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Presenter
Presentation Notes
In 2015, The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (or “DEC”) sponsored a mail survey to gather information about residents’ attitudes on deer and deer management in an area called the Central Finger Lakes Management Unit. That survey was developed by the Human Dimensions Research Unit at Cornell University. My name is Bill Siemer and I am part of the team at Cornell University who designed and implemented this survey.   My purpose in this education module is to summarize findings from that 2015 survey.



Purpose of resident survey was to 
characterize residents’:

• interests in and concerns about local deer

• experiences with deer and perceptions of change in 
level of human interactions with deer

• opinions on the importance of addressing various 
types of deer-human interactions

• overall attitude toward deer and perception of the 
cost/benefit ratio associated with presence of deer 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The purpose of the survey was to provide four kinds of baseline information on residents of this management unit. Specifically, our objectives were to characterize residents’: interests in and concerns about local deer;Their experiences with deer and perceptions related to deer and various kinds of human interactions with deer;Their opinions on how important it is to manage various types of human-deer interactions;And their overall attitude toward deer and perception of the cost/benefit ratio associated with presence of deer in their local area.DEC will use findings from this survey, along with other information, to make decisions about deer management objectives in this area.



Wildlife Management 
Unit Aggregates
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DEC has divided the state of New York into 25 Wildlife Management Unit (WMU) Aggregates, each represented by a different color in this map.These aggregates consolidate approximately 90 WMUs into larger geographic units, for purposes of setting deer hunting regulations. 



Central Finger Lakes 
Management Unit
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Presentation Notes
Our survey focused on one of these aggregated units in the central Finger Lakes region.
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Presentation Notes
The Central Finger Lakes Management Unit is represented by the dark pink shaded area in the center of this map.  It includes portions of Wayne, Ontario, Seneca, Cayuga, Schuyler, and Tompkins counties.



Central Finger Lakes Management Unit

WMU 8J 
(n=1,000) WMU 7H

(1,000)

WMU 8S
(n=1,000)
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We surveyed a random sample of 1,000 households in each of the three Wildlife Management Units (WMUs) in the Central Finger Lakes Management Unit (total sample 3,000). The study area includes Wildlife Management Unit 8J (on the west side of Seneca Lake.Unit 8S (between the lakes)And Unit 7H (On the east side of Cayuga lake.Over half (58%) of listed addresses are in Unit 8J.Unit 8S includes the highest proportion of rural residents in the study area.And Unit 7H includes a portion of the Ithaca area, which has some communities have been dealing with deer management issues for a number of years. 



2015 Mail Survey

• 4-wave mail survey, 
March-April 2015

• 228 follow-up telephone 
interviews with non-
respondents, May 2015
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Presentation Notes
Cornell and DEC staff collaborated to develop an 8-page, self-administered questionnaire. It contained 46 questions that addressed all of our study objectives.We implemented survey mailings between March and April of last year. And we contacted each member of the sample up to four times.After few weeks after the mailing process was complete, staff at Cornell’s Survey Research Institute (SRI) completed a total of 228 follow-up telephone interviews with a random sample of survey nonrespondents. 



Survey Response Rate
Unit 7H  

(n=1,000)
Unit 8J

(n=1,000)
Unit 8S

(n=1,000)
Total

(n=3,000)
Deliverable 953 957 958 2,868
Responses 496 443 515 1,456
Response rate 52% 46% 54% 51%

Weight factor 0.33 1.89 0.89

• Mean age of respondents 61 years old; 64% were male
• 11% farm; 30% from nonfarm rural area; 39% village/hamlet; 

18% small city
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Presentation Notes
Residents returned a total of 1,456 questionnaires, yielding an overall response rate of about 51% after deleting undeliverable questionnaires (n=132).Listed addresses are not distributed equally across the management unit. So to address the possibility of sampling bias, we weighted responses based on WMU in which respondents resided. Responses from WMU 8J received the greatest weight because those responses represent a higher proportion of residents in the Central Finger Lakes Management Area. We decided not to weight the data to adjust for differences between respondents and nonrespondents



Results:
• Interests in and concerns about deer

• Interactions with deer and perceived change in 
interaction levels

• Interactions that residents want to receive 
management attention

• Indicators of community tolerance for deer-related 
impacts  
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With that brief overview of the study design and methods, I’d like to share some study results. The numbers I’ll share are weighted by region of residence, but were not adjusted to address for differences between respondents and nonrespondents. First, I’ll share findings on deer-related interests in and concernsThen I’ll give you some findings on experiences with deer and perceptions related to deer I’ll follow with some information on the interactions that respondents believe are important enough to receive more management attention.And I’ll end with some findings that paint a picture of collective tolerance for deer-related impacts in the study area.



Interests in Local Deer

Not at 
all

Slightly / 
moderately

Very / 
extremely

(%) (%) (%)
Knowing deer are healthy 6 22 72
Knowing deer pop. Is doing well 11 28 62
Seeing deer in local area 10 41 49
Seeing deer near your home 17 41 42
Photographing deer 40 38 22
Hunting deer 57 14 30
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Presentation Notes
The presence of local deer was perceived positively by many residents of the Central Finger Lakes Management Unit. A majority of respondents reported that they were very or extremely interested in knowing that deer populations in their local area are healthy and “doing well.” Many also were very or extremely interested in seeing deer in their local area (49%) or seeing deer near their home (42%). Some respondents expressed interest in photographing or hunting deer, but overall interest in those activities was lower than interest in seeing deer (i.e., 40% of residents had no interest in photographing deer and 57% had no interest in hunting deer). Interest in deer was slightly lower in WMU 7H than in WMU 8J or 8S.



Concerns about Local Deer

Not at 
all

Slightly / 
moderately

Very / 
extremely

(%) (%) (%)
Getting Lyme disease 8 32 61
Injury from deer-car collision 8 32 60
Regrowth of natural plants 12 46 42
Deer-related crop damage 12 48 41
Loss of plant, animal  diversity 15 49 37
Damage to plants around home 20 46 35
Problems assoc. with hunting 26 43 31
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Presentation Notes
Most residents had some concerns about negative impacts associated with deer. 
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The highest level of concern related to interactions that threaten human health and safety (i.e., contracting Lyme disease or being involved in a deer-vehicle collision). The next highest level of concern related to negative impacts of deer on native plants, wildlife habitat, plant and animal diversity, and farmers’ income. Residents of WMU 8J were slightly less likely than residents of WMU 7H or 8S to express concern about several negative impacts associated with local deer i.e.:Lyme diseaseloss of animal and plant diversitydamage to plants around the homeoverbrowsing of habitatand preventing regrowth of forests.



“Other” Interests and Concerns
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We offered respondents the opportunity to identify other interests and concerns they had about deer in their local area. Open-ended comments represented a mixed bag of interests, concerns, preferences, and opinions, most of which could be placed into one of the following broad categories.On the left (in yellow) are topics that repeat the specific interest and concern topics identified in the questionnaire.  At the top of that list were concerns about problems with hunters or hunting, and concerns about human health and safety issues.On the right are categories of interest or concern not mentioned in the questionnaire.  Topping that list was interest in controlling the size of the deer population, or hunter interests in seeing specific changes to deer hunting regulations in New York. 



“Other” Interests and Concerns
• Problems with hunters, 

opposition to hunting (n=18)
• Deer-vehicle collisions 

(n=14)
• Ticks and tick-borne 

illnesses (n=12)
• Deer damaging landscaping 

plants, gardens (n=10)
• Seeing deer (n=10)
• Wildlife habitat (n=6)
• Deer-related impacts on 

livestock (n=4)
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“Other” Interests and Concerns
• Problems with hunters, 

opposition to hunting (n=18)
• Deer-vehicle collisions 

(n=14)
• Ticks and tick-borne 

illnesses (n=12)
• Deer damaging landscaping 

plants, gardens (n=10)
• Seeing deer (n=10)
• Wildlife habitat (n=6)
• Deer-related impacts on 

livestock (n=4)

• Controlling the size of deer 
population (n=36)

• Deer hunting, regulation 
preferences (n=25)

• Protecting deer, feeding deer, 
deer welfare (n=11)

• Deer predators (e.g., coyotes, 
wolves) (n=6)

• White deer (i.e., Seneca Army 
Depot deer) (n=6) 

• Use of venison as a food source 
(n=5)

• Keeping deer out of residential 
areas  (n=4)
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We offered respondents the opportunity to identify other interests and concerns they had about deer in their local area. Open-ended comments represented a mixed bag of interests, concerns, preferences, and opinions, most of which could be placed into one of the following broad categories.On the left (in yellow) are topics that repeat the specific interest and concern topics identified in the questionnaire.  At the top of that list were concerns about problems with hunters or hunting, and concerns about human health and safety issues.On the right are categories of interest or concern not mentioned in the questionnaire.  Topping that list was interest in controlling the size of the deer population, or hunter interests in seeing specific changes to deer hunting regulations in New York. 



Negative Human-deer Interactions
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Presentation Notes
Many respondents engaged in activities or had characteristics that exposed them to negative interactions with local deer. For example, 67% of respondents had flower beds, gardens, or ornamental trees or shrubs that might be browsed by deer, and 46% of all respondents had experienced deer damage to plants.58% of respondents drive often in areas with many deer, and 39% had experienced a deer-related vehicle accident.25% owned woodlots and 8% reported deer-related damage to forests.12% owned agricultural land and 11%reported deer-related crop damage.
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- 39% had experienced DRVA
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- 46% had experienced deer damage 
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• 58% drive often in deer areas
- 39% had experienced DRVA

• 25% owned woodlots
- 8% had experienced forest damage
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- 11% had experienced crop damage
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Many respondents engaged in activities or had characteristics that exposed them to negative interactions with local deer. For example, 67% of respondents had flower beds, gardens, or ornamental trees or shrubs that might be browsed by deer, and 46% of all respondents had experienced deer damage to plants.58% of respondents drive often in areas with many deer, and 39% had experienced a deer-related vehicle accident.25% owned woodlots and 8% reported deer-related damage to forests.12% owned agricultural land and 11%reported deer-related crop damage.



Perceived Change in Last 5 Years

Decreased About
Same

Increased Don’t 
know

(%) (%) (%) (%)
Number of deer you 
see around home

22 42 32 5

Number of deer you 
see in local area

20 37 38 4

Amount of damage to 
plants around home

20 43 24 13
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We asked residents to report whether they believed a set of nine different types of human-deer interactions had increased, decreased or stayed about the same in their area during the last 5 years. We found that most respondents could tell us about their direct experiences with deer, and those experiences varied, with some seeing more deer or deer damage over the pats 5 years, and others seeing less.(*Note: There were no differences between respondents and nonrespondents on perceived trends in number of deer seen in their local area). 



Perceived Change in Last 5 Years
Decreased About

Same
Increased Don’t 

know

(%) (%) (%) (%)
# Deer-car collisions 6 27 35 32
Deer hunting 
opportunity

21 27 13 39

Damage to natural 
plants, forests

10 29 15 46

# deer harvested 20 21 10 48
Amt. of crop damage 10 23 16 51
Cases of Lyme disease 8 16 21 56
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But we found a relatively high degree of uncertainty when we asked them about other kinds of interactions that are occurring between people and deer in their area. For example, in the top row you can see that about a third of respondents thought that the rate of deer-vehicle collisions had increased over the past 5 years, but another third of respondents didn’t know whether the collision rate was increasing or decreasing. And the rates of uncertainty were even higher for other kinds of interactions that concerned residents. 



Importance Placed on Addressing 
Deer-related Concerns

Not at 
all

Slightly / 
moderately

Very / 
extremely

(%) (%) (%)
Tick-borne illnesses 3 23 73
Deer health and wellbeing 4 30 66
Deer-vehicle collisions 4 33 64
Deer-related crop damage 6 41 53
Damage to natural plants 10 47 43
Damage to plants around home 11 50 39
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We also asked residents to identify the deer-related concerns that they thought were most important to address in their area.Residents were most likely to report that it was very or extremely important to them that health and safety issues be addressed, including deer health and wellbeing. Fewer residents said it was very or extremely important to address crop damage, damage to natural plants, or damage to plantings near homes.  A fewer still placed high importance on addressing problems with hunters or deer viewing or hunting opportunities.



Indicators of tolerance:
• Overall attitude toward local deer

• Perceived cost/benefit ratio of having deer present

Presenter
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Overall Attitude Toward Deer

All WMU
7H

WMU
8J

WMU
8S

(%) (%) (%) (%)
Enjoy deer and do not 
worry

32 24 37 29

Enjoy deer but worry about 
problems deer may cause 54 57 52 58
Do not enjoy deer, regard 
them as a nuisance 8 13 5 10
No particular feelings about 
deer

6 6 6 4

Presenter
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For many years we have been asking this question on deer management surveys.In this case we found that about one in three respondents (32%) unconditionally enjoyed deer and did not worry about deer related problems.  Over half of respondents enjoyed deer, but worried about deer-related problems. Fewer than 10% of respondents said they do not enjoy deer and regard them as a nuisance.Respondents living in WMU 8J were more likely than those living in WMU 7H or 8S to enjoy deer without worry.



Overall Attitude Toward Deer

All WMU
7H

WMU
8J

WMU
8S

(%) (%) (%) (%)
Enjoy deer and do not 
worry

32 24 37 29

Enjoy deer but worry about 
problems deer may cause 54 57 52 58
Do not enjoy deer, regard 
them as a nuisance 8 13 5 10
No particular feelings about 
deer

6 6 6 4

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The finding that over half of respondents indicated that they enjoy deer, even though they worry about deer-related problems suggests that experience with deer-related problems is within tolerable levels for a majority of residents in this management unit.



Perceived Cost/Benefit Ratio
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We also asked residents how they perceived the relationship between costs and benefits of the deer population in their local area. Overall, about half of respondents (53%) believed that the costs and benefits of deer in their local area were about an even tradeoff. One in five respondents (20%) believed the benefits of local deer outweighed the costs. And about one in four respondents (27%) believed costs associated with local deer outweighed benefits of having deer. You can see that Respondents living in WMU 7H (black bar) were most likely to believe the costs of deer exceeded the benefits.A couple of communities in that unit have been dealing with deer management issues for years, so it is not surprising to see that tolerance has been exceeded there for more residents. 



Percent who had High Interest in Deer-
related Activities or Conditions

Impacts tolerance group
Benefits

exceed costs
Costs exceed 

benefits
(%) (%)

Knowing deer are healthy 90 49
Knowing deer pop. is doing well 86 29
Hunting deer 47 21
Seeing deer in local area 82 17
Seeing deer near your home 76 15
Photographing deer 42 6

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We took a closer look at interests in deer among respondents who had different perceptions of the relationship between deer-related costs and benefits. Here we have ordered interests from greatest to least for those who believed costs exceeded benefits. Overall these results show that respondents who believe costs exceeded benefits are less interested than other respondents in all the listed activities or conditions. 



Percent who were Very/Extremely Concerned 
about Effects Associated with Deer

Impacts tolerance group
Benefits

exceed costs
Costs exceed 

benefits
(%) (%)

Injury from deer-car collision 37 82
Getting Lyme disease 43 78
Damage to plants around home 11 72
Over browsing of habitat 20 71
Regrowth of natural plants 20 69
Deer-related crop damage 18 67
Loss of plant, animal  diversity 21 64

Presenter
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Moreover, we found that respondents who perceived more deer-related costs than benefits were more likely than other respondents to have high levels of concern deer-related problems. For example, the top rows of the table show that they had the highest levels of concern about human health and safety effects. 



Percent who Placed High Importance on 
Addressing Deer-related Concerns

Impacts tolerance group
Benefits exceed 

costs
Costs exceed 

benefits
(%) (%)

Tick-borne illnesses 59 88
Deer-vehicle collisions 44 86
Deer-related crop damage 32 76
Damage to plants around home 13 71
Damage to natural plants 24 68

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Residents who believed costs exceeded benefits were most likely to report that it was very or extremely important to them that deer managers address human health and safety issues related to deer. crop damage, and damage landscaping and native plants.These findings suggest that managing any of these negative impacts could increase overall tolerance for deer in this area.



Source: Glenda Powers Fotoloa.com

Next steps?

Presenter
Presentation Notes
So what are the next steps in this management unit?Well, in 2016, these survey results will be discussed in a small group process with area residents. That process will be sponsored by DEC and will be facilitated by staff from Cornell University and Cornell Cooperative Extension. Deliberations within that small group process will be considered by DEC staff, along with other information sources, to establish local objectives for deer management.That concludes this module –thank you for interest and attention.
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