, pending the Board’s approval. Appendix B contains a more detailed timeline.
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Appendix 3 — CAG Terms of Reference
APPENDIX C

Citizens Advisory Committee Terms of Reference

The proposed Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) will be the body that guides the development
of the RDMS. The CAC will carry out public consultation within the prepared framework of the
RDMS terms of reference (ToR) and available resources and communicate and engage with
regional stakeholders and the ERWG. Effectively this CAC will be tasked with preparing and
recommending the management strategy and action plan to meet the objectives set out in the
ToR and address the deer-human conflicts in the region.

A number of members of the public have indicated interest in their e-mail submissions in
participating in the deer management strategy development process. A call for interest in
appointment to the CAC will be circulated by e-mail and through earned media. Efforts will be
made to ensure representation from across the region with special regard to those most
affected by deer as well as those implicated in publicly suggested management options. Input
to date suggests representation from the following groups:

e Agriculture
e Citizens in areas where deer invasion is most acute, i.e. Oak Bay, Victoria, Saanich
e First Nations.

Interested individuals will be requested to submit a letter of interest. CAC appointments will be
made by the Planning, Transportation and Protective Services Committee (PTPSC). Members
will be asked to put the regional public interest before any specific group or individual interest.
CAC membership will be constituted as follows:

Chair — appointed from CAC membership

five members from the Core sub-region

four members from the Peninsula sub-region
two members from the West Shore sub-region

The CAC chair will be the designated media spokesperson.

Appointment and Term

Members shall be appointed by PTPSC for a term of six months. Members may be appointed
for three consecutive terms. To be eligible, members must be a resident or elector of specified
project areas in the Capital Region. Successful candidates must possess a strong sense of
community, willingness to work respectfully as part of a team and have good communications
skills. PTPSC may, at any time, remove any member of the committee and any member of the
committee may resign at any time upon sending written notice to PTPSC.

Committee members who are absent for three consecutive meetings shall forfeit their
appointment unless such absence is authorized by PTPSC.

The CAC will meet as required until the RDMS has been successfully completed.
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Decision Making Process

The guiding decision making framework will be by consensus, defined as follows:

“An expression of general agreement about an issue, recommendation or report without
using a voting process”

Members may have concerns about specific aspects of decisions but can accept that the
general agreement goes forward and will support the overall decision. Members will strive to
reach the best possible decision for the group. Consensual decision-making is an open process
that ensures every member is able to exercise their full involvement at every stage of the
process in a timely manner, without delay.

When a consensus cannot be reached the issue, recommendation or report will be subject to a
vote. The guiding decision making framework will be a majority vote.

Each member of the committee, including the chair, has one vote. If the votes of the members
present at the time of the vote are equal for and against a motion, the motion is defeated. For
the purposes of counting the vote, any member who abstains from voting (except for a stated
conflict of interest) has their vote counted in the affirmative.

Quorum of the CAC is seven voting members.

Reporting and Transparency

All minutes of the CAC will be made available to the public through the CRD online document
library and email distribution.

Regular reporting for key stakeholders will be posted on the website.
Working Group meetings will be open to the public.
CAC meetings will be posted and open to the public.

Any public attending must be an observer and will not take an active role in the meeting.
Delegations to the CAC are not permitted.

Authority

The CAC members, aside from the designated media spokesperson, do not have the authority
to communicate with other levels of government on behalf of the Region. Members (other than
designated media spokesperson) do not have the authority to speak publically (e.g., to media)
on behalf of the CAC or working group unless so directed by PTPSC. Committee members
cannot authorize any expenditure to be charged against the Region.

Reference Material

Website: http://www.crd.bc.ca/deermanagement
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Appendix 4 — Firearms discharge bylaw review

Hunting and Firearm/Bow Discharge Bylaw and Provincial Law
Review

The Ministry of Forests, Lands, and Natural Resource Operations (formerly the Ministry of Environment)
has jurisdiction over hunting in British Columbia and prepares the Hunting and Trapping Regulations
synopsis for the province.

The Community Charter also provides municipalities with fundamental powers related to regulating
weapons, including firearms and archery equipment, within their boundaries. Chapter 26, Section 8 (3)
states that a council “may, by bylaw regulate, prohibit and impose requirements in relation to the
following: (e) bows and arrows, knives and other weapons” and Section 8 (5) state that “a council may, by
bylaw, regulate and prohibit in relation to the discharge of firearms.”

Provincial Regulations that cover the entire Province

Wildlife Act: Closed Areas Regulation (excerpts)
No shooting and hunting areas

4 The areas set out in Schedule 3 are designated as no shooting areas and, for the purposes of section
26 (1) (c) of the Act, there is no open season for any wildlife species in those areas except as prescribed
for the trapping of furbearing animals.

Road allowance no shooting or hunting areas

12 (1) For the purposes of subsections (2) and (3) and of section 31 of the Act, "highway" means every
public road of two lanes or more that is maintained by the ministry of the minister responsible for the
administration of the Transportation Act, and includes all other public roads of two lanes or more within
the Province that are operated or maintained by the government of another province or of a territory or by
the government of Canada.

(2) For the purpose of subsection (3), "road allowance" means the highway and that area on either side
of the highway including the shoulder and ditch to the lesser of

(a) a distance of 15 m from

() the midline of a road of less than three lanes, or

(i) the nearest edge of the paved surface of a highway with three lanes or more, or
(b) the boundary of private property as indicated by

(i) afence, or

(i) the limit of cultivated land.
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(3) The road allowance of any highway is designated as a no shooting area, and for the purposes of
section 26 (1) (c) of the Act there is no open season for any wildlife species in that area.

Wildlife Act: Closed Areas Regulation: Schedule 3
No shooting and hunting areas

The Province

19 That portion of British Columbia within 100 m of

(a) a church, school building, school yard and playground,

(b) a dwelling house,

(c) a farm or ranch building that is occupied by persons or domestic animals, and
(d) a regional district park in Management Units 1-1 to 1-15 and 2-1 to 2-19.
No shooting areas

6 The areas set out in Schedule 5 are designated as No Shooting areas.
Prohibited discharge areas under section 108 (2) (o) of the Act

10 (1) A person commits an offence if the person discharges

(a) a firearm in an area set out in Schedule 9 unless the person uses shot only,

(b) a firearm in an area set out in Schedule 10 during the period set out for each area unless the person
uses shot only,

(c) arifle in an area set out in Schedule 11, or

(d) a firearm in an area set out in Schedule 13 unless the person uses non-toxic shot only.

Provincial Regulations that cover Specific Areas of the Province

Wildlife Act: Closed Areas Regulation: Schedule 5
No Shooting Areas (excerpts)

CRD Staff Note: No Shooting still allows discharge of bows

Sooke and Metchosin

32 That portion of the Province of British Columbia in the South Saanich, Malahat, Goldstream, Otter
Point, Sooke, Metchosin and Esquimalt Districts which is contained within the following described
boundaries:

CRD Staff Note: See the map below:
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Slugget Pt
Town of

View Royal

NO SHOOTING and NO HUNTING AREA
300m. (1000ft)
NO SHOOTING AREA from high water mark

Map A5 Sooke/Metchosin - No Shooting Area and No Shooting or Hunting Area (situated in MUs |-1, 1-2 and |-3).

Wildlife Act: Closed Areas Regulation: Schedule 11
Prohibited Discharge Areas — Rifles (excerpts)

Management Unit 1-1

5 That portion of the Province of British Columbia within the boundaries of M.U. 1-1, excepting those
portions of Valdes Island, Sidney Island or James Island located above the mean high water mark.

CRD Staff Note: There is a bow-only season from August 25 — September 9 each year in Management
Units 1-1 and 1-2. There are also a number of No Shooting and No Hunting areas in M.U. 1-2 as per the

attached map

Municipal Bylaws

Peninsula
Firearm Discharge and Bow Bylaws Other Wildlife
Control bylaws
Sidney All discharge of firearms or bows prohibited No mention of wild
(Bylaw 1607) deer (Animal &
License Control
Bylaw 1965)
North Saanich “Permits may be issued to farmers within the District by the No mention of wild
officer in charge of the Sidney/North Saanich R.C.M.P. deer (Bylaw 751)

Detachment, under the following conditions:

(a) The applicant is a farmer actively engaged in agriculture on
land of which he is the owner or tenant;

(b) The land owned or leased by the applicant for the purpose of
farming, is a minimum of 5 acres;

(c) The purpose of the application and the subsequent use of
firearms allowed by the permit is limited to the hunting of
predatory animals or birds which may reasonably be expected to
kill farm animals or destroy crops necessary to the livelihood of
the farmer;

(d) The use of the firearm is consistent with the conditions and
any mandatory permits issued pursuant to the Firearm Act, the
Wildlife Act and the Criminal Code of Canada regarding the
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possession and use of firearms;
(e) The permit specifies the length of time for which it is issued,
which period shall not in any event exceed one year (12
months);”
(Bylaw 846)
Crop protection is by firearms only, bow use is prohibited
Note: Agricultural Advisory Committee asked for a bylaw change
to allow bow hunting in 2010.
Central “Any person holding a valid permit issued by the Central No mention of wild
Saanich Saanich Police Service to: deer (Animal
Control Bylaw
i) aperson, being the owner of land or having the permission 1471)
of the owner, discharging a crossbow or longbow or live
rounds, excluding a single projectile, with a shotgun on a
parcel of land outside the area outlined in heavy black line on
Schedule "A" and having an area greater than 2 ha (5 acres), in
order to humanely Kill livestock or protect agricultural crops,
livestock or domestic animals from wildlife; or
i) a person, being the owner of land or having the permission
of the owner, discharging blank rounds with a firearm on any
parcel of land outside the area outlined in heavy black line
on Schedule "A", in order to protect agricultural crops,
livestock or domestic animals from wildlife.”
(See attached map)
(Firearms bylaw 1612, 2009)
Core
Firearm Discharge and Bow Bylaws Other Wildlife
Control bylaws
Saanich “Any person who is the holder of a valid and subsisting permit | No mention of wild
under the Wildlife Act and who is engaged in hunting deer (Animals
designated wildlife for agricultural crop protection and who is | Bylaw 8556)
the holder of a valid and subsisting permit [granted by the
Chief of Saanich Police] under this bylaw.”
(Firearm and Bow Discharge Regulation Bylaw, 2000, No. 8092)
City of Victoria | All discharge prohibited No mention of wild
(Firearms Control Bylaw 80-43) deer (Animal
Discharge of firearms banned in parks Control Bylaw 11-
(Parks Regulation Bylaw - No. 07-059) 044)
Oak Bay All discharge prohibited Feeding deer
(Firearms Discharge Bylaw NO 2310, 1961) prohibited (Animal
Control Bylaw
4013)
Esquimalt Any person over 18 at the discretion of the Chief of Police No mention of wild
(Firearms Regulation Bylaw No. 407, 1945) deer (ANIMAL
BYLAW, 2002, NO.
2495)
View Royal None No mention of wild
deer (Animal

Control Bylaw No.
614, 2005)
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West Shore
Firearm Discharge and Bow Bylaws Other Wildlife
Control bylaws
Highlands “Any person who is engaged in humanely killing livestock or No mention of wild
protecting agricultural crops or livestock from wildlife.” deer (CRD Animal
(Firearms and Bow Hunting Bylaw 145) Regulation and
Note: Firearms only, bow hunting is specific areas only (see Impounding By-law
attached map) No. 1465, 1986.)
Langford “d) Any person who is engaged in hunting wildlife for agricultural | No mention of wild
crop protection.” deer (CRD Animal
(Firearms and Bow Use Bylaw No. 509, 2000) Regulation and
Impounding By-law
No. 1465, 1986),
amended by bylaw
1310
Colwood None (Waiting on confirmation) No mention of wild
deer (Animal
Regulation and
Impounding Bylaw,
1990)
Metchosin “Any person who is the holder of a valid permit and is engaged No mention of wild
in hunting wildlife for agricultural crop protection” deer (Animal
(Firearms and Bow Use Bylaw 2001, No. 419) Control Bylaw,
2002, No. 421)
Sooke All discharge prohibited No mention of wild

(Firearms Regulation Bylaw, 2001)

deer (Bylaw No.
392, Animal
Regulation and
Impounding Bylaw,
2009")

CRD Animal Regulation and Impounding By-law No. 1465 predates the incorporation of Langford,
Colwood, Metchosin, Highlands and Sooke.

Other

Firearm Discharge and Bow Bylaws

Other Wildlife
Control bylaws

Juan de Fuca
EA

Provincial laws supersede regional district bylaws. Provincial No
shooting areas do exist within the JdF EA. Firearm discharge
not allowed before 9:00am or after 7:00pm

(Noise Suppression Bylaw (Juan de Fuca) No.1, 2007)

Hunting and discharge of firearms, bows and crossbows are
prohibited within CRD Water Supply and Regional Park lands
(CRD BYLAW NO. 3682 & BYLAW NO. 2804)

No mention of wild
deer (CRD Animal
Regulation and
Impounding By-law
No. 1465, 1986.)

First Nations
Reserves

None

None
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Definitions

"firearm" includes a rifle, shotgun, handgun or spring gun and any device that propels a projectile by
means of an explosion, compressed gas or spring but does not include a bow;

"hunt" includes shooting at, attracting, searching for, chasing, pursuing, following after or on the trail of,
stalking or lying in wait for wildlife, or attempting to do any of those things, whether or not the wildlife is
then or subsequently wounded, killed or captured,

(a) with intention to capture the wildlife, or
(b) while in possession of a firearm or other weapon;

"no shooting area" means a designated area in which the discharge of a firearm is prohibited;

Other Regulations

Provincial Firearms Act

Exercise of care for safety of others

3 A person who is in possession or control of a firearm must exercise care for the safety of other persons
or property.

Criminal Code of Canada

244.2. Discharging firearm — recklessness
244.2 (1) Every person commits an offence

(a) who intentionally discharges a firearm into or at a place, knowing that or being reckless as to whether
another person is present in the place; or

(b) who intentionally discharges a firearm while being reckless as to the life or safety of another person.

Definition of “place”
(2) For the purpose of paragraph (1)(a), “place” means any building or structure — or part of one — or
any motor vehicle, vessel, aircraft, railway vehicle, container or trailer.

Punishment
(3) Every person who commits an offence under subsection (1) is guilty of an indictable offence and

(a) if a restricted firearm or prohibited firearm is used in the commission of the offence or if the offence is
committed for the benefit of, at the direction of or in association with a criminal organization, is liable to
imprisonment for a term of not more than 14 years and to a minimum punishment of imprisonment for a
term of

0) five years, in the case of a first offence, and
(i) seven years, in the case of a second or subsequent offence; and

(b) in any other case, is liable to imprisonment for a term of not more than 14 years and to a minimum
punishment of imprisonment for a term of four years.
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Subsequent offences

(4) In determining, for the purpose of paragraph (3)(a), whether a convicted person has committed a
second or subsequent offence, if the person was earlier convicted of any of the following offences, that
offence is to be considered as an earlier offence:

(a) an offence under this section;

(b) an offence under subsection 85(1) or (2) or section 244; or

(c) an offence under section 220, 236, 239, 272 or 273, subsection 279(1) or section 279.1, 344 or 346 if
a firearm was used in the commission of the offence.

However, an earlier offence shall not be taken into account if 10 years have elapsed between the day on
which the person was convicted of the earlier offence and the day on which the person was convicted of
the offence for which sentence is being imposed, not taking into account any time in custody.

Sequence of convictions only

(5) For the purpose of subsection (4), the only question to be considered is the sequence of convictions
and no consideration shall be given to the sequence of commission of offences or whether any offence
occurred before or after any conviction.
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Appendix 5 — Letter from CRD to Ministry regarding deer management
March 9, 2011

Mr. Tom Clark, Executive Director
Ministry of Environment
Compliance Division

Box 9337, Stn Prov Govt

Victoria, BC V8W 9M1

Dear Mr. Clark:
RE: Report to the Capital Regional District Board on Deer Control, February 16, 2011

The purpose of this letter is to inform you of the Capital Regional District's (CRD) position on
responsibility for deer control. Increases in the population of ungulates, deer in particular, are
apparent throughout the Region as evidenced by a rise in public complaints regarding damage to
gardens, landscaping and urban forests as well as a rise in deer-vehicle collisions. This trend
prompted a staff report prepared for consideration by the Planning, Transportation and Protective
Services Committee (the committee) and subsequently by the Board.

At its meeting of February 16, 2011 the CRD Board passed the following resolution:

That CRD Planning, Transportation and Protective Services Committee concerns
regarding the effect of urban and rural deer population be expressed to the Province with
a strong and urgent recommendation to have them develop a comprehensive provincial
deer management plan including a public consultation framework and funding.

It is the clearly expressed position of the committee and Board that deer control is within the
jurisdiction of the Province. Further, there is a sense of immediacy to the need for a plan to address
the deer population, in accordance with guidance given by the Hesse report, recently issued by the
Ministry of Environment. While the committee and Board do not believe that this responsibility falls
to municipal or regional governments, they agree that a management plan is necessary to address
the issues associated with the deer population. The CRD is not in favour of committing resources to
the development of an ungulate management plan; however, CRD staff is available to discuss the
matter further with ministry staff.

Should you wish clarification or further discussion on this matter, please contact Mr. Robert (Bob)
Lapham, General Manager, Planning and Protective Services at 250.360.3285.

Sincerely,

Geoff Young, Chair
CRD Board

cc Mr. Edward Illi, Chief Conservation Officer, Ministry of Environment
Ms Lana Popham, MLA Saanich South
Mr. Kelly Daniels, Chief Administrative Officer, CRD
Mr. Robert (Bob) Lapham, General Manager, Planning and Protective Services, CRD
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Appendix 6 — Letter from the ministry to the CRD

~ CRD EXECUTIVE OFFICE
C%R{JTISH Received
LUMBIA
The Best Place on Earth M/ M:éﬁ- 20“@/

Reference: 139047 hgr o Gm gg’ks ngr"wss
_ T TS OGMES 5 SOOINTSSL
Geoff Young, Chair Sl RbY
CRD Board i

Capital Regional District | = =177
625 Fisgard Street !
Victoria BC V8W 286

Dear Mr. Young:

Thank you for letter of March 9. 2010, regarding urban deer issues in the Capital Regional
District.

We certainly recognize that in some British Columbia (BC) communities, there are increasing
numbers of human-deer conflicts in urban areas. This is not unique to BC; it is a North
American phenomenon. Deer inhabit residential areas because they feel protected from
predators and have access to an abundance of food. Urban sprawl is also contributing to this
trend. Deer are not considered dangerous wildlife but can act aggressively to protect themselves
or their fawns. As with any wildlife, they must be given respect and space.

The Conservation Officer Service will respond to deer conflicts if public safety is at risk.
Conservation Officers have responded to reports of aggressive deer incidents on several
occasions, however, in many cases the offending deer had moved on, could not be identified or
could not be safely captured or shot.

This is not an casy situation to resolve and our primary focus is on conflict reduction. Deer
readily adapt to human activity and are sometimes seen in unlikely places. It is important that
homeowners understand the consequences of attracting deer into town. Feeding can increase the
dependence of deer on people, lead to aggressive behaviour and facilitate disease transmission.
Humans will have to adapt and co-exist with wildlife using the same piece of land.

I understand that you are familiar with the British Columbia Urban Ungulate Conflict Analysis
and it is unfortunate that you will not be establishing an Urban Deer Management Advisory
Committee. Ministry of Environment (MoE) and Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural
Resource Operations (MFLNRO) staff have an active role in the process of developing

Ministry of Environment Office of the Executive Dircctor Mailing Address: ‘Telephone: 250 356-9443
Conservation Officer Service PO Box 9339 Stn Prov Govt Facsimile: 250 953-3414
Victoria BC VW 9M1 Website: wwav.gov be.caZeny
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D
strategies through paiticipation on committees and, as capacity allows, involvement in delivery
of management options. MOE/MFLNRO staff will not lead these processes, but will encourage
and facilitate community involvement and leadership. Communities are expected to develop
their own deer management objectives with government oversight. Lessons leamed through
these initial efforts will be used to further develop this process and will be shared with other
communities to assist with their initiatives.

We believe this direction will result in a consistent approach to community-led deer conflict
management strategies. It gives communities the responsibility of leading the process which
ensures broad community support for proposed management actions, and allows management
strategies to reflect the unique biological and social conditions of individual communities.
Successful resolution will involve cooperation and partnerships between all parties involved.

If you have further questions, please feel free to contact Mr. Mike Badry by phone at
250 356-9134, or by email at Mike.Badry@gov.bc.ca.

Thank you again for writing and we look forward to continuing toward effective management of
this difficult issue. '

Yours sincerely,

Fi AL

Tom Clark
Executive Director

ce; Chief Conservation Officer Edward Illi, Conservation Officer Service,
Ministry of Environment
Mike Badry, Wildlife Conflicts Prevention Coordinator, Conservation Officer Service,
Ministry of Environment
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Appendix 7 — Submissions to Board from Peninsula Farmers

Page 1 of'1

Barbara Brennan
e

From:  “kidara farms* IR
To: “Barbara Brennan «E0/ ORI

Sent: October-07-11 1248 PN
Attach:  IMAGE1JPG
Subject: deer

Kildara Farms,
- {,‘haie‘t Rci.,
Morth Saanich

To Whom it may Concern:

O prohiema with deer have heen mcreasing year after year,

In ‘}Qng tllev ate HOOL- :trawherrv planta, down to the gr ound - we
gt 7 straw gwmwm ,f“lf)ﬂ“l the w!uﬁe patc}t

Ia 2010 they ate all of cur bean crops, 2 plantings as they did
again in 2011, ‘me with our three pea p?.mtmm, stap peas,
OO Deas and a}wut half the flowers on our Englm]ﬁ Peas. T lwy
also si:rip'pe& our po]:é beans and even ate some of cur salad

pianrﬁng 5.

In winter, when it snows aucl the only green shawing’ a!mvc the
FOW 18 wi«, E.u have caten them too.

In the last 18 months we have lost an estimated %1 4,200 in crops,
not counting seed and labhour éte, They have come rig}iti: ugp on
our patio and caten the FOSES, pi}l()‘.\:, c‘la.y lillies and hostas.

':T: BR!AW Z-J('LL e

07/10/2011
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Deer Management information from farmers

Name: Qﬁ%&f QJQME.

7
Farm Name: /\)Lkﬁ\-}v-\ o) WH

Farm Address: -(T[(LQ@‘. A«:—Q

Phona:

Briefly describe what damupqges deer hove caused this vear on yout farm:

A{QM (A ’F;MPA\‘E?E} ‘Qﬁlxrzs‘g\.f&ﬂj %ﬁ&m

S0 <
Estimated velue of crop damage: {-OQ - &D /LUMA

Would you be interested in being part of a Deer Management Committee?

\’/ ves no
Do you support a deer cull? L{ yes no
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Deer Management Information from farmers

o S
Name: ‘:'Prﬁ = IU-J(/'/%PO/V\/
N

Farm Name: Star 4”\’((( :Fa(m (d@dw @Mv
Farm Address: - :l:@{@b(” *H'U{/( y@{

Phone: L ]

Briefly describe what damages deer have caused this vear on your farm;:

Scuo{ww\é; ('“F%WM&D OMe O\QLMJ\ |7
ho Poar omel $ 1074 dun”to \)SWUPOMA% .,

ﬂplnta ouirch noar Nee o aip 6%\({1‘0-{3@;1 =

Estimated value of crop damage: (,E 2007 W\ -‘{JUJ? S\—Q CKL

Would you be interested in being part of a Deer Management Committee?

___LVES —— o

I

Do you support a deer cull? yes . no
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Deer Maonugement Information from farmers

Name: B QN
J

1

Form Name; : ﬁ&)‘tﬂ.« %lOOM\ﬂ"\ "Hﬂ\ﬂj’
9) d -

Farm Address: KCMS}"% de ,

Phone:

Briefly describe what damages deer have caused this year on vour farm:

Keqting X Load  4-5 X felled

J

o 2 fesol.
0 7

Estimated value of crop damage: LANGeR

Would you be interested in being part of a Deer Management Committee?

yes no

yes no

Do you support a deer cull?
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Deer Muanggement Information from farmers

Name: S &’LVHOU\(\ Q\'\ ei—‘.’/\,%l\ Alnd

Farm Name; @(\L .:(\//L ﬂ:mf‘m \

Farm Address: ﬁ- [/87‘ LNERS /Z%,./
Phone: I

Briefly describe what damages deer have caused this year on yeur farm:

] ﬂ«z;(zf_/ Cuces AoSS

A< Aepe.  |Zven bepsing S?Lfcfuw’éﬁfw Loss

o X : 7
T P re Sunt Ramrv,\,&g S'vtr“&.w'éur}:

Estimated vaiue of crop damoge; To -~ 74 k

Would you be interested in being part of a Deer Management Committee?

yes - no

Do you support a deer cull? l/ yes no
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Deer Management information from farmers

Name: MU AN, KK‘\_/

e
Farm Name: M AV J( OA\/MJJ

Farm Address:

Phone:

Briefly describe what domages deer have caused this year on your farm:

Estimated value of crop daomage:

Would yc\)u be interested in being part of a Deer Management Committee?

- yes >_< no

Do you support a deer cull? T yes no
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Deer Management information from farmers

Name: v’\/d};}ln 7%/&%’;‘16 g

Farm Name:

Farm Address: M 4q JM& 0M

Phone:

Briefly describe what damages deer have caused this vear on vour farm:

7 T Rec Do riapc

S/Nm/ Confl/
N yrs aw o oleer, —

Iay L DamAce 4. 105s  { Eledlened )

gﬁ/ﬂf afffamlunﬂ holgse - <ﬂ~"o\~/ WW
Adisd - d /

Estimated value of crop damuage:

CoST A5 wf canfart

Would you be interested in being part of a Deer Management Committee?

yes no

Do you support a deer cull? yes no
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Deer Management Information from farmers

Name: S kxfé’, : M.CU"? .,

Farm Name: tocth LeoD

Farm Address: Lock s pe

Phone:

Briefly describe what damages deer have caused this yvear on your farm:

LosT _entin couer crop  Sept (Greoet Deen)

Estimated value of crop damage:

Would you be interested in being part of a Deer Management Committee?

yes no

Do you support a deer cull? yes no
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Deer Management informuation from farmers

Name: \//]\//ﬂ? Qﬁ?lb}w,@ (N‘5>

Farm Name: H’C’l’«}L@W\/WLicL / ”G”M( H“”
Z,ed Wes &
mP’r&f‘
Farm Address: - ,/;”i@a( R(L ABiRY alr,
weart g _mactan g
. By

Briefly describe what damages deer haye caused this year on vour form:

’f\/ﬁ orilcodae S0 errd Esigap

oatieildvof waere 1 Q—ﬂfvm 1., /Jr y’?ara{ML;fY./

I n/ﬂ'arm /mﬂrmxwf Dvxf'{‘ /u’@cuz/}/ﬂ”’o | e s rar
A.!ra L LW&G'\/QW>m//t

Estimated value of crop damage:

Would Wﬂterested in being part of a Deer Management Committee?
Y

es . no Sﬂl/w!l/}oﬂftﬂ”%@f‘? (I\(_ﬁnﬂa&
hunter.
Ex pan @!/lt_di
f ()fm 2z
PW S du‘{h’hzr
omri avr Do M'a
\*)‘ gl yuae s Auw—f’
Skl mm’rwn//cm“-[—
gt vlacauent.

Do you support a deer cull? L i yes



Regional Deer Management Strategy Final Report — Appendix 7
Page 49

Peer Management informgtion from farmers

Name: T SiEloil ]

Farm Name: S7L w0 S. Bl il

Form Address: - 0/2/ /}g/g/ // S‘Wf{ﬁ’/" &

Briefiy describe what damages deer have caused this vear on vour form:

W IS R VD A i V2R A Ve L dni S
L A e Saeenr S
Beaie” B por b

Estimated value of crop damuoge: 500, 00l

‘Would you be interested in being part of a Deer Management Committee?

yes e~ no

Do you support a deer cuil? ;/yes no
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Deer Management Information from farmers

Name: Ryan Vantreight
Farm Nagme: Vanireight Farms
Farm Address: - Central Saanich Road

Phone; -

Briefly describe what damages deer have caused this yeor on your farm:

They have damaged our lettuce, savoy, squash, and berries and have laid down
our grain crops to making bedding just to name a few. They have eaten our tulips
and have dug out the bulbs and eaten those as well. They have made tracks
through our daffodil fields and have damaged nearly 100 rows of daffodil bulbs.
There are out of control,

Estimuted value of crop damage: Conservatively 510,000

Would you be interested in being part of a Deer Management Committee?

X yes no

Do you support a deer cull? X ves no



Regional Deer Management Strategy Final Report — Appendix 7
Page 51

ook {e EZUV

Deer Management Meeting — August 24th

Mame: éﬁ/’e A a/z‘]i %i\/

Form Name: g-.i IUU QHIL- @0 n

farm Address: - (’6 £y ﬂ(]f CL; ?ﬁm Hit /) ’f d)

plus b othar leiged pm@@m

Briefly describe what damades deer have caused this vear on your farm;

Ya o nL hear 109 Vb
VY \WNM 4o (ip nf, be it YOS
Envhne C42rbin g Struwbesry ot
\W(\,LM broc Bauly tarsde’, heods - buams 06 9
ey wisc adb sur 0iaps uiese o toen ahout Weltus,

J?leld dwm wa,@_al :

Estimated value of crop damage: #O ~&0 i 060 e

Would you be interested in being part of a Deer Management Committee?

_._l,VES N 4 [

Do you support a deer culi?
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Deer Management Information from farmers

Name: 7:@6/ v 17 chedd

Farm Name: /7 o /éé',// Vol o XV sedS /%/C:'/@Z

Farm Address: - L SEA Vi eees /ﬁ’o(/

Briefly describe what damages deer Bave caused this vear on your farm:

D ptmace T (%ﬁé’ 7‘/’&@3/ LT ppces Giioo
@ Dpwtacio “TE . A2C0 L pes éeﬂi”"y i feve s f?{;féi EAT idwt%s
B Lamiicse To cocn hells
D _Con Si S bl D Arrase  TO _ CotRaA 2T £t
2T Camtg 7"1" ‘?Lﬁ"cz..«m’f*’/e 54(116 (9[ So I (2514//1 €,
(eshl w1 Aawde.rv’— y S0 /e_‘z%,(/; DES’V‘/’?{Q/‘.’Q&/
,gz-fﬁﬂ(:: x F// ALErE S e e TS

@ é(ﬁ al Vée bFeans

Estimated value of crop damage: 75~ — /0(9 o TE a/cz,fz @ S -
et <{ ATE Ceepas '7"/
et

Would you be interested in being part of a Deer Management Committee?

no
Do you support a deer cull? I/JGS 1o

aesy % ?/ colt
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Deer Management information from farmers

Name: Dan Ireland

Farm Name: Ireland Farms
Farm Address: __ﬂ- Meadowbank
Road

Phone: I

Briefly describe what damages deer have caused this year on your farm:

__None. We have both perimeter page wire fencing as well as electrified fences
on alt of our properties. We raise grass and deer are browsers {for the most part)
unless tempted with something more tastey...eg. vegetables, fruits, etc.
Therefore the deer really have no desire in what we

produce.

Estimated value of crop damage: 0

Would you be interested in being part of a Deer Management Committee?

X yes —ie__no
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Do you support a deer cull? X ves no

OF POSSEBLE INTEREST, WHEN | WAS EMPLOYED WITH THE MINISTRY OF
AGRICULTURE, | WAS RESPONSIBLE FOR ‘GAME FARMING’ IN BC WHICH
INCLUDED THE MANAGEMENT OF FALLOW DEER, REINDEER, BISON, ETC. I'VE
GOT A FAIRLY DEEP KNOWLEDGE AND EXPERIENCE ON THESE CRITTERS AND WAS
ALSO RESPONSIBLE FOR EXECUTING CULLING PROGRAMS IN ENVIRONMENTALLY
SENSITIVE AREAS CF THE PROVINCE. My "two cents’ worth,



Regional Deer Management Strategy Final Report — Appendix 7
Page 55

Deer Monagement Information from farmers

Name: %Ké‘rr §M7 et

Farm Mame;

Sryrits’ Mbwer Gaope

Farm Address: - MLJH@% JZ8% N SAANCE
/

Phane: _

.

Briefly describe what damages deer have caused this year on your farm:

ALE priD_Ctispryl TREES (LA Dorrals )
BEANS  (LE/T prrfie & Pty /L//mwi-zz}«c/)
SRR SBERRITS [ )

A ATD  [(LEAT A Nm/ % D)
WALE AND Cttrtr2dy (AT Aot ity
//ﬁ%ﬁd%mf/ ( cen WM@/\ 7

Estimated value of crop damage: '# 5 i

Wouldybe interested in being part of a Deer Management Committee?

yes —ee_____no
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Deer Manggement Meeting — August 24th

Name: ~ ; . ﬂ?ﬂ/ﬁ—

Farm Name: // 27 /’7/2 1:—/*7/2%// f

Farm Address: - 1/5%9/4/5@/5 e

Phone: . B

Briefly describe what damdaes deer have caused this year en vour farm:

Demre  Maws  Lregd gyl Lempes ol 2an SEayl
S LRy AC el Ay Tl AS

TIHEE LBl T AT THSLEE  DF Cof
crted i Coik , AT LEPUET 0T ek
Cocmfbers (FARES < HISO  Desmiobial @ BEodd JSesal,

Citesvelds  (Ji? S E0ACH

Estimated value of crop damage: 2 ) kD, o+

Would you be interested in being part of a Deer Management Committee?

___FZ_VES o no

Do you support a deer cull? ! / yes no
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Deer Manogement Meeting — August 24th

Wame: \%J)D n /Tzé’f[ v q/eau\/

4 L T
Farm Name: #C(\ i \ wle ye ﬁ;/“’( =

Farm Address: - LQUV€ {AOW /\/ %G”’ fc‘d %' (;

Briefly describe what damages deer have caused this yeor on vour farm:

f;U; 1 de 2 H7L -@Du’ 5{( ﬁ%'k’q{/’,s.-

1

/ (Vf{’(;"uCC O(Cr WO fe e éo(,cré‘ ‘gO‘ﬁL{'O%

7
Estimated value of crop domage: %QCQ Lo

Would you be interested in being part of a Deer Management Committee?

C/‘yes no

Do you support a deer cull? yes no
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Deer Management Meeting — August 24th

Name: 529‘(‘))%)@ / j’).‘”) NZe TQ}ZI?;T/ZM —
b Wardsiode Eergoonds T .
Farm Name: ~_J550 qJ’M. £z ) }')\/}QI]J’%

Farm Address: t} )/,4) :QJL
=+ W.Sony 1A

pore: NN

Briefly describe what damages deer have caused this vear on vour farM'

Ol B0 Lo Ay ar. earmmih 003

e/ )ﬁPM. ﬂh{‘?f./ﬂ "”M’j‘ﬁ’i@w /j/w*)(‘rMQ) 1A

F dardbDd Vesgos oo thoels Ve g er bak
"y, C) 0 )

) Yl WM A e]

O

Estimoted value of crop damoge: é?@@@ 00

Would you be interested in being part of a Deer Manag','ement Committee?
yes \/ no
Do you support a deer cull? ' / yes no
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Deer Management Meeting ~ August 24th

Name: M‘Q/QSLZL © <g?€£ WL -

Farm Name: (?:9% ETAS e \’“:{:fQ\\/\ <.

Farm Address: _- MEBD o L) BANK D -

Briefly describe what damdges deer have caused this year on your form:

—Doms Lot mSTENG Boen s s

— WELL.  FENCED e A lewWG  As

e esE TweE  GATES

SN TG W

s e —\\oues,

Estimated volue of crop damdge: /mr/ﬂ AL z,Qm LOLeS .~

Would you be interested in being part of a2 Deer Management Committee?

yes no

/

Do you support a deer cull? v yes no
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Deer Mandgement Meeting — August 24th

Name: hb{&,ﬂ({’) (,.)l i ciomaen -

Farm Name: - &/\b&,\’%;%‘@nm ,

U {t"LD :
Farm Address: - Lar et e = -J)g{& o
pone: [

Briefly describe what domaoges deer have caused this year on zour tarm :

o ”qf” (*‘(/L@W(ﬁ Br(fd fx_ﬂﬁm S
T at o

Esiimated value of crop damage:

Would you be interested in being part of a Deer Management Committee?

yes no

Do you support a deer cull? ves no
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Deer Management Meeting — Auqust 24th

Name: AN Y oY= V=

Farm Nome:

Farm Address: - ALE‘C GQOl

Briefly describe what damages deer have caused this vear on vour farm.

— ("m/w./’c@u-f /m@co OFE A rnaagp BAfZLfs\/ ~iELD

— vy /m-/ 70 Ozl

T MIE v A0S OF AP0 4‘ ronses 4»&4/&3

T Yy LesS AOD BAaces /7@7/

e . B
Estimated value of crop damage: B oo — o 00D

Would you be interested in being pért of a Deer Management Commitiee?

Lﬂves o no

Do you support a deer cull? yes no
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Deer Monogement Meeting — August 24th

Name; C\m 5\/7, S7}f? /‘/é

Farm Name: f//é LZ/Z{ %m

Farm Address: _- K/‘r;/w,y[ 44102

Briefly describe what damages deer have caused this year on vour farm:

74} /a/‘(;a J)/)ﬂd/ﬁ?fﬁfh MZ? O@f 477L f Cotpy /L,
)4» Cletign £ ifi.’/—é/ Sf?ﬁﬂ’i?’ of _F, // Cwé‘ /o’.rié /Nmé 4 .
7%1_9 v Posos o %zrmé’/‘ \/41: £ J/ /c, w/é//*e %) 7‘74 S/Z é?/é

dooticts ofe. 7 A e . w/// Cor Corn_ Nov-

LLPr o .
vV

Estimated value of crop damage:

Would you be interested in being part of a Deer Management Committee?

yes —— o

Do you support a deer cull? v ves nho
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Deer Management Meeting — August 24th

Name:  feuTt? F BRicd  Seppoz

Farm Name: /9598 A e« T vg BE Wy FALCT

Farm Address: - BEAR ézr\r:,( /Qy@?‘
Phone: 1

Briefly describe what damages deer have caused this year on your farm:

brg Hal  Tosgiey DEAE e ro LMo

CRop TP ArT AR

Estimated value of crop domoage:

Would you be interested in being part of a Deer Management Committee?

o

yes o hno

e

Do you support a deer cull? ves no
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Deer Management Meeting — August 24th

Nome: CAT ¢ BALL SLEDI s A

Farm Name: B A 1) 1) p i P ng

Farm Address: - AT Ay s A D

phone:

Briefly describe what damages deer have caused this year on your farm:

oo L. /4;4;.9/,#4_.»4 b Heae g

<
Crlfa».»'é—é»m R e S By d";"l,—ﬁ.ﬂ >
L

P p ¥ o o 2
o [

N

Estimoted value of crop damage:

Would you be interested in being part of a Deer Management Committee?

v yes no

o
'///Z/?//\;es no

Do you support a deer cull?
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Deer Management Meeting — August 24th
Name: boRind lonmice s
Farm Nome; S;ﬂvﬂ—r\uc/ﬁ CrEarmics
Farm Address: -W N
Briefly describe what damoges deer have caused this year on vour farm;
~ DESPE ©qenEil & INUEsienT AnD RECLLAR.
MAnTananCE ON o2 S TR imereR. Tenitné , LoE
Eeouaseny Howe Derg. Covae inaT (u2e [OACLE  TLE.
T D SeviaetlY FRone THE Teond TS Aneid
DeyEetats Tihr VeeETARE (eors, THEY AD BvT oo,
Vo ACR G o TRuOsRER ES
Estimated value of crop damage: BT ST “?i:c@ Pop. Verl
Would you be interested in being part of a Deer Management Committee?
X yes no
Bo you support a deer cull? < ves ho
{ LoLLD LiE o SeE The MAL Hwe Dep T e ng
Conseact S TR LoT CooLD  CAre THEM 0P WREN e SRR

e .
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Appendix 8- Vancouver Island Problem Wildlife Survey, 2001

Evaluation of the
Vancouver Island Problem Wildlife Survey

Prepared for the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Fisheries

By: Graeme Fowler

August 15, 2001
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Background

in the spring of 2001, the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Fisheties in
conjunction with the Island Farmers' Alliance surveyed over 1,000 Vancouver
Island agricuttural producers on the subject of “problem wildiife on farmland”.

The objective of this survey was to gather informaticn from farmers to help
dstermine which species of wildlife were impacting the most cn their agricultural
operations, what type of damage they were causing, and to see what economic
loss the farmers attributed to wildlife damage.

Completed surveys were retumed fo the three agricultural office’s Courtenay,
Duncan and Sidney. The information has been tabulated according to these
districts to identify geographic significance.

The survey response rate was very low. The Courtenay district response rate
was 5% (31/600). The Duncan district had a response rate of 10% (43/400) and
the Sidney district had a response rate of 8% (25/300).

Brief summaries of the mast significant responses for each category have been
included in the body of this report. All responses from the questionnaire have
been recorded per district and have been included as appendices.

Summary of Information

The wildlife species impacting on agricultural production identified by the survey
were, from the most number of responses to the least:

Black-tailed Deer ( Odocoileus hemionus columbianus )} (60)
Canada Goose ( Branta canadensis) (45)

Black Bear ( Ursus americanus altifrontalis ) (24)
Trumpeter Swan ( Cygnus buccinator ) (24)
Western Cougar( Felis concolor vancouverensis ) (19)
Roosevelt Elk ( Cervus canadensis) (12)

Ducks (11)

Raccoon ( Procyon lotor )(8)

. European Starling ( Sturnus vulgaris } (7)

10. Bald Eagle { Haliaeetus leucocephalus ) (6)

11. Nerthwestern Crow (Corvus caurinus ) (5)

12. Common Raven { Corvus corax (4)

13. Beaver ( Castor canadensis ) (4)

14. Mink { Mustela vison ) (4)

15. Domestic Dog ( Canis spp. ) (4)

18. Gray Wolf ( Canis lupus )}{3)

17. Muskrat ( Ondatra zibethica ) {2)

18. Hawks (2)

19, River Otter ( Lutra canadensis ) (2)

20. Rats ( Neotoma spp. ) (2)

21. Ametican Robin ( Turdus migratorius ) {1)

LCoNOU RN
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22.Pigeon { Columba livia ) (1)

23. Ring-necked Pheasant ( Phasianus colchicus ) (1)
24. Owls (1)

25, Gray Squirrel ( Sciurus carolinensis ) {1)

26. Rabbits { Sylvilagus spp. ) (1)

27.0Opossum { Didelphis marsupialis } (1)

Waterfowl! Summary

The survey identified Canada Geese as the number one species of waterfowl
causing concern with Trumpeter Swan running a close second in Courtenay, but
not so close in Duncan and Sidney.

When asked “what problems the waterfow! were causing?” 36 farmers checked
off grazing, 26 checked off cash crop losses, and 18 checked off soil compaction.
The majority of other comments pertained to fecal deposits fouling grass crops
preventing livestock from feeding on it. Concerns of fecal deposits polluting
water sources was also mentioned several times. Many farmers mentioned the
problem of Canada Geese pulling out newly germinated crops of corn, grass,
lettuce and peas in the spring.

When asked to estimate financial losses/damage caused by waterfow! 20
farmers estimated less than $5,000 annually, 4 farmers estimated between
$5,000 and $10,000 annually, 8 farmers estimated betwean $10,000 and
$50,000 annually, and 2 farmers estimated losses over $100,000 annually.
Eleven farmers were unable to come up with a figure.

When asked if the number of waterfowl frequenting their properties had
increased the majority replied yes, and estimated it had doubled over the last
three years, Most respondents would like to see the overall populations
controlled better by hunting and out of season kill permits — these responses also
included the protected trumpeter swan species. Many of the farmers have tried
dogs to control waterfowl on their farms. Some are willing to try other methads of
control but are not very optimistic about the success of these methods. Most feel
shooting to kill is the only effective control measure.

Ungulate Summary

The responses clearly showed Black Tailed Deer as the number one species of
concern. The deer are a year-round problem unlike migrating waterfowl. They
impact on all agricuiture sectors, as they feed on a variety of crops (grasses,
vegetables, trees, flowers, tree fruits and grapes) and are widespread across all
of Vancouver Island. The majority of complaints were associated to the feeding
habits of the deer. Grass crop grazing and tree and vegstable damage accounted
for most of the responses. Other responses of note pertained to fence damage;
damage to forage grasses by bedding down, trails and feces; trampling of
cranberry vines.
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Roosevelt Elk accounted for 1/5 of the ungulate related problems and were only
evident in the Courtenay and Duncan districts. The majority of damage
complaints were grazing crops, fence damage, trampling vines, and compacting
and roughing up fields in production.

When asked to estimate financial losses/damage caused by ungulates 26
farmers estimated losses of less than $5,000 annually, 10 farmers estimated
losses between $5,000 and $10,000 annually and 5 farmers estimated losses
between $10,000 and $50,000 annuaily. There were no responses in the greater
than $100,000 range and 7 farmers couldn’t come up with a figure.

Most farmers would like to be granted the ability to shoot deer/elk on their
property when the animals are causing the damage, in or out of legal hunting
season. They feel if this permission can’t be granted then total compensation for
crop value and damages should be awarded to them. Some farmers are willing
to fence their properties but can not afford to do it themselves. These farmers
are locking for low interest loans, cost sharing, or grants for the total amount of
the project. They expect the government to provide these opportunities.

Predator Summary

The survey identified Black Bear and Western Cougar as the most significant
predatory species of concemn on agricultural [and. All but one of the 21 Black
Bear responses were from the Courtenay and Duncan districts. The 20
responses regarding cougars were from all three districts. Other species worth
noting in this section are Raccoon, Bald Eagle, Mink, Crows and Ravens,

When asked what problems the predators were causing 23 farmers checked off
killing stock, 19 farmers checked off cash crap losses, and 16 checked off other.
Other types of damage included damaging fences, human and pet safety
congcerns, stalking/upsetting livestock, and unsafe to keep poultry.

When asked to estimate financial losses/damage caused by predators 30
farmers estimated losses of less than $5,000 annually; 2 farmers estimated
losses of between $5,000 and $10,000 annually; and 8 farmers were unable to
come up with a figure.

Most farmers indicated that the predator population had increased over the last
three years. Most responses indicated at least a doubling of the problem.

The majority of farmers would like legislation to be changed so they can shooi
the predators directly — not have fo call in the conservation officer, in and out of
the regular hunting seasen. One suggestion was to have a neighbouring farm
predator alert phone system. Compensation for losses was also suggested
several times. The SPCA has been observed releasing raccoons in rural areas —
urban problem transported to a rural location.

The majority of farmers’ feel fencing out predators is tco costly and trapping and
transporting is only a temporary solution. Many feel hunting and killing is the only
effective way tc deal with the problem.
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Recommendations

1.

Develop a protocol for farmers’ to follow to help them discourage problem
wildlife from using their farms. The protocol should identify socially,
environmentally, economically, and legally acceptable techniques to
reduce/eliminate problem wildlife concerns on fammland, as a preventative
measure to compensation. The protocol should address the most prevalent
problem wildlife species (Black-tailed Deer, European Starling, Pigeon,
Canada Goose, Trumpeter Swan, Black Bear and Western Cougar). The
compilation of economically feasible, effective wildlife damage control
techniques in a step by step procedure manual should appeal to agriculture
producers, agriculture gavermning agencies and wildlife agencies. This
process would ensure that farmers take the appropriate steps to address
problem wildlife on thelr farms before asking for compensation or more drastic
methods of population control. In the event these steps do not reduce wildlife
impacts then, compensation or other measures are deemed necessary and
should be considered by the governing agencies, to keep economic losses to
agricultural production caused by wildlife to a minimum. This protocol manual
should be made available to farmers through the MAFF offices in each
district. It will should also be posted on the Island Farmers’ Alliance web site.

Educate Vancouver tsland farmers on existing effective management
technigues, preventative measures, and equipment suppliers by publishing
articles in the IFA’s newsletter “Farmspeak”. This is a quarterly newsletter,
which goes out to over 1,000 Vancouver Island agricultural producers.
Information specific to identified problem wildlife species would address
general biclogy of the subject species, preventative measures farmers can
take to limit damage, effective management tools if damage is occurring, as
well as identify where wildlife damage prevention materials and new
technology can be purchased. The farmers may be more willing to try difierent
methods of wildlife control if the information comes directly to them.,

Re-structure the Problern Wildlife Committee for Vancouvey island to include
volunteer farmers (as identified by the survey). Their support, ideas and
involvement in problem wildlife management decisions are imperative if
success is ta be achieved. Schedule regular meetings to ensure all involved
patties can make attendance a priority.

Setup and operate a pilot project to develop and demenstrate effective
management tools to fimit problem wildlife use of agricuitural lands in three
geagraphically separate areas on Vancouver Island.

The three-year pilot project should include:

a) Capture, remove and relocate deer from Birkdale Farms in the Comox
Valley, in cooperation with Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection and
Courtenay Fish and Game Protective Assoc. The trapping season for all
three sites should be from December to March.

b) Develop effective measures to trap and euthanize starlings and pigeons at
Birkdale Farms in Comox.

c) Apply developed and honed techniques to two other cooperating farms in
the Gowichan and Sidney districts to ensure geographic and site adaptability

6
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as well as consistent success of the methods. This phase of the project
should be carried out in year's 2 and 3, once the process is deemed effective.
Demonstration activities for Southern Vancouver Island should also include
Canada Goose Management. Cooperating farms should be encouraged to
work with organized hunting clubs to fill their scare kill permits on the farm.

Conclusions

If these recommendations are followed and do not reduce the wildlife use of the
farm to an acceptable level, then more drastic wildlife control measures may be
warranted. The adopted protocol will put the oweness on the farmer to try and
solve the problem. In many cases these measures will solve the problems, but in
the event it does not, governing agencies will be justified in researching other
problem wildlife mitigation measures. The farm community will also be in a better
position to demand other actions (changes in regulations for example) by
governing agencies.

The development of an seffective deer trapping and handling procedure will
remove problem deer from agricultural lands and transport them to under-stocked
areas of crown land. This will put the deer back into their natural habitat where
current populations are low. Reintroduced dser population dynamics will be
controlled by nature {(weather, attrition, and predators) as well as hunting at no
risk to the farmer or the general public. The corral traps would be made portable
and of good-quality construction so they can be rotated throughout the farm
community for many years after the pilot project ends. In the event this procedure
is harmful o the deer or does not capture the number of deer required to alleviate
the problem, it will demonstrate more permanent, and lethal measures are
justified.

Many farmars have tried varicus methods of reducing probiem wildlife impacts on
their farm. Generally they apply these methods on an individual basis usually
because they have heard about the method from somebody else and decided to
try it, If the whole farm community adopted problem wildlife strategies and
methods there would be a better chance of success for each method or an
overwhelming account of each methods’ ineffectiveness. Each of these results
would send a strong message to the wildlife agencies in charge of managing the
problem wildlife species. If all farmers were supplied with the same information
on effective wildlife damage prevention techniques and encouraged to try them
oh a collective basis, a better understanding of the scope of the problem and the
effectiveness of the technigues would be achieved by all parties concerned.

List of Appendices

Appendix 1. Survey of Problem Wildlife on Farmland
Appendix 2. Courtenay Response Summary
Appendix 3. Duncan Response Summary

Appendix 4. Sidney Response Summary
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SURVEY OF PROBLEM WILDLIFE ON FARMLAND

COURTENAY DISTRICT RESULTS — JANUARY 2001
MAILOUT - 600 RESPONSES - 31

Please circle/check the appropriate answer to the following questions and fill in the blanks. If
you need more space, please use the back of the questionnaire.

Do you have problems with:

1. Waterfowl 18Y
2. Elk/Deet 25Y
3. Predators 17Y

If you indicatad ‘yee’ to any of these questions, providing your name, address and telephone
number will assist in the development of a Management Plan for your area.

Section 1 Waterfowl

The wateriowl causing the damage are:

Canada Geese 14
Trumpeter Swans 12
Ducks 6
Rohins 1
Starlings 2
Pigeons 1

1(a) _ Please describe the crop type, acreage and location of fields.

Hay/pasture

Cranberries — 65 acres Comox Valley

Hay — 25 acres Port Alberni

Forage — 400 acres Comox Valley

Forage/ Winter Wheat — Qualicum Beach

Grazing lowlands

Apples (robins)

Forage — 29 acres Comox Valley

Grassland — 123 acres Comox Valley

Hayfields — Nanoose Bay

Use fields but cause no problems

Forage Grasses — 110 acres (Courtenay Flats) Comox Valley
Forage — Sunnydale Golf Course, Cox Rd., Portugess Creek, Comox Valley
Potatoes — (Dashwood) Qualicum Beach

Peas/Fall Rye — Port Alberni

Hay/Pasture — 60 — 70 acres Nanoose

Potatc Fields (post harvest) — 50 acres (Merville) Comox Valley
Hay/Pasture — 160 acres Comox Valley

Cranberries — 30 acres Comox Valley

Hay — 35 acres Comax Valley

Grass — 175 acres Headquarters Rd. Comox Valley
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1(d)

What problems are the waterfowl causing?

(a) Cash crop losses 10
{b) Grazing 13
{c) Soil compaction 7

(d) Other (specify)

» Robins peck a hole in each apple

» Stand of grass thinned

» Starling causing disease problems with dairy cows eg. Mastitus. Also eating corn
crop, not allowing it to dry before harvesting (4000-5000 pet night)

« Difficult to sell hay when full of goose droppings

+ Cratering and soil loss due to swans feeding in flooded fields

+ Starlings and pigeons eat a considerable amount of grain intended for livestock
and the potential of carrying disease into barns — everything gets covered in bird
droppings

« You don't know what disease the waterfowl are carrying in their droppings

Can you give a rough dollar estimate of losses and/or damage?

No, 200 gesese eat a lot of grass

?

No

$100,000 +/- 20,000/year

100% on winter wheat, 60% on fall seeded grass

$1,000/year

$3,000 annually

$138,100/year, plus losses from Canada Geese

$6,000 — 7,000 annually

$10,000 +/-(cranberries)

$1,500

7

Hard to quantify

$1,000 — 2,000 per year

$25,000 -30,000 (potatoes)

losses include grain and loss of potential for export of live animals due to
testing positive for avian TB

. $2,000/year — One year the geese ate my whole secand cut crop
. $17,5000

Have you observed an increase in the number of waterfowl frequenting your property
over the last 3 years? 14Yes 6 No

Could you guantify this increase? 3  lLess than doubled over past 3 years

_8__ Doubled over last 3 years
_7__ Other {specify)

* about the same

» from 10 —20/day to 100-160/day within
the last 4 months

* swans for the first time this year

« weather determines swan numbers

« population fluctuation depends on
weather pattermns — excessive rains
brings excessive numbers of ducks and
gulls

« numbers of starlings and pigeons
definitely increasing

¢ some years are really bad
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What would you like to see done to solve the problem on your property?

Controlled shocting (permits}

Population control of wigeon & mallards, geese with open seasan hunting, tax
credit for wildlife damage or tax write off for losses )

Nothing — we charge a fee for hunting birds on our place, if all would do that = no
problem

Move over to the neighbours

Limit duration of floeding on adjacent farm and no lure crops planted near my
fields

Increase the money for the cover crop program and include some of the
reseeding costs. It is difficult to maintain the overwintering improvement — it is
just being destroyed

Not a problem

Keep the birds off of the property

Keep swans off

Controlted hunting during excessive problem times and hazing

?

Grant a [onger open hunting season with the occasional summer shoot
Geese should be culled out

7

Since starlings have displaced a number of other birds and they have limited
benefit to environment perhaps they should be disposed of by some means
Have them go away or get soms kind of compensation

[ do not want to see them shot but if we are to stay in business then we have to
be compensated for the damage

Other than shooting, would you be willing to collaborate actively to solve the problem
on your property? 12 Yes 3 No Comments?

Time is limited to participate — have done so with swans and is marginally
effective

After 2 goose hunts with 12 guns they never came back. Our gamebird release
hunting puts people and dogs into the fields. | wish we had more

Just keep chasing them over to the neighbours

| already am

Farmers should not have to carry the cost of the populations environmental
concerns. The taxpayer should help us. It is cheaper for us to not produce a
crop than deal with ever increasing environmental pressures

However, must be able to continue shooting Canada Geese in spring, summer
and fall. Shooting swans may have to be considered as there are tco many in
area

| am open to other suggestions that make sense

If you want me to keep looking after them 1 should get some kind of
compensation as they feel real safe here. | have more waterfow! here than there
are on Farquharsons {Comox Bay Farm})

Users fee: if the public wish to see the swans, let them pay for it
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2(a)

2(b)

Section 2 _Elk/ Deer

What problems are the Etk _4_ Deer _ 23 causing?

® * o o @

Eating vegetables, grazing hayfields and pasture

Deer eat cranberries/damage vines walking on them

Elk walk on fields causing hoof holes/uncertain of damage to vines
Consuming garden produce

Heavy grazing on pasture, hay and silage crops, destroy fencing used to
subdivide intensively grazed pasture

Forage damage to standing crops and excessive grazing

Foraging on growing market crops

N/A in last three years

Eating my garden and flowers

Deer have repeatedly chewed every tree over and over till they produce no
fruit and die because of it. Also they have used the trees to rub the velvet off
their antlers. They can rip a tres right down the center, break a few branches
or break the tree in half

Plant and seediing destruction

Grazing on new seeding does the most damage

Crop and fence damage

Deer come onto property but don’t do much damage

Eat the grass and corn

Bedding down in fields, eating grass and killing grass due to trails. Manure
droppings getting into silage bags and causing mofd spots

Feeding on carrots beans and potatoes

Eat raspberry and strawberry shoots

Trample and grazing on cranberries

Enter vegetable/seed gardens and pastures and eat crops

Crop destruction, compaction — erosion in flood times

It is the potential problems that is limiting how | can use the land

Loss of yield & trampling down and eating forage. | have 10-14 all year round
Deer eaf grass and corn

Please desctibe the crop type, acreage and location of fields affected.

*

Any field that is not desr fenced

Cranberries — 65 acres Campbell River

Deer love pea and bean plants. They will walk down a row of lettuce taking a
bite out of each one. They eat the silk off the corn

Improved seeded hay silage crops — 65 acres Texada Island

Developed pasture land — 165 acres Texada Island

Forage crops — 400 acres (80+ deer in evenings every night) Comox

Market crops ie. Beans, cabbage, lettuce, spinach etc. — 3 acres Fanny Bay
Hay fields — 65 acres

Apples {Jonagold, elstar, ida red (none left), gala apples — 2 acres
Saskatoon berries — 1 acre Campbell River

Deer grazing on new seeding

We have a 14 acre forest seedling nursery. The deer go in the greenhouses
and up on the benches

We have 40 acres in the Sayward Valley. An elk herd of 11-15 graze and bed
in our 12-15 acre hay field

Forage 110 acres, Corn 23 acres — Courtenay Flats

I've tried growing other feeds besides grain and hay but it just gets eafen
unless fenced, so | quit frying

Approx, 30 acres Sayward

Mixed crops — 4 acres { farm is surrounded by second growth forest)



Regional Deer Management Strategy Final Report — Appendix 8
Page 77

+ 35 acres cranberries, 140 acres in potatoes — some in all

= 0.5 acres raspberries, 2 acres strawberries, may eat other crops

+ Carrots and beans have to be fenced every year. Potatoes in Merville are dug
up and damaged by sunlight as well as eaten. 15 — 20 acres Merville and
Cape Lazo

Cranberries — 30 acres Comox Valley

Grass fields — 160 acres Comox

Hay —50 acres Comox Valley — even eat plants close to barn and home

Grass and Corn

2(c) Can you give a rough dollar estimate of losses and/or damage?

» When growing turnip the loss would be up to $2,000 - 3,000/year. Hay land
and pasture can't estimate

$5,000 — 15,000. Growing area is fenced. Without fence $50,000 — 100,000
$1,000

$5,000/year

No

$10,000

$2,000-3,000/year

$500/year

Whole orchard decimated. Will take years to come back

None, completely fenced entire area — can show $2000 plus labour

Part of $3000 from 1(¢)

$20,000

Up to 20 deer graze year-long. | try to get hunters to reduce the numbet of
deer each fall

Nonhs, | just don’t grow anything | can't fence

$2,000-3,000 per year in crop loss — rio third cut due to animals (elk) rutting on
field

Winter 2000-2001 $200 vegetable plants

$10,000

$1,000

$2,000 — 3,0000

$10,000+/-

$6,000

?

$5,800
2(dy What would you like {0 see done to solve the problem on your property?

* Permits for controlled hunting

+ Property is fenced with page wire and electric. “Visiters” are "trained” fo go
away

+ Battery powered motion detector floodlights and sound alarms available on
rental basis
Financial assistance for fencing to keep deer off hay and silage crops
?
Open season on deer. Fencing supplied like OK to keep deer off fields. Tax
write off for damage/losses
Extend hunting season — fencing

« Free fencing or noflow interest loans or farm grants for fencing plus help to
install. Have put farm up for sale

= Nothing

« Ability to pit lamp as deer come out after hours of hunting
Shoot the deer
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+ Allow controlled hunting of deer on fields through the summer months. Fence
property — but who is going to pay for it? Perhaps a thick hawthorn hedgerow
could control entry onto farm,

. 7

* Fencing? Can't afford proper fence- 385 acres

+ | need to be more vigilant — build higher, tighter fences and check them more

often

« | plan to try guardian dog — current dog has been hurt by elk and wilt no longer
chase them

. 7

. 7

* 0pen season on deer

2(f)  Other than shooting would you be willing to collaborate actively to solve the problem
on your property? 12Yes 4No Comments

7

Create low cost, low maintenance alternative grazing

Yaes, till opening day of hunting season

Yes, see attached “problem wildlife-deer grazing and hunting violations on

Texada Island”. Fencing these areas would result in significant savings and

eliminate ongoing problems with illegal hunting

. 7

« Are certified organic and cannot use treated posts, this is an area of concemn
for us

« Fencing would be costly

+« Problem already solved by me

« Have tried working with MOE on issue. Waste of time and money. Bullets
cheapest solution

« Numbers are definitely increasing

s Only success has been removal of yearling elk from hetd, causing lead cow to
remove herd — only short term

« But time is limited

7

* & ® @

Section 3 Predators

The wild predator causing damage is:

Cougar 08 Eat deer — Good; Once; Occasional
Bear 10 Once; Climb fences and damage beehives
Other 12 Beaver, muskrat, bald eagles, wolves, mink, dogs,

racoons, ctows, ravens, hawks, opessum, otter

3{a) What problems are the predators causing?
(a) Cash crop losses 8
(b} Killing stock 7
(c) Other 11

» Silage and sweet corn

» Bear— Apple orchard

= Bear - feeds on pumpkins, squash, strawberries and is danger to employees

and children

Mink — eat eggs

Ravens — eat ducks

Muskrats — burrow into fields and reservoir banks

Muskrats — burrow into fields

Beaver - flooding land and redirecting creek possibly causing etosion i
Bear attermpt to eat berries and honey from bees used for pollination
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Cougar — fear for children safety

Bear — tree damage

Dogs — tearing up garden

Cougars - killed calves and pups, Wolves — killed turkeys

Bear — extensive grazing in conjunction with elk

Crows — feces around creep-feed area of piglets

Opossum —damage and eat tree fruits, vegetable crops, eat eggs, kill poultry,
eat stored food

Whater problems (drainage)

» Bsar could very easily get my grandchildren

3(b) Can you give a rough dollar estimate of losses and/or damage?

$1,000-5,000

No

$1,200/lamb x 2.5/year
$2000

60 chickens +/-

35— 40%

fence keeps them out
average $500/animal
$1000

$1000+/- per year

5

9

2

$2,000

?

$2,000 — water on hayfields from beaver dams above me
$7,500

3(c) Have you observed an increase in the number of predators on your property over the
last 3 years? 13Yes 4No
Could you quantify this increase?

?
Noticing the unusual creek level and flood plain in the last 2 months
Protected species — not enough food

Doubled

More wolf gign, they come in when we are home

From 20% {1 bear to 3 bears}

Yes

?

Reasons: fewer fish for eagles, enhanced wetlands nearby bring more
predators closer

It fluctuates

From 1 bear to 5 bears

?

?

2 cougars and 6-7 bears but don’t do much damage

No population control

® & & o 2 ¢ 8 0 B

3(d) What would you like to see done to solve the problem on your property?

« Trapping works, returns to trapping should be sufficient to keep trappers
working
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« Monitor the situation. Was planning on planting xmas trees in this area, but now
might have some trout ponds, which will be ok.

+ Removal from endangered and protected species

+ Compensation for losses

e Have them trapped or shot. We have other animals that haven’t been aitacked
but could be

» Change hunting season sc bears can be taken out at the beginning of trouble.

They make great peppercni. Permits don’t work

Already done

Assistance with more fencing and predator contrel

More land clearing would help push predators back and make them less beld

A by-law preventing dog owners from letting them run loose. |t poses a risk for

farmers and drivers

Remove the bears

5

Remove the bears

277

A compensation tund for loss of poultry to predatory birds and mink would help

Allow trapping

They seem to keep to themselves — sometimes | chase them off

Control population of Bears

* ® & & » v 9

3(e}  Other than killing the predators, would you be willing to collaborate actively to solve
the problem on your property? 8 VYes 3 No
Comments

* Not possible at this property alone — must be a larger picture

» Suggestion by MELP to build an electric fence to protect our crop at $1.20/foot
is not practical. We rather not grow corn.

¢ Already solved

« [ the wolves can be kept out, so that they can only go after their normal diet,
rather than an easy meal they would not be a problem

+ Have purchased expensivs livestock protection dogs and have not seen a
cougar attack since. We are currently erecting a one-mile long 8 ft high fence to
prevent loose dog attacks. A cost of $15,000 for the materials alone!

* Woe have an agreement they leave me alone | leave them alone — it works

Would you be willing to be a member of a Problem Wildlife Committee for Vancouver

Island?
5Yes 2 Maybe 15 No 1 Not at this time

The committee will likely meet in Nanaimo 1 to 3 times per year. Conference calls may work
after the first meeting. The purpose of the committee will be to develop Problem Wildlife
Management Plans for Vancouver island. Local committees may be needed for Regicnal
Plans.

If Yes, please provide the following information:

Colin Springford
Northwest Bay Rd. Nanoose BC-

Don Hurford

R iBack Rd. PO Box 3071 Courtenay BC [

David Opko
RR 1 Van Anda BC
Walter Schoenfeldu ?_
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) - Michael’s Dr. _
Linda O'Brennan _

RR 1 Sayward

John Walsh I
Bayliss Rd. Qualicum Beach BC -
Yes — but not at this time

Steve Sharrock _

Swan Rd. Denman Island
Yes ~ only on a local level though

R. Owen Selby
Rennison Rd. Courtenay BC [N
Maybe
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SURVEY OF PROBLEM WILDLIFE ON FARMLAND

DUNCAN DISTRICT RESULTS — JANUARY 2001
MAILOUT — 400 RESPONSES - 43

Please circle/check the appropriate answer to the following questions and fill in the blanks. If
you need more space, please use the back of the questionnaire.

Do you have problems with:

1. Waterfowl 22 Yes N (If Yes, please go to Section 1)
2. Elk/Deer 20 Yes N (If Yes, please go to Section 2)
3. Predators i6 Yes N (If Yes, please go to section 3)

If you indicated ‘yes’ to any of these guestions, providing your name, address and telephone
number will assist in the development of a Management Plan for your area.

Section 1 Watetfowl

The waterfowl causing the damage are:

Canada Geese 20
Trumpeter Swans 9
Ducks 3
Pheasants 1
Crows/Starlings 4
Ravens 1

1(a) _ Please describe the crop typs, acreage and location of fields.

- Grass & corn. Nature Trust on Cowichan Bay Road in Cowichan Bay.

- Hay

- Lowland pasture new seeding, Year 2000. 22 acres, section 13, Tzouhalem
Farm, North Cawichan.

- Golf Course & sheep fields. 60 acres adjacent to Hogan Lake.

- Corn and/or barley for silage. 20 actes, fow land.

- Silage — haying fields. 4155 — 4147 Riverside Rd., Duncan

- Hay & grazing 40 acres. Herd Road near Maple Bay.

- Hay field, 5 acres. Drinkwater Road between Somenos & North Roads

- Grass fields, 95 acres. Trans Canada Hwy, Lake Cowichan Hwy, Somenos Rd.

- Grass — Fields — Lake surface & surround.

- Vegetables, young broccoll plants, young corn plants. 5 acres, Nanoose Bay.

- Cornsilo / silage

- 130 acres hay grain rotation in Metchasin,

- Grass, 20 acres on the Lake.

- Potatoes, 50 acres, Cobble Hill.

- E60 Sec 9, Range 10 Sahtlam District — Forage Pasture.

- Duncan {Hwy 18). Corn & grass, 70 acres.

- Grass fields. One 20 acres, another 30 acres at junction at Kelvin Creek and
Koksilah River.

- Annual grasses, new seedings, 250 acres.

- Usually geese pull out garminated corn in early spike stage, also peas. P4,
Bright Land District & DL 8 , Bright Land District.

- 25 acres, Cedar District.

- Hay land, pasture land.

- Pasture land on Prevost Island, totaling about 130 acres.

- Grazing, hay fisld — 4 acres (roughly) ruined.
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What problems are the waterfowl causing?

(a) Cash crop losses 12
(b} Grazing 17
{c) Soil compaction 8
(d} Other {specify)

- And Com

- Droppings / mud land, salmonella — bacteria; grass knocked down.

- Polluting Lake and drinking water. E-coli, dead beaver, etc. due o geese shit.

- Pollution from droppings.

- Soiling of dikes around ponds.

- Contaminate orchard floor. The geese also contaminate playing fields.

- Water fowl manure.

- Pollution,

- Soil erosicn and soil damage.

- Sheep & cattle reluctant to graze after geese.

- What about damage & feed losses caused by ever increasing flocks of starlings?

- Those costs are likely shared with neighbouring farms.

- Usually geese pull out germinated corn in early spike stage. Also peas.

- “We have had an ongoing problem with the waterfowl along with drainage
problems in our area. The District Ag is aware of these concerns but nothing
ever seems to get - except you send people out to “name” hand dug
drainage ditches as “creeks” including some you have running the wrong way!!”
(Albert & Moira Benson)

- Reduce forage / hay yields.

- Contaminate grass with feces & feathers so stock won't eat it.

Can you give a rough dollar estimate of losses and/or damage?

- $15,000

- $1,000

- 22 acres lost — 1% crop, hay. Purchased over $15,000 alfalfa so far.
- $25 in corn seed that had to be reseeded ($5,000 had it matured).

- Approximately $1,500 annually.

- $500

- $2,000 - $3,000

- $35per day

- $5,000 - $10,000 per year

- $4,000 per year

- Don't know.

- $20,000

- $4,000

- Approx. $1,500 by geese (100 geese); $5,000 swans (200 swans).
- Very minimal — several hundred dollars per year,

- Difficult to estimate.

- Up te 1/3 of crop damage or reduced — currently cut 1000 bales of hay

Have you observed an increase in the number of waterfowl! frequenting your property
over the last 3 years? 20 Yes 3 No
Could you guantify this increase? 3_ Less than doubled over past 3 years
13 Doubled over last 3 years
7_ Other (specify)

- Giant flocks, 1,500 at a time,
- Sometimes flocks of arcund 150 trumpeter swans.
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1(f)

0-150

No - Gave up on cereal grains.
Neo — hunting has helped.

10 times

4 — 5times

Pretty constant.

What would you like to see done to solve the problem on your property?

Shoot them al.

No idea.

Border collie dogs chase off. | have done it. Mine is old and swans are scared
but not so much the geese.

Yes. Poison geese or what is their natural predator.

Hunting.

Removal.

Eliminate the trumpeter swans.

Increased hunting on agricultural land. Increased with permission of landowner
only until resident geese are no longer damaging fields & crops.

Reduction of geese population.

Be able to shoot them.

Remove to applicable area?

Open shooting — NOT just during hunting season.

Programs to reduce numbers, Freedom to scare them off by any method,
compensation if not allowed.

Decrease total population. Do not move them, they will return.

Don't know.

a) Cull resident flocks in Somenes Marsh.

b) Feed resident flocks to discourage foraging of private land.

Continued hunting.

Would like to shoot a small number so that scare tactics would become effective.
Neighbour dug illegal pond in Creek to encourage waterfowl.

Shoot the Be==--=- |

Support payments. Canada Geese are a Canadian icon and a public
responsibility.

| don’t know WHAT TO DO!! | would do anything within reason. | let the Border
Collies run them off the fields but they just land in the Bays and come right back.
Permit to kill, Increase limit.

Other than shocting, would you be willing to collaborate actively to solve the problem
on your property? 15 Yes 5 No Comments?

But how? Have a shooting permit all year round.

| go out 2 — 3 times a day with my dog and chase the swans away. It does make
a difference.

Yes. Poison geese or what is their natural predator.

What are the options?

Drain Somenos Flats so that the geese stay down there. Have a hunting season
on the Flats.

Local Government.

Unless the total population is brought under control it is only temporary.

Anything else is going to increase the population even further leading to more
problems.

{ don't see any “activity” to solve this problem.

Depends on what you have in mind. The geese might be less disturbing than
sound repellants.

Details?




Regional Deer Management Strategy Final Report — Appendix 8

Page 85

Section 2 _Elk/ Deer

What problems are the Elk _ 8  Deer _23__ causing?

Elk wreck fences, run cattle, wreck fruit trees and eat feed. Deer eat feed.

Our orchard needed an 8 foot fence to keep them out.

Major problems this year, they have eaten everything except dahlias and carrots.
Although we have no real problems with deer we have had visits from Elk on
occasion. Usually just one large bull and he is after fruit as we have apple trees.
| have found that a surprise run straight toward him, flapping a white sheet & a
garbage bag & velling has worked well for us. The one visit is enough & usually
the animal doesn't return for that year. Actually last Fall, one of the cows helped
as once ! had the Elk turned and leaving, she ran after him and he really speeded
up — it was quite comical to watch as she is not a large cow.

Eating flowers and vegetables.

Vegetables, broccoli, sweet corn,

Eating down specially grown pasture, veggies.

Electric fences are down and grazing.

Not much.

Loss of prime forage (any legumes) and fence damage.

Potential damage to forage by chewing up fields In early spring, punching holes
plus fence damage. Plus tree damage of managed forest.

Ever increasing population consuming & damaging crops.

Eating new growth , flowers & fruit.

Grazing oh young shoots of hazelnut trees,

Eating grapes, cherry irees, apple trees, etc.

Browse on domestic gardens (flowers & vegetables)

Destruction of crop.

No problem — 2 border collies.

Crop loss through grazing, as well as discourading alternate crops.

We have already put 1 mile of 8 foot elk fencing on our property and 2 miles on
our home farm. Total cost was close to $50,000.00. The fence has worked well
and we have cooperated closely with Fish & Wildlife,

Eating crops.

Eating crops. Parasite contamination of pastures.

Minimal damage to flower beds — not really a problem.

Deer eating vegetables, flowers.

Grazing, fence damage.

2(b) Please describe the crop type, acreage and location of fields affected.

Perennial pasture. 40 acres in Cobble Hill.

Silage — haying fields and 1,350 tree orchard.

Strawberries, green beans, dry beans, young kale plants, belgian andive.
Ornamental gardens & vegetables (tomatoes)

Vegetables, sweet corn. 5 acres, Nanoose Bay area.

Grass & grain in Metchosin.

6 acres of pasture.

Grass, 45 acres, all over,

Loss of prime forage (any legumes) and fence damage.

Duncan (Hwy 18). Com and grass, 70 acres.

Grass forage for hay & silage. 45 acres at Falrburn Farm, Cowichan Station.
Forage crops. e.g. pasture, hay, silage & com. 200+ acres — various locations,
East of #2 Hwy., Cobble Hill area.

Blueberries in Saanich. Raspberries in Central Saanich Border.

Hazelnut trees 8.5+ acres. Farm located at corner of Lakes &Stamps Road in
Duncan.

Grapes — 20 acres; apples — 3 acres; cherries — 2 acres; blackberries — 2 acres.
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2(d)

Can you give a rough dollar estimate of losses and/or damage?

Kale crops, strawberries, tulips, roses, fruit trees. “CITY LOT"

Fields, vegetable produce

Silage/hay — corn. Sylvester Rd., Shawnigan Lake - 35 acres & Shawnigan Mill
Bay Rd., Shawnigan Lake - 50 acres.

Virtually all 30 acres have been affected by compaction and direct “grazing”.
Various vegetables, beans, cabbage, carrots, brussel sprouts, blueberries. 20
acres in Cobble Hill, off Telegraph Road (Now 20 acres — will increase to 50
acres under cultivation)

Hay, pasture, fruit & fruit trees, raspberries, strawberries, garden crops.

Hay

4 acres — Cobble Hill - Squash, corn, beans, cut flowers.

$6,000 - §7,000

+- $1,500

$2,000

$3,000 - $5,000

Unclear; food value {replacement hay) $1,000.

$20,000, crop loss and fences.

Do not know actual dollar damage.

$22,000 per year.

$1,500

No — difficult because of time element for tree to develop.

Year 2000 — Loss of $10,000. This year it will be more as production increases.
Complete failure of kitchen garden crop — cauliflower, brussel sprouts, cabbage.
$1,000 or more.

?? We (witness on call) have seen as many as 16 deer on a 10 acre field & deer
around alf the time during growing season. What is the cost??

They were $1,000’s per year.

Up to $1,000.

$3,000 - $5,000 first year Organic Farm

$10,000

What would you like to see done to solve the problem on your property?

Started harvesting deer. Fence out elk. Financial compensation.

Keep the elk controlled on their treks.

Reduce the amount of deer. There are too many.

Organic spray (garlic mixture).

Permit to shoot during the growing season.

This seems stable. e.g. Not expanding problem. | am not sure | would want to
do anything. Get thinned out by cars & hay mowers.

Fewer deer roaming and hungry.

Cull & feed herds to control foraging on privats land.

Trap and remove elK.

Elk fence around the fields.

Eliminate over population & control future numbers,

Government aid to purchase netting, poles, etc.

Have taken problem in hand!

Significant reduction of deer population.

Drastic reduction of the deer population.

Basically we already have solved it. But lots of maintenance is required.
Either the deer should be fenced out or support payments should be made.
Again, they belong to the Grown.

Assistance or subsidy for fence construction. Information on types of fences,
effectiveness, etc.
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- Scare away.
- Trap & remove to forestry location.

Other than shooting would you be willing to collaborate actively to solve the problem
onyour property? Y N Comments

- Would work cooperatively on a fencing project.

- What other options are there?

- Provide money for adequate fencing.

- Any scare tactics or fencing ideas.

- Collaborating actively to control a problem caused by encroachment of
development on wildlife habitat without compensation is not an option.

- Solution seems to be very high fence around perimeter of property which is too
expensive.

- Not worth growing anything. Starlings stay here all winter therefore you can’t
scare them like you can in the Okanagan Valley.

- Already actively engaged in alternative control measures.

- Why would you discount shooting? Cther than increasing the wolf population or
fencing, both not all that practical — if there is ancther way let's give it a try.

- Basically we already have solved it. But lots of maintenance is required. Also,
moving more elk by trapping weuld be good.

- How much does the deer population rely on pasture of farmers fields. They sure
seem to hang out there a lot. | see 7 or 8 at a time but my place may be a refuge
since | don’t hunt.

- Experimental fencing to reduce construction costs, etc., wildlife perimsters or
corridors, ste.

- Yes ~ Details.

Section 3 _Predators

The wild predator causing damage Is:

Cougar 8
Bear 10
Other

- Raccoons in Crchard.

- Black bears damage apple trees

- Bald eagles, raccoons

- Bears damage fences

- Safely issue — populated area (cougar)

- Mink / weasel

- Cougar and bear live here &/or move through but do not cause problems.
Domestic dogs are problem.

- Rats, Raccoons

- Squirrels are a huge problem. Red squirrels disappeared about 5 years ago.
Now grey & black squirrels are dramatically increasing in numbers. A real
probleml!

- Rats? Maybe somewhat far fetched definition.

- Rabbits, birds

- Ravens, starlings on the fruit. Loganberries, plums, apples & pears.

- Beaver

- Bears frighten employees. The silk women workers are much less productive
when bears are around.

- Hawks, Owls, Eagles, Ravens, Mink, Racoons.

- Gougar — Prints.

What problems are the predators causing?
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3(b)

3(c)

(
(
(

Can you give a rough dollar estimate of losses and/or damage?

} Cash crop losses __10
} Killing stock 11
c) Other

Forage, corn crop losses.

Stalking livestock

Killing stock — 32 chickens this year.

Fences damaged by bears.

Safety, fear — education needed.

Unsafe to keep poultry.

Polluting through nesting, etc.

Damage to fruit.

Bears threaten livestock.

Fence and orchard tree destruction.

Ravens kill iambs when first born,

Eating blueberry bushes (100 so far)

Eating strawberries, raspberries & corn. Also serious and continuing damage to
elk fence that requires lots of maintenance and when it's done, more damage
occurs.

None ~ (No losses)

$500

$5,000 in a bad year.

$200

$75 per lamb — usually 1 a year, sometimes more. $100 on fences plus our
labour. Apple trees are standard but lots of imb damage.
$800 in 1998 — one time only.

$500

$250 per year

$100 — Unsafe to keep poultry.

Minimal.

$500

Difficult to assess.

Nao,

$10,000

$2,000

Loss of $2,000

Sever thousand dollars per year.

$500

$200 + many sleepless nights.

Have you observed an increase in the number of predators on your property over the

last 3 years? 16 Yes 5 No
Could you quantify this increase?
Double
3X

More frequent

Our dog was Killed on the road, not a lot of problems when the dog was around.,
Yes for 1999, as we had hungry bears, at least 3 coming in long before the fruit
was ready to pick. But last year only 1 bear came and did little damage.

Only to say more sightings more often — closer.

Seems to be more activity in our area last 2 years.

Increase of 25%

No problems at present.

200%
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3(d)

3{e)

Due to construction, elimination of natural cover immediately adjacent {o property
— hew School construction.

Birds — starlings staying here all winter.

Marked increase and duration.

Ravens — last year none but this year 4 lambs killed. Neighbouring farm is not
the cleanest and could be attracting ravens; maybe attracted to dead birds on
chicken farms.

Approximately 20%

Fairly constant.

Twice

Steady in last 3 years. increased earlier than that. | see a decrease In wild duck
population. Eagles forced to take domestic birds.

Up to 4 different bears passing through.

What would you like to see dene to solve the problem on your property?

Find some reliable way to trap raccoons.

I have no idea what could be done.

The Government hunter does a superb job with cougars that kill stock. We have
found that placing sheets of metal roofing around apple tree trunks keeps the
bear off the trees,

Community Predator Alert Program. A telephone system is set up to notily
members of predator in area. This would encourage preducers to take extra
management steps to reduce the risk of a kill for a few days/weeks. Discuss with
MELP.

Nothing at this time.

Means of trapping & killing so the problem doesn't just move down the road.
Change idiotic Regional District Policies regarding dog damage and owners
liability.

Some sort of population control.

Am attending privately by maintaining bait stations that are pet & bird proof.
Destroy the hirds or get Agriculture Dept. to finance a tarmer.

Shoot or remove bears from agricultural and residential regions.

Numbers reduced.

Some trapping fo reduce population.

Trapping bears and shooting.

Nothing. We are the intruders into cougar habitat. Our sheep must look very
enticing.

Compensation. Again, Crown animals live here.

Other than killing the predators, would you be willing to collaborate actively to solve
the problem on your property? 15 Yes 2 No Comments

We do hunt them.

Cnly good fences can solve most of the problems,

We solve most problems ourselves but a cougar will return again & again to kill
livestock and though they are kept in a pen at night beside the house, the cougar
if determined enough will come right in and Kill.

A Registry would have members contact each other when there is a problem
predator.

Do not wish to see animals destroyed. Alternatives seem to be education?

No — am killing!

Fencing off blueberry patch.

| don’t think there are viable alternatives except to encourage more bear hunting.
| have attempted to fence them out but to have free range eggs is difficult when
all you do is feed the wildlife.

Details?
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Would you be willing to be a member of a Problem Wildlife Committee for Vancouver
Island? 20 Yes 14 No 1 Maybe

The committee will likely meet in Nanaimo 1 to 3 times per year. Conference calls may work
after the first meeting. The purpose of the committee will be to develop Problem Wildlife
Management Plans for Vancouver Iskand. Local committees may be needed for Regional
Plans,

Comments:

- Sorry

- Sorry, age is a factor with us.

- | would provide input but couldn’t commit to Meetings.

- Ask for address information at the beginning. Here is seems related to
Committee.

- Yes — but Committee unlikely to be that effective due to animal rights & similar
groups!

- | have to cut back. Teo busy. Sorry.

- May be interested — would be interested in keeping informed. (David & Nancy

Clegg)
If Yes, please provide the following information:
Name:
Address:

Phone Number:

20 Potential Members of the Problem Wildlife Committee

Abma, Mike
Cedar Road, Ladysmith, BC

Archer, Anthea &/or Maryann
Jackson Road, Duncan, BC

** Blackley, Alaine

I Tz0uhatem Rd., RR 5, Duncan, BC

** “Eor Waterfow!”

Blitterswyk, David

EMenzies Rd., Duncan, BC

** n, Al
B S emeinus, ec. [
** “Yes - but Committee unlikely to be that effective due to animal rights
& similar Groupsl®
** Buchanan, John
William Head Rd., RR 1, Victoria, BC
** “l would provide input but couldn’t commit to Meetings®
Busnardo, Joe
IFreeman Road, Cobble Hill, BC
Chay, Stanley
Fisher Rd., RR 2, Cobble Hill, BC

Craven, David
I shawnigan Mill Bay Rd., RR 1, Shawn] sc
Dollfuss, Rudi

|

, Gabriola Island, BC

n, Norm

Creighton, Rd., RR 2, Duncan, BC
Mitchell, John

-3Iuebeli Terrace, Nanaimo, BC
Morgan, George

I wilson Rd., RR 7, Duncan, BC
Muselle, Yves

e
™
[
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- Gibbins Road, Duncan, BC [N

Poelman, Jannes ‘
I Cowichan Bay Rd., RR 3, Cobble Hili, BC

Spencer, Rick (CVRD)
ﬁ Kews Road, Shawnigan Lake, BC
Vanden Dungen, John S
B oksilah Rd., Duncan, BC I
Trudell, Norman
Michae! Road, Ladysmith, B
Koksilah Road, Duncan, BC FEEEEEE
ikkerink, Wayne r
Gamet Rd., RR 3, Cobble Hill, BC —
Clegg, David & Nancy *** Maybe
B Telegraph Rd., RR 3, Cobble Hill, BC _

Thank you for taking the time to complete this questionnaire. Please return the
guestionnaire to one of the Ministry of Agriculture, Food and Fisheries offices below:

331B - 6" Streat 5785 Duncan Street Bldg 20, 8801 E Saanich Rd
Courtenay BC VIN 1M2 Duncan BC VIL 5G2 Sidney BC V8L 1H3
Tel (260) 334-1239 Tel (250} 746-1210 Tel (250) 655-5649

Fax (250} 334-1472 Fax (250} 746-1292 Fax (250} 655-5657
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SURVEY OF PROBLEM WILDLIFE ON FARMLAND
SIDNEY DISTRICT RESULTS - JANUARY 2001

MAILOUT — 300 RESPONSES -25

Please circle/check the appropriate answer to the following questions and fill in the blanks. If
you need more space, please use the back of the questionnaire.

Do you have problems with:

1. Waterfowl 17 Yes
2. Elk/Deer 14 Yes
3. Predators 7 Yes

IIf you indicated ‘yes’ to any of these questions, providing your name, address and telephone
number will assist in the development of a Management Plan for your area.

Section 1 Waterfowl

The waterfowl causing the damage are:

Canada Geese 12
Trumpeter Swans 3
Ducks 2
Starling 2
Robin 1

1(a)___Please describe the crop type, acreage and location of fields.

Good pasture — eat most new growth first crop - and hay

Grass and alfalfa — approx 12 acres — Cedar District

Pasture land near pond

300 acres on Saanich Peninsula

Hay fields and pasture

Grass — 350 acres - Mid Vancouver Island

On my property address stated Malahat

Grass — Hay occupation hay fields-180 acres Durrance road — left hand side of
driveway — Pond — irrigation area 8 acres

Geese pulling out new plantings of lettuce — location Martindale Road
Blueberries — 200 bushes —near subdivisions some raspberry loss

Lose bulk of crop to starlings and other small birds

Grazing

Grass — 40 acres field — 10 acres affected by geese

Centre south side grass fields — Mayne Island 250 acres

5 acres vegetable deer fence — 15 acres improved pasture irrigated Metchosin
Carrots 0.5 acres — 2732 Martindale Road

Vegetables — 400 acres — Central Saanich

Vegetables — 20 acres — off Island View Road

Grass 100 A — Cover crops 100 A

Crop typeffield:

Pasture
Grass
Vegetables
Hay Crops

Wwom
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1(c)

What problems are the waterfowl causing?

(a) Cash crop losses 8
(b) Grazing 5
(c} Soil compaction 4

(d) Other (specify)

Ruining edge of ditch

Fouling of fields so cattle won't graze

Defecation — competing with grazing sheep

Killing the grass stands

Water source fecal contamination

Killing cats

Feces contamination

The ducks/geese pick the grass so low that the grass can not recover — to the
point of mud

Geese pulling out new plantings of lsttuce — location Martindale Road
Generally mucking up the area

Hay crops eaten

All of the above, plus soil erosion because of killed cover crop.

Can you give a rough dollar estimate of losses and/or damage?

Approx $10,000 over a 5 year period
?

$10,000/year and need to reseed every 3 years

No

$20 - 40,000

Didn’t bother is first crop

1st 160 per acre bales X 8 acres = 1280 bales X $5 per baie = $6400
2" 80 per acre X 8 = 650 bales X $6 per bale = $3,840

3 80 per acre (bales) X 8 acres = 640 bales X $6 per bale = $3,840
Total = $14,080

$500 - $750 per year $500 7

Approx $1,000 per year

$2,500

$25,000 - 2 years

Hard to do $100’s

Have you observed an increase in the number of watetfowl frequenting your property
over the last 3years? 18Yes 1No 1 Notsure

Less than doubled over past 3 years

Doubled over last 3 years

_5 Other (specify}
more than doubled

got this under control in the last two

years so the problem is only occasional

trippled over last 3 years

variable (200 — had geese popuiation in

excess of 5,000!

Tripled

So far this year less than other years

Could you quantify this increase?

2
9
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1(e) What would you like to see done to solve the problem on your property?

» Drastically reduce the geese #'s!! — easier said than done — Saanich doesn't
usually give shooting permits — catch the young before they can fly — we've tried
shaking the eggs but always miss some nests. Don't know what to do with them
once you've caught them!

Destroy more of them

Advice on discouraging nesting at the pond or dealing with eggs once laid

Shot or poisoned

Selective culling — donate to food bands/geese are all cornfforage “finished”
QOver seeding damaged areas, off seascn shooting wild fowl (Geese particulary)
Rebate on damages — if shooting is not a option

Nest site control

Nets? Can’t use noise because we neighbour a subdivision

The population may be reduced

Shoot them

Control of over population over entire region

Allow hunting? Culling?

Reduce or total elimination of the birds

Hunting — It solves 99% of the problem on our farm

Shoot and kill geese. Move trumpeter swans.

Destroy the geese

* @ & 5 4 &5 5 & ¢ & & 2 & e " » o

1(f)  Other than shooting, would you be wiliing to collaborate actively to solve the problem
on your property? 14 Yes 1 No Comments?

» Yes—Jacklin Moole {for Pat Mocle) 479-5947

» Shecting them on a systematic basis seems to be the best control. Birds shot
here are dressed and given to a soup kitchen for the needy.

Suggestions

Not sure

If | get paid yearly for the damages

If we have 1o yes

Hunting takes the least amount of time, cther pecple do it for the farm at no cost.
Open to any avenues of relief

-« ® °o & o 0



Regional Deer Management Strategy Final Report — Appendix 8
Page 95

Section 2 Elk/ Deer

2{a) What problems are the Elk ___ Deer__12 causing?

» Very minor problem compared to geese

+ Eating raspberry canes and apple trees

* Re elk wildlife parks herd in my area 2 years ago saw 2 but wildlife says have
moved to Mill Bay. Deer destroyed my crop of grapes 100%

Deer eating crops

Deer cabbage, strawberty, raspberry and cauliflower damage

Stripping of fruit trees to over grazing hay crop

Resident population of approx 8-10 animals — grazing pasture.

Eating 95% of new raspberry canes, eating pumpkins, cabbage, lettucs,
beets, sprouts and leaves of strawberry plants.

s Deer damage to fruit trees, consumption of pasture and fruit

+« Deer eat fruit, eat young trees, eat everything

2{b) Please describe the crop type, acreage and location of fields affected.

« RBaspberry canes — shoots eaten. Apple trees — bark nibbled apples eaten
branches broken

+ 4 acres of grapes of which 2 ¥ acres producing 1 %2 acres 2 ¥z years old — 1

acre 3 to 4 years midsummer. | have the property surrounded by a fence 78"

high plus

Eating lettuce, strawberry, peas, beans

Eating up the gardens fruit stc.

Hay fields grazed and trampled

John Rd. Veyness Rd 17 acres, 12 acres

Same as A: stripping of fruit tress and over grazing hay crop

15 acres forage. Metchosin

Raspberry 0.5 acres 3191 Martindale; 7120 Veyaness; Vegetables 2 acres

Martindale, 7120 Veyaness and 2591 Martindale; Strawberries 2.5 acres 3191

Martindale, 6539 Welsh road, 2591 Martindale

Tree fruit, one acre, Saanich Peninsula

* 3 acres, apples, grape vines, roses, young trees — so it’s hard to replant crops,
strawberries

s Apple trees, Central Saanich — Island View Road area

= Vegetable — 6 — off Lamont Road

Crop type Damaged:

Vegetables

Fruit
Shrubs/trees
Pasture

Hay Crop
Vegetahles/Fruit

NN e AW

. & & & & 9@

2(c} Can you give a rough dollar estimate of losses and/or damage?

. 7

« Near vineyard expect min of 4 ¥ tons — to come $30,000. Starting in
April of last year deer kept getting into vineyard and ate growth, shoots, when
it appeared to approx % to 1”. | didn't notice, but my son kept saying the
damage was quite extensive. By June the damage was very obvious as
shoots bitten off only returned and remained at 2 %" for the rest of the season.
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In August late and September. | had the vineyard part that was producing, ie 2
o Y2 acres completely netted, as the previous year | had bird problems so was
nhot taking any chances. This cost me $4100. Grapes kept disappearing and |
kept checking the netting for opening for birds. Then about 3 weeks before
expected harvest | found out that the deer were getting in continuously. |
always had deer around my property but deer never went near my vineyard
from when | started 3 years ago, until this year. My son estimated that now
was at least 17 deer in my area - Valley including others property. | went to
Wildlife who said not much could be done, possibly checking my fence more
frequently. | got a hunter who patrolled my vineyard who legally removed
some deer by rifle. Result no grapes this year. Luckily | have cther funds,
because otherwise if | were relying on the vineyard | would be on welfare.

$14,082.00

$1,500 — $2,000 a year
$500

$5,000

Approx $1,000/year
$6,000 plus

$600 p.a.

$1,000 annually
$2,000

2(d) What would you like to see done to solve the problem on your property?

s Ways to discourage deer from these areas

+ | want Wildlife to grant me permission of open season to shoot deer to protact
my crops.

« Have permission to shoot, or pay for the damages. Can not keep going this

way

Total elimination of deer population on Saanich Peninsula

Encourage hunting

Deer must be reduced in number.

Kill the dears

Elimination of introduced species

Hunting? Cufling?

Total elimination of animals. High fencing, uneconomical, too costly, most

acreage is leased land other than 7120 Veyaness Rd. .

» Reduce deer population

* The population has been steadily growing each year, it needs to be reduced.

» Shoot - Kill

2() Other than shooting weuld you be willing to collaborate actively to solve the problem
on your property? 7 Yes 1No Comments

» | have tried everything any expert is. Head gardener Butchard Gardens said
nothing can control deer except 15 fence. | could be the (sly guy} in our
country with a $15,000 15 foot fence | can/t afford. Bullets are cheaper.

= Shooting is very social unacceptable and often appears in the press — farmer
appears o be at blame.

» Maybe

« Open to ideas other than fencing
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Section 3 _Predators

The wild predator causing damage is:

3(a)

3(b)

3(c)

3(d)

Cougar 4
Bear 1
Racoons 3
Other 1
Neigbourhood Dogs
Otter
Racoon
Eagles

Loose suburban dogs! Seriously!

We know of 3 sighting in the area. I'm told that wolves
are driving deer down from the north hence cougars — one
crossed our lawn last year.

What problems are the predators causing?
(a) Cash crop losses 1
{b) Killing stock 5
(c) Other 1

s Killing cats

« Chickens — 150 chickens

» Killing chickens, ducks, geese. Dogs damage to vegetable gardens — running
thru tilled soil — upsetting livestock

+ Disrupting the psace and tranquility of the Farm

Can you give a rough dollar estimate of losses and/or damage?

*« $800

* No

» $1,125.00 (otter kiling chickens)

» $%2-3,000 over 5 years (dogs)

« 8 X $8.50 per bird per yeqr from a 99 bird flock (dogs cause nuisance damage —
repeat work)

20 chickens

« 5800

= $210 per year

Have you observed an increase in the number of predators on your property over the
last 3 years? 7Yes 1No
Could you guantify this increase?

e 1% cougar attack since 1948

+ Negligent dog owners

» Eagles — protected. Neighbours gave up keeping chickens because of losses

»  We have frapped 14 (sic raccoons) our neighbours trapped about the same
(last 2 years)

* Goose, deer, raccoons, beavers flooding

» Never had a problem befere last year a cougar killed a calf, a lamb and our

dog.
* Racoons same. Cougars/sighting increased to 10 per year

What would you like to see done to solve the problem on your property?
« Noideas — very infrequent so hopefully won't happen again

» Not sure
* Have the Wild Game Branch come in to trap them. We have tried no luck.
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» Arm SPCA Officers and get the Municipalities to quit hiring weinys.

»  String art over the chicken run works really well, but need more cheap string as
it needs replacing each year. Raccoons are belder. SPCA has been observed
releasing raccoons on Haldon Road!? ie. Urban raccoons in rural area.

We have a dog and setting of traps.

e Cougars must be removed from the area
Gun iegislation changed fo allow Farmers to deal with problem predators
directly. Alternativley problem deer from urban and agticuliural areas can be
relocated and become a natural food source for cougars.

3(e)  Other than Killing the predators, would you be willing to collaborate actively to solve
the preblem on your property? 5Yes 1No 1 Not Sure
Comments

+ Not sure.

+ No. Not for otters as they love meat!!l]

« How? Killing works well for raccoons as it controls the overpopulation and
doesn’t move the offenders to someone else’s backyard., Can | shoot the dogs?

+ Have residents not feeding them as pets.

» See above comment on cougars — Artificially High population due to the
availability of cat and dog food.

Would you be willing to he a membher of a Problem Wildlife Committee for Vancouver
Island?
6 Yes 10 No

The committee will likely meet in Nanaimo 1 to 3 times per year. Conference calls may work
after the first meeting. The purpose of the committee will bs to develop Problem Wildlife
Management Plans for Vancouver island. Local committees may be needed for Regional
Plans.

IYes, please provide the following information:

Ronald Page
B cedar. po [N
[in an advisory capacity only

Dan Ireland
I Meadowbank Rd. Saanichton, BC [N

G. L.orne Tomalty
Matahat (llAspen Rd)

I 2 ~ same number

. Bartlett
allace Drive

Robin Hetliuveaux
BN | aurel Rd. Sidney

R. Notrie Spencer (Rosemeade Farms) (Did not circle Y or N}
Meadowbank Rd. Saanichicon

Albetrt Finlay?? (Did not circle Y or N}
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“/ . Fiona Smith

IBecher Bay Rd. Sooke B.C. [N
I

lJack Mar If time permits
Vevaness Rd. Saanichton, B.C.

Bob Mitchell (Did not circle ¥ or N)
Wootton Rd.
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Appendix 9 — Evaluation of Management Options

Regional Deer Management Strategy

Summary Evaluation Working Sheets
Version 3 - July 27,2012

Deer Management Option - Hazing and Frightening

Geography
Evaluation Criteria Agricultural Rural Urban
Effectiveness for the . (1) . (2) . (1)
Individual
Effectiveness at @ 0 ® ®
addressing the Root
Cause
Feasibility/Capacity |@ (1) 0 (15 o
Capability @ 0 s @ (2) [originally 1.54]
Cost/Economic (3) (3) (3)
Impact
Time (3) (3) (3)
Support and ® 0 ® ®n
Enthusiasm
Negative Community |@ (1) (3) o1
Impacts
Legend - General
Low Rating Medium Rating High Rating
Most criteria . (1) ® (3)
Legend - Reversed Criteria
High Medium Low
Cost/Time/Impact | Cost/Time/Impact | Cost/Time/Impact
Cost/Economic Impact | @ (1) [ XB (3)
Time [ &Y Q2 (3)
Negative Community ® ® 2 (3)
Impacts

Summary of Notes/Opinions/Assumptions/Considerations®

s Hazing using dogs is banned by the Ministry of Forest, Lands and Natural Resource

Operations

s Hazing and Frightening techniques include sound, water-based and visual options

' Recorded during CAG meetings and from ERWG input.
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Regional Deer Management Strategy

Summary Evaluation Working Sheets
Version 3 - July 27, 2012

Deer Management Option - Hazing and Frightening

Cannon-based frightening not allowed

Many areas have dog and noise bylaws which restrict this option

Concerns were expressed with respect to disruption to cther species with noise-based
frightening

Issues with feasibility include property size, neighbour tolerance, geography including
proximity to roads

With the agricultural geography, the farm size and lacation of neighbours as well as
proximity to roads affects the feasibility of this option.

Sound-based hazing could include the use of cannons currently used to scare birds on
farms outside the CRD. Deer hecome habituated to sound-bhased hazing and frightening.
In urban areas, sound based opticons are less viable. Other issues with sound-based
techniques include proximity to highways, effects of noise on other species such as owls
and time of year.

Many barriers to using dogs for hazing were noted. In the agricultural areas, the
Ministry of Forest, Lands and Natural Resources have banned dog-based hazing for deer.
It was noted that this has been attempted in the Interior of BC. Rural areas are more
likely to own dogs; whereas, in the urban areas dogs are less likely to be effective at
hazing deer (although small dogs may prove effective). Also, dogs need to be off leash to
he effective.

There are sprinkler attachments that operate on motion detectors that may work as a
hazing technique, until deer become habituated.

Hazing and frightening is a property-based solution that may move the problem
between neighbours and onto roadways.

There is assumed to be greater support in urban areas due to higher deer and human
populations leading to more conflicts.

Frightening deer is an ongoing option and is highly labour intensive.
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Regional Deer Management Strategy

Summary Evaluation Working Sheets
Version 5 - July 27,2012

Deer Management Option — Repellents

Geography

Evaluation Criteria

Agricultural

Rural

Urban

Effectiveness for the

@0

[ XE)

o

Individual

Effectiveness: Broader . (1) . (1) . (1)
Impact

Feasibility/Capacity Q (2) (3) (3)
Capability ® (25 O 25 @ (25)
Cost/Economic Impact ! (2) ! (2) (3)

Time

[ 1B}

[ XFI

[ YOI

Support and
Enthusiasm

®

[ XE)

@

Negative Community
Impacts

® )

[ XE)

o0

Legend - General

Cost/Time/Impact | Cost/Time/Impact

Low Rating Medium Rating High Rating
Most criteria ® . (2) (3)
Legend — Reversed Criteria

High Medium Low

Cost/Time/Impact

Cost/Econamic Impact | @ (1)

[ XP)

@)

Time

® )

[ X

3)

Impacts

Negative Community . (1)

@

(3

Summary of Notes/Opinions/Assumptions/Considerations®

e Precipitation reduces the Effectiveness score of Repellents and increases

maintenance/reapplication costs

e The low evaluation score in Negative Community Impacts is due to the potential environmental

impact due to contaminated run-off

e The Cost of Repellents is higher for larger properties such as acreages or farms

e |t was noted that PlantSkydd has worked in forestry but heavy rains reduces

effectiveness.

! Recorded during CAG meetings and from ERWG input.
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Regional Deer Management Strategy

Summary Evaluation Working Sheets
Version 5 - July 27,2012

Deer Management Option — Repellents

¢ No core municipal government use repellents in day-to-day operations, although Oak
Bay will use on rose hushes this year.

* Thereis a contamination risk for organic farms when using repellants but it is unknown
if repellents are available that are acceptable under organic certification standards.

¢ Some small farms repcorted success with perimeter spraying.

s This option is more effective for non-food crops.

s large volume purchases of repellent may lower unit cost.

¢ The required application equipment might contribute to capital costs.

¢ Due tothe need for ongoing application, operational costs were assumed to be higher
(especially after rain)

s Deer may become habituated to the smell of repellents.

s Inareas where repellants are effective, deer may be displaced to wild areas and the
increase in population may impact biodiversity. Displacement may be less of an issue if
the deer move on to properties of owners who do not object to their presence. This may
he problematic given the inability of this management option to control where deer go

when repellents are successful.
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Regional Deer Management Strategy

Summary Evaluation Working Sheets
Version 1 - July 18, 2012

Deer Management Option - Fencing

Geography

Evaluation Criteria Agricultural Rural Urban
Effectiveness for the (3) (3) (3)
Individual
Effectiveness at @ Qo ®
addressing the Root
Cause
Feasibility/Capacity |@ (1.5) O 25 @ (25
Capability [T [ XE) O (15
Cost/Economic (3) O 25 (3)
Impact
Time O 25) (3) (3)
Support and [ X8 @ O 15
Enthusiasm
Negative Community . (1) . (1) . (1)
Impacts

Legend - General

Low Rating Medium Rating High Rating
Most criteria . (1) . (2) (3)
Legend — Reversed Criteria
High Medium Low

Cost/Time/Impact | Cost/Time/Impact

Cost/Time/Impact

Impacts

Cost/Econamic Impact | @ (1) @ (3)
Time ® @ (3)
Negative Community @ 0 Q2 (3)

Summary of Notes/Opinions/Assumptions/Considerations®

e Treated fence posts are not used adjacent to growing areas on organic farms due to risk
of soil contamination, metal is generally the material of choice.

! Recorded during CAG meetings and from ERWG input.
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Regional Deer Management Strategy

Summary Evaluation Working Sheets
Version 1 - July 18, 2012

Deer Management Option - Fencing

Capability in the Agricultural and Urban Geographies is limited by local government
fencing bylaws that restrict height {generally to less than 8°) and reduce the
effectiveness of fencing at restricting deer access.

One member abstained from scoring in the validation process from effectiveness
broader impact, feasibility and capacity, capability, and cost because it was felt that a
cost-benefit analysis of fencing was needed and, in general, there was insufficient
information to properly evaluate.

Publicly-owned land such as road allowances or boulevards require different
jurisdictional approval to be fenced and in some cases cannot be fenced.

Higher aesthetic standards in urban areas may lead to higher fencing Costs.

One CAG member dissents with this option.

The CAG could recommend the Federal government funding partnership with the
Ministry of Agriculture Fencing Subsidy program [Environmental Farm Plan) be
restarted.

The CAG could recommend grants or breaks on property taxes to encourage fencing.
Fencing costs for farmers with larger acreages would be “prohibitive”.

K. Brunt a presenter from the Ministry of Environment mentioned that electric fencing is
bhecoming increasingly inexpensive, but not effective for protecting all crops. However, it
was requested that electric and barrier fencing be separated as electric fencing was
“becoming more feasible” at the request of an ERWG member.

0. Schmidt encouraged agricultural fencing for higher value crops. On a similar note
rural fencing should focus on gardens and high value ornamental vegetation.

Many organic farmers used metal posts.

Fencing can cause deer displacement to neighbouring farms and increase forage
pressure in other locations such as parks or roads leading to more vehicle collisions, one
CAG member opposed this assumption that deer human conflicts would be displaced to
neighbouring properties.

The Ministry of Agriculture subsidy program subsidy would cover a relatively small
percentage of the overall cost for fencing.

Fencing costs are the same per foot regardless of geography

Farmers can write off the cost as a tax expense.

Challenges with soil type and vegetaticn cover add to costs

There is a limitation to extent of fencing in the region (cannot assume uptake by ever

agricultural, rural and urban landowner in the region)
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Regional Deer Management Strategy

Summary Evaluation Working Sheets
Version 1 - July 18, 2012

Deer Management Option - Fencing

s Timing of fence construction impacts effectiveness and is dependent on the planting
season

¢ As a management strategy, fencing does not need continuous application, although
ohgoing maintenance is required.

s Although this option is effective for specific individuals it does not address broader
issues associated with deer populations .

s Many farm properties extend into road allowances which cannot be fenced.

s Aesthetics of high fences may reduce support and enthusiasm

¢ Environmental considerations of large amounts of plastic fencing have been noted as
they deteriorate overtime,
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Regional Deer Management Strategy

Summary Evaluation Working Sheets

Version 2 - July 27,2012

Deer Management Option - Landscaping Alternatives

addressing the
Broader Impact

Geography
Evaluation Criteria Agricultural Rural Urban
Effectiveness for the [ &) o0
Individual
Effectiveness at Qo ®

Impacts

Feasibility/Capacity 0 (15 ®n
Capability (3) (3)
Cost/Economic o2 @
Impact
Time [ ¥ O 5
Support and [ Y8 @2
Enthusiasm
Negative Community Q (2.5) (3)
Impacts
Legend - General
Low Rating Medium Rating High Rating
Most criteria . (1) . (2) (3)
Legend — Reversed Criteria
High Medium Low
Cost/Time/Impact | Cost/Time/Impact | Cost/Time/Impact
Cost/Econamic Impact | @ (1) @ (3)
Time [ X [ XB) (3)
Negative Community . (1) . (2) (3)

Summary of Notes/Opinions/Assumptions/Considerations®

e landscaping Alternatives is not a possible option for agricultural areas.

s Costis different between new developments, which are not replacing plants, and

existing developments which are replacing plants.

! Recorded during CAG meetings and from ERWG input.
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Regional Deer Management Strategy

Summary Evaluation Working Sheets
Version 2 - July 27,2012

Deer Management Option - Landscaping Alternatives

s Some non-native and invasive plants rated as deer-resistant could have negative
environmental impacts.

¢ Suggesting native plants could further the goals of the Invasive Species Council

o Community pressure to increase the number of fruits trees planted in public boulevards
could clash with recommendations to plant more deer-resistant plants.

s Two CAG members abstain from evaluating this option.

¢ Although native planting reduces deer browsing, higher deer volures lead to higher
hrowsing pressure. Deer will switch their browsing patterns as food becomes scarce and
that starving deer are may be fed by local residents. This option may be more viable as
browsing pressures decrease,

e Any plant that is deer resistant or not that is watered or fertilized will become attractive
to deer.

s There is an inability of some commercial ventures to implement this option.

¢ This option should be bundled with other options.

s Thereis a cost to individuals to retrofit gardens with deer-resistant plants.

¢ There are non-plant landscaping options such as hard surfaces.
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Regional Deer Management Strategy

Summary Evaluation Working Sheets
Version 2 - July 24,2012

Deer Management Option — Controlled Public Hunt

Geography
Evaluation Criteria Agricultural Rural Urban
Effectiveness for the ° (2.5) e (2.5) . (2)
Individual
Effectiveness: Broader G (2.5) a (2.5) . (2)
Impact
Feasibility/Capacity [ X)) @ 25 ®
Capability A (25 [ Y] ®
Cost/Economic Impact (3) (3) (3)
Time [ 1B [ XB) [ X8)
Support and [ 20) o ®
Enthusiasm
Negative Community (3) (3) . (1)
Impacts
Legend - General
Low Rating Medium Rating High Rating
Most criteria . (1) . (2) (3)
Legend — Reversed Criteria
High Medium Low
Cost/Time/Impact | Cost/Time/Impact | Cost/Time/Impact
Cost/Econamic Impact | @ (1) @ (3)
Time [ &Y [ XE] (3)
Negative Community ’ (1) @ (3)

Impacts

Summary of Notes/Opinions/Assumptions/Considerations’

s The option assumes hunting with firearms (rifles, shotguns, etc.) and bow-hunting

e Effectiveness for the Individual score is reduced because the hunters are non-

professional (assumed to be less skilled)

e Feasibility/Capacity would be reduced on smaller agricultural properties

e Hunting on farms for crop protection purposes has a per-property bag limit of 5 animals

annually and the meat cannot be retained by either farmer or hunter.

! Recorded during CAG meetings and from ERWG input.
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Regional Deer Management Strategy

Summary Evaluation Working Sheets
Version 2 - July 24, 2012

Deer Management Option — Controlled Public Hunt

* Feasibility/Capacity score is considered by the CAG to be impacted by the requirement
of needing the permission of the land owner.

e Capability is currently limited by existing firearms discharge bylaws that prevent
discharge of firearms or hows in many municipalities. Some municipalities currently
have exemptions to these bylaws for Crop Protection purposes.

* The Time criteria is impacted by the variable length of time required to change hylaws
and by the length of time befare the number of deer taken starts to reduce deer human
conflicts

s Existing deer hunting regulations restrict hunters, so this may take more time to notice a
change in population.

s Support & Enthusiasm may be higher with individual land cwners vs the general public

s Higher Community Impacts are assumed due to the relative unpopular public
perception of the management option

# Opportunity to leverage the existing provincial licencing process by maximizing the
hunter’s skill by adding additional testing.

s Controlled Public Hunt is currently in use with the CRD’s Goose Management Strategy
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Regional Deer Management Strategy

Summary Evaluation Working Sheets
Version 2 - July 19, 2012

Deer Management Option — Professional Sharpshooting

Geography
Evaluation Criteria Agricultural Rural Urban
Effectiveness for the o (2.5) e (2.5) . (2)
Individual
Effectiveness: Broader Q (2.5) Q (2.5) . (2)
Impact
Feasibility/Capacity (3) @ ® (15)
Capability O (25 [ X9 ®
Cost/Economic ® ® ®
Impact
Time [ T8 [ X¥ [ X¥
Support and . (2) ® 15 ®
Enthusiasm
Negative Community (3) (3) e (2.5)
Impacts
Legend - General
Low Rating Medium Rating High Rating
Most criteria ’ (1) ' (2) (3)
Legend — Reversed Criteria
High Medium Low
Cost/Time/Impact | Cost/Time/Impact | Cost/Time/Impact
Cost/Econamic Impact | @ (1) [ 1B (3)
Time ® [ XP) (3)
Negative Community . (1) . (2) (3)
Impacts

Summary of Notes/Opinions/Assumptions/Considerations”

e The option assumes hunting with rifles or crossbows by paid professionals

e Effectiveness for the Individual is likely reduced in urban areas due to limited number of
areas available where this option can be done safely.

* Feasibility/Capacity is rated higher in the agricultural geography due to larger open

spaces which would make hunting easier but negatively impacted in rural and urban

! Recorded during CAG meetings and from ERWG input.
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Regional Deer Management Strategy

Summary Evaluation Working Sheets
Version 2 - July 19, 2012

Deer Management Option — Professional Sharpshooting

geographies due to safety issues although Sharpshooting has been done using bows and
deer stands to reduce safety risks.

& Capability was scored lower in the urban geography due to higher number of regulatory
harriers and positively scored in the agricultural geography due to existing precedents
with Crop Protection and Goose Management

s Cost was scored based on the negative impact of deer carcass disposal either through
butchering or landfilling, as well as the Cost for hired professionals. Cost recovery
through sale of meat is unlikely.

* Timeis impacted by a possible limit on the number of professional sharpshooters
currently available in BC, although qualified law enforcement, Park Rangers and
Conservation officers may be used.

s Support & Enthusiasm may be negatively impacted by perceived cost of service to
individual land owners.

o  Support & Enthusiasm in the urban geography may be positively impacted by support
for a cull but may be negatively impacted by safety concerns or concerns about specific
culling methods

¢ Negative Community Impacts: few issues have heen noted in the literature with regards
to safety, First Nations or health impacts but safety may be an issue in urban geography.

» Professional Sharpshooting as a population management tool needs to he continuous or
pulsed.
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Regional Deer Management Strategy

Summary Evaluation Working Sheets
Version 3 - July 25, 2012

Deer Management Option — Capture & Relocate

Geography
Evaluation Criteria Agricultural Rural Urban
Effectiveness for the . (2) o (1.5) . (2)
Individual
Effectiveness: Broader . (2) ° (1.5) . (2)
Impact
Feasibility/Capacity @ (15 @ (15 ®
Capability ’ (1) ! (1) ! (1)
Cost/Economic Impact | @ (1) ® ®
Time [ YR @ 25 (3)
Support and e (1.5) ° (1.5) o (1.5)
Enthusiasm
Negative Community . (2) . (2) . (2)
Impacts
Legend - General
Low Rating Medium Rating High Rating
Most criteria . (1) . (2) (3)
Legend — Reversed Criteria
High Medium Low
Cost/Time/Impact | Cost/Time/Impact | Cost/Time/Impact
Cost/Econamic Impact | @ (1) @ (3)
Time [ &Y [ XE] (3)
Negative Community ’ (1) @ (3)

Impacts

Summary of Notes/Opinions/Assumptions/Considerations’

e Current support is anticipated to decline after education and first relocation’s high

mortality.

e Effectiveness is influenced by where the deer would be relocated to, i.e. not just moving

them to another

e Feasibility/Capacity is impacted by the costs of labour, the range in the rural geography

area or type of conflict.

and the trap location restrictions in the urban geography

e The province would need to grant the CRD a permit to relocate deer

! Recorded during CAG meetings and from ERWG input.
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Regional Deer Management Strategy

Summary Evaluation Working Sheets
Version 3 - July 25, 2012

Deer Management Option — Capture & Relocate

Time will be impacted by complexity of trying to do this option in urban geography
Support & Enthusiasm may be reduced in urban geography due to the visibility of the
option

Community Impacts may be increased by deer mortality during transport due to stress
and the environmental impact of the deer on the areas to which they are relocated.
Community Impacts may be higher in urban geography due to public acceptance of deer
presence

Itis unclear as to where the deer could be relocated to that would not result in
other/further conflicts or environmental impacts if there is already is an established
deer population in the new area, i.e. would there be enough food?

The literature suggests this option may not be that effective. In addition, it was noted
that deer reproduction may replace relocated animals quickly.

It was alsc noted that K. Brunt of the Ministry of Forest, Lands and Natural Resource
Operations stated in his presentation that according to Ministry counts deer populations
are currently increasing.

ERWG noted that capturing deer in winter is easier due to less food but that relocation
cannot be done until spring. However, wild deer cannot be held for long periods, so
capturing and relocation would both need to be done during the spring, reducing
Effectiveness.

Capture and Relocate subject to Ministry of Forest, Land, and Natural Resources
Operations permission, which is unlikely at this point.

Consideration given to potential risk of injury to handler.

High mortality rates of Capture and Relocation will impact Support and Enthusiasm.
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Regional Deer Management Strategy

Summary Evaluation Working Sheets
Version 3 - July 27,2012

Deer Management Option — Capture & Euthanize

Geography
Evaluation Criteria Agricultural Rural Urban
Effectiveness for the ® (25) ® 25 ® (25)
Individual
Effectiveness: Broader | @ (2.5) ® 25 ® (25
Impact
Feasibility/Capacity Q (2.5) 9 (2.5) O (15
Capability @ 2+ @ ¢ @
Cost/Economic Impact |@ (1) ® ®
Time [ 1P [ X¥ [ X¥
Support and . (2) O 15 O 15
Enthusiasm
Negative Community (3) (3) (3)
Impact
Legend - General
Low Rating Medium Rating High Rating
Most criteria ‘ (1) ' (2) (3)
Legend — Reversed Criteria
High Medium Low
Cost/Time/Impact | Cost/Time/Impact | Cost/Time/Impact
Cost/Economic Impact | @ (1) @0 (3)
Time ® ) [ XP) (3)
Negative Community . (1) . (2) (3)
Impacts

Summary of Notes/Opinions/Assumptions/Considerations®

e *This Criterion assumes Provincial approval would be provided to the CRD (for
Capability criterion) to implement

e There are several different methods to implement this option, including a cull.

® Anycull would need to be maintained year to year or be pulsed overtime in order to be
Effective (ERWG).

e Urban and Rural geographies may present more difficulty to find landowners willing to
provide space to set net traps.

o Thereiis little Crown Land in the CRD to use to implement this option

! Recorded during CAG meetings and from ERWG input.
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Regional Deer Management Strategy

Summary Evaluation Working Sheets
Version 3 - July 27, 2012

Deer Management Option — Capture & Euthanize

This option might be limited to specific seasons and time of day (Cranbrook traps were
setup between 7 —9 pm and checked the next morning)

It is assumed, but not confirmed that Provincial approval would be provided to the the
CRD (Capability) to implement this option as other communities have implemented
Capture & Euthanize with Provincial support based on similar processes.

The Support and Enthusiasm criteria is dependent on how the meat is used, i.e. given to
First Nations or charitable groups.

The CAG has opined approximately equal support for and against a cull among the
people who have spoken to them about this option.

The Cost criteria would consider processing and butchering of the meat

The limited number of local processors that would be able to accommodate the volume
of deer meat. Influenced the Feasibility/Capacity rating.

It was assumed that this method was less humane than sharpshooting due to stress on
the animal when captured.

A cull may be geographically broad-based (covering agricultural, rural and urban) and
require coordinated local, regional and provincial government efforts for
implementation.

A large number of animals would need to be culled initially to make this option effective
in reducing deer human conflicts through population reduction.

In an urban area a cull may not be possible, a cull in areas with small properties, and
small population numbers would result in a lower number of animals being caught
during capture periods. Itis also assumed that it is more difficult to set up traps in rural
and urban areas compared to agricultural areas

Assumption: that any cull would be done by professionals and monitored by
government employees.

This option has been used in other communities (Sidney Island, Cranbrook, Invermere)
When considering comparative cost, it appears that Capture and Euthanize would cost
less than Capture and Relocate.
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Regional Deer Management Strategy

Summary Evaluation Working Sheets
Version 2 - July 19, 2012

Deer Management Option — Immunocontraceptives

Geography
Evaluation Criteria Agricultural Rural Urban
Effectiveness for the . (1) . (1) . (1)
Individual
Effectiveness: Broader 9 (1.5) o (1.5) e (1.5)
Impact
Feasibility/Capacity ® ® ®
Capability [ X&) ® ®
Cost/Economic ® ® ®
Impact
Time @ Q0 [ X&)
Support and ® . (2) e (2.5)
Enthusiasm
Negative Community . (1) . (1) . (1)
Impacts
Legend - General
Low Rating Medium Rating High Rating
Most criteria ’ (1) ' (2) (3)
Legend — Reversed Criteria
High Medium Low
Cost/Time/Impact | Cost/Time/Impact | Cost/Time/Impact
Cost/Econamic Impact | @ (1) [ 1B (3)
Time ® [ XP) (3)
Negative Community . (1) . (2) (3)

Impacts

Summary of Notes/Opinions/Assumptions/Considerations”

e There are currently no immunocontraceptives that are legal in Canada for broad-based

implementation; all current implementations are based on site specific approvals for

experimental use -only, negatively affecting Capability

e Effectiveness is negatively impacted by the need to treat 90%+ (correction: 70%) of does

to be effective

! Recorded during CAG meetings and from ERWG input.
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Regional Deer Management Strategy

Summary Evaluation Working Sheets
Version 2 - July 19, 2012

Deer Management Option — Immunocontraceptives

This management option would need to be bundled with population reduction or
another option to reduce impact of deer during existing deer lifespan (10-12 years). On
its own this option would take a long time to cause a reduction in population.
Effectiveness: Broader Impact is likely higher in Urban areas due to limited migration of
deer

Feasibility/Capacity is reduced by the need to capture and handle animals.
Feasibility/Capacity reduces over time during any immunization program, as already-
treated animals or males are recaptured

Cost to treat each animal is high, made higher by the high percentage of the total deer
population that would need to be treated

The Time assumed to request changes to Federal regulations is long, and once
implemented there is a considerable time lag before any ncticeable reduction in deer
population.

Support & Enthusiasm may be negative impacted by the cost of the option in addition to
its current legal status

Support & Enthusiasm in the Agricultural geography is considered lower due to inability
to immediately deal with problem animals currently causing crop loss.

Treated deer are not fit for human consumption, and would have to be tagged so those
hunted are not consumed. Public education would be needed to inform hunters of this
information. Hunted treated deer would need to be disposed of and could not serve
another purpose such as food supply.

There are known environmental impacts with in the environment from humans using
contraceptives, it is unclear what environmental impacts if any would result from
immunocontraceptive use in deer. Deer scat is widely distributed resulting in broad-
hased leeching potential.

It is also unknown what effect immunization would have upon deer predators.

First Nations use of deer for food may be negatively impacted due to unintended

harvest of treated of animals rendered them unfit for human consumption.
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Summary Evaluation Working Sheets
Version 2 - July 19, 2012

Deer Management Option — Public Education

Geography

Evaluation Criteria Agricultural Rural Urban
Effectiveness for the . (1) . (1) . (2)
Individual
Effectiveness: Broader . (1) . (1) e (1.5)
Impact
Feasibility/Capacity 25 o5 [ XES]
Capability (3) (3) (3)
Cost/Economic o AP ® (15
Impact
Time [ T8 [ X [ X¥]
Support and ®n [ B @
Enthusiasm
Negative Community (3) (3) (3)
Impacts

Legend - General

Low Rating Medium Rating High Rating
Most criteria ’ (1) ' (2) (3)
Legend — Reversed Criteria
High Medium Low

Cost/Time/Impact | Cost/Time/Impact

Cost/Time/Impact

Impacts

Cost/Econamic Impact | @ (1) [ 1B (3)
Time ® L X¥) (3)
Negative Community ® 0 @ 2 (3)

Summary of Notes/Opinions/Assumptions/Considerations”

e This option should be packaged with other options

e Public education is defined as information that help people make better decisions on

fencing, deer feeding, landscaping alternatives and more.

e Effectiveness for the Individual is likely higher in urban areas due to livelihood not being

threatened by deer forage and browsing

! Recorded during CAG meetings and from ERWG input.
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Regional Deer Management Strategy

Summary Evaluation Working Sheets
Version 2 - July 19, 2012

Deer Management Option — Public Education

s If no problem is perceived, there is no conflict. If no conflict is perceived, there is no
problem.

¢ Effectiveness: Broader Impactis higher in urban geography as there are more ina
smaller area people to be educated which will have a bigger impact.

¢ Feasibility/Capacity depends on the type of public education and the need to compete
for public attention.

s Costis higher in Urban geography due to the increased number of people to educate

s Educating people takes Time, especially when considering behavioural change.

¢ Support & Enthusiasm is negatively impacted due to the lack of immediate effect and
possible perception that public education may be the only management option that CRD
undertakes.
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Regional Deer Management Strategy

Summary Evaluation Working Sheets
Version 3 — August 8, 2012

Deer Management Option — Status Quo

Geography

Evaluation Criteria

Agricultural

Rural

Urban

Effectiveness for the

@0

®n

e

Individual

Effectiveness: Broader . (1) . (1) @ (1)
Impact

Feasibility/Capacity (3) (3) (3)
Capability (3) (3) (3)
Cost/Economic Impact | @ (1) O (15 @ (15
Time (3) (3) (3)

Support and
Enthusiasm

o

O (15)

@

Negative Community
Impacts

o0

[ XE)

o0

Legend - General

Low Rating Medium Rating High Rating
Most criteria ® . (2) (3)
Legend — Reversed Criteria
High Medium Low
Cost/Time/Impact | Cost/Time/Impact | Cost/Time/Impact
Cost/Econamic Impact | @ (1) [ 1B (3)

Time

® )

[ X

3)

Impacts

Negative Community

[ XN

@

(3

Summary of Notes/Opinions/Assumptions/Considerations®

e The Cost to do nothing is low for government but high for individuals and ICBC.

&  When considering long-term cost versus short-term cost, long-term cost will increase with

increase in deer population.

e The later the decision is made the longer it will take to implement.

e |f population of deer increases or stays the same negative community impacts will increase over

time.

! Recorded during CAG meetings and from ERWG input.
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Regional Deer Management Strategy

Summary Evaluation Working Sheets
Version 2 — August 10, 2012

Deer Management Option — Crop Protection

Geography
Evaluation Criteria Agricultural Rural Urban
Effectiveness for the
Individual @
Effectiveness: Broader
Impact . (1)
Feasibility/Capacity* @® 2
Capability* @
Cost/Economic Impact Q (2.5)
Time @ 2
Support and
Enthusiasm ) (2.5)
Negative Community
Impacts (3)

*Qption has potential to more effective. Saanich feasibility is impeded by bylaws. Saanich Peninsula has
fewer regulations.

Legend - General
Low Rating Medium Rating High Rating
Most criteria . (1) . (2) (3)
Legend — Reversed Criteria
High Medium Low
Cost/Time/Impact | Cost/Time/Impact | Cost/Time/Impact
Cost/Economic Impact | @ (1) @ (3)
Time ® () [ XB) (3)
Negative Community . (1) . (2) (3)
Impacts

Summary of Notes/Opinions/Assumptions/Considerations®

e The per-property bag limit is 5 deer.

e Crop Protectionis currently in use for the CRD Goose Management Strategy.

e Crop Protection is difficult to use and implement given existing firearms bylaws. The resultis
that there are limited locations where firearms discharge is not permitted, including properties
under 5 acres in certain jurisdictions , provincial regulations dictate that all gun discharge must

! Recorded during CAG meetings and from ERWG input.
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Regional Deer Management Strategy

Summary Evaluation Working Sheets
Version 2 — August 10, 2012

Deer Management Option — Crop Protection

occur over 100m from structures, roads, parks, property line (subject to neighbouring property
owner’'s consent).

* |nthe Kootenays hunters are connected with farm owners, this is the same procedure used with
the CRD's Goose Management Strategy and in the Interior with elk.

*  With a Crop Protection permit, the landowner or lessee can allow as many hunters to use it as
they wish, provided they stay under the limit of 5 deer per property.

o The local police have to run a hackground check for each hunter.

e The province assigns the permit to the land owner or lessee and that it is renewed each year.

e The permit does not limit which days the hunting takes place.

e Only applies to the agricultural gecgraphy.

e Crop Protection covers only specific properties.

o Harvested animals cannot be kept by hunters, but can be distributed to First Nations and
charitable organizations if properly processed.

e There are concerns over disposal of deer.

e Costis low and economic impact is high.

e Increasing bag limit would increase feasibility. Once population has been reduced the bag limit
could be adjusted to a maintenance level.

e This option is ongoing.

e There is current Provincial support.
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Appendix 10 - Management Option Evaluation Worksheets
Version 5

Management Options Evaluation Worksheet: Agricultural Geography ce=xsz:

Population Reduction

C‘)‘é\
© Administrative
2 42
N N &
¢ S N S
S &
oY >
@ \4 Q/ S
P SIS
Evaluation Criteria i N Legend - General

Effectiveness for the Individual

() 3-High Rating

. 2 - Medium Rating

. 1 - Low Rating

Effectiveness at addressing the Root
Cause / Effectiveness: Broader Impact

Feasibility/Capacity

Capability

Legend - Specific Criteria
Cost/Economic Impact, Time and
Negative Community Impacts

Cost/Economic Impact

. 3 - Low Cost/Time/

Time Impact

. 2 - Medium Cost/

Support and Enthusiasm Time/Impact

o 0000 o0 o
o0 000 o0 o
® 0 00 0 0 0o
©®oee@ 000 0 O
@0 000 0 O
® ©c0 000 0 o
©®oe0 000 0 ©
o 00600 0 o
o000 00 0 0
© 0600 00 0 o
00000 o o

Negative Community Impacts . 1 - High Cost/Time/

Impact
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Version 5

Management Options Evaluation Worksheet: Rural Geography

Population Reduction

c‘;é\
X o Administrative
\2\00 2y @ N4
: S > Q
W @ K< @ S
R IC SR X
& & L & S
Evaluation Criteria O Q¢ ® ® ¥ 3 Legend - General

Effectiveness for the Individual

() 3-High Rating

. 2 - Medium Rating

o

. 1 - Low Rating

Effectiveness at addressing the Root
Cause / Effectiveness: Broader Impact

Feasibility/Capacity

Capability
Legend - Specific Criteria
Cost/Economic Impact, Time and
Negative Community Impacts

Cost/Economic Impact

3 - Low Cost/Time/

Time Impact

2 - Medium Cost/

Support and Enthusiasm Time/Impact

1 - High Cost/Time/
Impact

Negative Community Impacts
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Management Options Evaluation Worksheet: Urban Geography o

Population Reduction

O
> & Administrative
N O i
> \Qé\ @ ,\’\\’\9
0‘0 \% Q} D) N
%) o 4 Y o) N\
S & & & &
. s S & L S &
Evaluation Criteria O N < O < Legend - General

Effectiveness for the Individual . 3 - High Rating

. 2 - Medium Rating

. 1 - Low Rating

Effectiveness at addressing the Root
Cause / Effectiveness: Broader Impact

Feasibility/Capacity

Capability . o
Legend - Specific Criteria
Cost/Economic Impact, Time and
Negative Community Impacts

Cost/Economic Impact

. 3 - Low Cost/Time/

Time Impact

. 2 - Medium Cost/
o Time/lmpact

. 1 - High Cost/Time/
Impact

Support and Enthusiasm

®© 00 00 0 0 o
@ 00 00 0|0 o
® 0 00 0 0 o
® 0 00 0 0 o
© 0 060 0 0 o
® 0O 0o 060 0 0 o
oo 00 0 © ©
00 060 0 O o
® 00 00 © @
®© 00 00 0 o0

Negative Community Impacts
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Management Options Evaluation Worksheet:
Deer/vehicle Collision Mitigation

Evaluation Criteria Legend - General

Effectiveness for the Individual 3 - High Rating

Effectiveness at addressing the
Root Cause / Effectiveness:
Broader Impact

©
. 2 - Medium Rating

o

. 1 - Low Rating

Feasibility/Capacity

Capability

Legend - Specific Criteria
Cost/Economic Impact, Time and
Negative Community Impacts

Cost/Economic Impact

Time
3 - Low Cost/Time/Impact

Support and Enthusiasm

® o
. 2 - Medium Cost/Time/Impact

. 1 - High Cost/Time/Impact

O 6 &6 6 6 6 & o

Negative Community Impacts

Version 1
Created: July 24, 2012
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Appendix 11 — Minutes of the Citizens Advisory Group

Minutes for the CAG can be seen on http://www.crd.bc.ca/regionalplanning/deermanage.htm
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