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Roadmap

 What is community
wildlife management?

e Project objectives
e Methodology

e Results

 Conclusions and
future implications



Community Deer Management: An Introduction

Why manage deer?

 What is collaborative
community deer
management?

 Why take a collaborative
approach?

e How can collaborative deer
management be achieved?




Understanding the Components of

Community Deer Management

Dimensions of Capacity

Awareness of the issue
Shared values/history

Technical knowledge

Leadership skills

Intervention Tools

Education
Assessment

Communication

Agency flexibility




Approaches to Deer Management

Stakeholders

Wildlife management agency

Authoritative Passive-receptive




Understanding how community
deer conflicts evolve

(! concern f\

Evaluation Involvement
L | _ Public Issue : ]
Implementation Evolution Model Issue
x (Hahn, 1990) | |
Choice Alternatives

L Conseguences ﬁ,



Research Questions & Hypotheses

* Does the majority of the island =
community support a nonlethal ==t -.
deer management strategy? E |l

— Yes, willingness to pay will be
evident

 |s the current public input
representative of the BHI
community?
— No; opinions will significantly differ



Project Objectives

» Assess the level of support from
the BHI community for the
proposed nonlethal
management strategy

* Isolate the factors that influence
community members’ choice of
wildlife management strategies

« Evaluate effectiveness of
current public involvement

 Identify ways to engage
stakeholders in the future



Project Design & I\/Iethodology

e Survey distribution
— Email, Wildlife Overlook

« Sample Size
— Assumed 7% failure rate, 39% response rate | ey
(Manfreda & Vehovar, n.d.) ' s S

b -
et

Question Design
— 11 questions
— Contingent Valuation (WTP)

* Analysis
— Univariate statistical variables (mean, st. dev)
— Two sided T test for statistical significance




Methodology & Results

Number Failure Response  Total
Distributed Rate Rate  Collected

Emailed 199 19% 41% 68
(n=36) (N=68)

@)Y/=][e]0].4 22 \JAY \JAY 22

Other 3 \JAY \JAY 3

TOTAL 93



Results

Demographic Results
— Male 49.5%: Female 50.5%
— Seasonal 61%: Permanent 39%

Most people were aware that BHI
manages the deer population (82.8%)
but had never been to a deer
management meeting (73%).

Surprisingly, the management factor
given the highest mean level of concern
was the preservation of the maritime
forest (2.4/5) 1= top priority



Results: Does the BHI community support the
proposal for nonlethal management?

Assessing attitudes toward non lethal management in
the BHI community
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strongly somewhat  undecided somewhat strongly
agree agree disagree disagree

Likert Scale Attitude Index




Results: Contingent Valuation

* 64% of respondents (nN=79) expressed a willingness to

pay for the nonlethal plan

 Mode (most common response) = $20-$50

Assessment of willingness to pay regarding the
nonlethal management of Bald Head Island's deer

13.8%

27.6%

O $1-%$10

B $20-$50

O $50-$100
O $100-$200
B >$200



Results: Is current public input (ie: deer management
meeting) representative of the BHI community?

Testing the difference in community
consensus between two samples

O Attended a deer
management meeting
(n=25)

O Never been to a deer
meeting (N=68)
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strongly undecided strongly
agree disagree

Likert Scale Ranking

H, = two samples have the same mean p=0.67 > 0.05

H_ = two samples have a different mean Fail to reject null hypothesis.




Descriptive Data: A Closer Look

Deer Remainder of
Management Community
Sample
Reasons for not Won't be effective Time constraint/Not
supporting proposal (40%) enough information (28%)
Percent unaware of 0% 249,

deer management

Average WTP Value  $50-$100 (47%) $1-$20 (35%)



ldentifying Challenges to
Building Community Consensus

e 26% of total population did not feel they had
enough information to make decision

 Feedback identified strong feelings and
conflicting views on both sides



Implications for future

deer management BHI

e Main points revisited

— Nonlethal management is
supported by a majority of the
community, WTP exists

— Currently public input is
representative of the community

« Taking a collaborative

approach

— Target the community via outlets
requested: email/website

— As we proceed with exploring
nonlethal methods, let BHI be an
role model for other communities!
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Fripp Island Case Study

Drug % Does Not Pregnant
Spray Vac Agueous 36.4 (n=11)
Spray Vac Non 18.2 (n=10)
Agueous

PZP Adjuvac heat 100 (n=5)
formulated Pellets

PZP Adjuvac cold 80 (n=4)

formulated pellets



