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RESOLUTION #14-45:

A RESOLUTION ESTABLISHING A DEER MANAGEMENT TASK FORCE FOR THE
VILLAGE OF PINEHURST, NORTH CAROLINA.

THAT, WHEREAS, many community members are concerned about the number of
deer in the Village of Pinehurst; and

WHEREAS, some residents are concerned about deer-vehicle collisions, tick-borne
illnesses, damage to yard plantings and vegetable gardens and general safety; and

WHEREAS, residential environments have created excellent deer habitat and many
citizens, through the planting of ornamental and/or vegetable gardens, provide an abundance of
food and shelter; and

WHEREAS, many Pinehurst residents have contacted elected officials of the Village of
Pinehurst, requesting measures to control the deer population in and around the residential areas
of the Village; and

WHEREAS, a prudent approach to deer-human coexistence involves a partnership
between the citizens, local government and the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission;
and

WHEREAS, understanding the nature of the deer issue and exploring approaches is in
the interest of the citizens of the Village of Pinehurst;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Village Council of the Village of
Pinehurst, North Carolina, as follows:

SECTION 1. The Deer Management Task Force shall be established under the
Chairmanship of Council Member John Strickland with administrative and research support
provided by village staff as assigned by the Village Manager. The Task Force shall explore
ways to address deer-human conflicts and to solicit community feedback on different possible
approaches. Public Education shall be part of the Task Force’s charge.

SECTION 2. The Task Force shall be composed of up to ten members including the
chairman, as appointed by the Village Council.

SECTION 3. Members shall include a variety of community representatives, interests
and expertise. Members shall be open-minded and capable of working alongside members with
differing opinions.

SECTION 4. The Task Force shall meet as often as needed to prepare and deliver a
report to the Village Council by November 18, 2014. The Task Force shall avail itself of
expertise through the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission and/or other public or
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Deer Taskforce Speakers

Meeting
Date Name Company
9/3/2014|Rupert Medford North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
9/10/2014}Jim Young Pinewild Wildlife Committee
9/24/2014|Bart & Martha O'Connor  {Pinehurst residents
9/24/2014|Kevin Brewer Village of Pinehurst staff
10/1/2014|Rupert Medford North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission
10/8/2014|Dr. Paul Jawanda FirstHealth of the Carolinas
10/15/2014{Joe Lasher Backyard Bow Pro
10/22/2014|Robbie Withington USDA
10/22/2014|Steve Adelmann Citizen Arms
10/29/2014|Tyler Stowe Outdoor Wildlife Management
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Deer Management Survey SurveyMonkey

Q8 Would you like to give any comments
regarding the deer population in Pinehurst
for the Deer Management Task Force?

Answered: 704  Skipped: 511

8/8
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PLANTS FOUND TO BE DEER RESISTANT IN PINEHURST

TREES

DECIDUQUS
River Birch
Ginkgo
Bald Cypress
Dogwoods
Sweet Gum
Maples
Crepe Myrtles
Red Bud
Oaks

EVERGREEN
Cedars
Hollys
Magnolias
Cypresses
Pines

GROUNDCOVERS AND VINES

Periwinkle

Carolina Jessamine

Creeping Jenny
Mondo Grass
Honeysuckle
Pachysandra
Dichondria

FERNS

All Native

SHRUBS

DECIDUOUS
Barberry
Butterfly Bush
Flowering Quince

EVERGREEN
Abelia
Elaeagnus
Hollies
Osmanthus
Anise
Wax Myrtle
Leucothoe
Junipers
Viburnum
Gardenias
Azaleas
Rhododendron
Camellias
Cleyera
Ligustrum

Yucca
Nandina
Loropetalum

Bulbs

Daffodils
Amaryllis
Crocosmias
Oxalis

PERENNIALS

Yarrow
Columbine
Dianthus
Red Hot Poker
Lambs Ear
Coreopsis
Coneflower
Lantana
Sage
Lenten Rose
Peony
Aster
Rosemary
Phlox

Cana

Calla

ANNUALS

Ageratum

Begonia

Ornamental Peppers

Coleus
Verbena
Marigold
Dusty Miller
Petunias
Nicotiana
Pentas
Vinca
Zinnias
Scarlet Sage
Portulaca
Mums

November, 2014



Plants Considered Deer Resistant for Sandhills of NC

Trees
Deciduous

River Birch-Betula nigra
Ginkgo-Ginkgo biloba

Red Buckeye-Aesculus pavia
Hawthorn-Crataegus species

Honey Locust-Gleditsia triacanthos
Black Gum-Nyssa sylvatica

Bald Cypress-Taxodium distichum
Carolina Silverbell-Halesia Carolina
Goldenrain Tree-Koelreuteria paniculata
Kousa Dogwood-Cornus kousa
Sweet Gum-Liquidambar styraciflua

Shrubs

Deciduous

Japanese Barberry-Berberis thunbergii
Butterfly Bush-Buddleia davidii
Sweetshrub-Calycanthus floridus

Spring Flowering Sprireas-Spireae spp.
Deutzia-Deutzia gracilis

American Beautyberry-Callicarpa americana
Witch Hazel-Hamamelis macrophylla
Flowering Quince-Chaenomelea speciosa
Crape Myrtle-Lagerstroemia indica

Evergreen

Deodar Cedar-Cedrus deodora

Japanese Cedar-Cryptomeria japonica
American Holly-/lex opaca

Eastern Red Cedar-Juniperus virginiana
Southern Magnolia-Magnolia grandiflora
Sweetbay Magnolia-Magnolia virgnica
Live Oak-Quercus virginiana

Carolina Cherrylaurel-Prunus caroliniana
Pines-Pinus species

False Cypress-Chamaecyparis spp.
Arizona Cypress-Cupressus arizonica

Evergreen

Abelia-Abelia x grandiflora

Wintergreen Barberry-Berberis julianae
Eleagnus-Elaeagnus pungens

Chinese Holly-llex cornuta

Yaupon Holly-llex vomitoria

Fragrant Tea Olive-Osmanthus fragrans
Holly Osmanthus-Osmanthus heterophyllus
Anise Shrub-/llicium species
Waxmyrtle-Myrica cerifera
Leucothoe-Leucothoe spp.

Yucca-Yucca spp.

Nandina-Nandina domestica
Loropetalum-Loropetalum chinensis
Junipers-Juniperus spp.
Viburnum-Viburnum spp.

Japanese Privet-Ligustrum japonicum
Southern Yew-Podocarpus macrophyllus



Perennials

Yarrow-Achillea Blue Star-Amsonia Sage-Salvia spp.
Columbine-Aquilegia Coreopsis-Coreopsis Rosemary-Rosemarinus
Catmint-Nepeta Purple Coneflower-Echinacea Cardinal Flower-Lobelia
Artemisia-Artemisia Blanket Flower-Gallardia Butterflyweed-Aesclepias
Dianthus-Dianthus Bee Balm-Monarda Lenten Rose-Helleborus
Joe Pye Weed-Eupatorium  Guara-Guara Russian Sage-Perovskia
Red Hot Poker-Kniphofia Lantana-Lantana spp. Peony-Paeonia spp.

Rose Campion-Lychnis Mint-Mentha spp. Speedwell-Veronica
Lambs Ear-Stachys Gay-feather-Liatris ~ Aster-Aster spp.

Groundcovers and Vines

Ajuga-Ajuga reptans ‘ Mondo Grass-Ophiopgon japonicus
Periwinkle-Vinca major and minor Crossvine-Bignonia capreolata
Carolina Jessamine-Gelsemium sempervirens Coral Honeysuckle-Lonicera sempervirens

Confederate Jasmine-Trachelospermum jasminoides
Creeping Rosemary-Rosmarinus officinalis ‘Prostratus’

Summer Annuals

Ageratum Melampodium Pentas
Begonia Marigold Vinca
Ornamental Peppers Dusty Miller Zinnias
Coleus Petunias Scarlet Sage
Verbena Flowering Tobacco

Ornamental Grasses-Most ornamental grasses are considered deer resistant

Pampas Grass-Cortaderia selloeana Maiden Grass-Miscanthus sinensis
Fountain Grass-Pennisetum alopecuriodes Panic Grass-Panicum virgatum
Pink Muhly Grass-Muhlenbergia capillaris



Ferns

Christmas Fern-Polystichum acrostichoides Holly Fern-Cyrtomium falcatum
Tassel Fern-Polystichum polyblepharum Lady Fern-Athyrium filix-femina
Royal Fern-Osmunda regalis Cinnamon Fern-Osmunda cinnamomea

Southern Shield Fern-Theylypteris kunthii
Southern Maidenhair Fern-Adiatum capillus-veneris

Bulbs

Daffodils Amaryllis Scillas Agapanthus
Crinum Lilies Crocosmias Oxalis






o

T | .As a side note, the perennial Lenten Rose blooms in the winter and could be used instead of a winter
annual. And Bonide Granuals can be used as deer repellent.

Melissa Swarbrick
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Melissa Holt

I L U
From: John C. Strickland
Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2014 3:59 PM
To: bob.farren@pinehurst.com; Earl Phipps; John Eastman; Mallory;

melissa@fixandflexinc.com; tagtransportnc@gmail.com; <rpapp@nc.rr.com>;
s22williams@earthlink.net

Cc: Andy Wilkison; Melissa Holt; Jeff Batton
Subject: FW: Rupet Medford Comments
Attachments: Density and Culling.docx

Andy and Task Force members, as you know I received this from Rupert Medford yesterday, and read it
last night upon my return from Chapel Hill. Andy forwarded Medford's comments to the Task Force
earlier today. For the record, here are my additional comments, after a follow-up phone call with Rupert
this morning.

To summarize Medford's conclusions:

1. The Village has approximately 300 deer in our jurisdiction but the density varies considerably from one
neighborhood to another. He suggests that a herd of about 200 deer is the manageable size for us--
manageable meaning for the health of the herd, somewhat based on the natural food suplply of the
Sandhills, as well as for human coexistence. This does not mean that the herd should be reduce by 100 in a
short time span. The actual number of deer taken in the dense areas of the Village would be much less than
that on an annual basis.

2. The Wildlife Commision has historically encouraged hunting where allowed, but the lack of natural
predators of deer has allowed the deer population to increase beyond levels that can be managed to
desireable levels during the normal hunting season. Specially organized programs using urban archery

or firearms, especially in populated areas such as Pinehurst, are a responsible part of the herd management
process. One of the issues to be sorted out in that process is the engagement of private and public
landowners.

3. Using programs offered by professionals such as Outdoor Wildlife Management Company, and White
Buffalo, including the laying out of permanent or temporary "deer parks", are also acceptable measures.

I'hope this helps clarify the desity questions which we have had.
Regards,

John C. Strickland, Council Member, Treasurer

John Strickland, Council Member, Treasurer

From: Medford, Rupert H [rupert.medford@ncwildlife.org]
Sent: Monday, November 10, 2014 1:22 PM

To: John C. Strickland

Subject: deer






Density and Culling

I am writing regarding your request for a deer density and a number of deer to cull. I am perfectly
comfortable giving you some numbers however | don’t think that the numbers matter very much for
two reasons.

1) Any numbers | give will be based upon generalities rather than a scientific population
estimate.

2) Other factors (number of days, methods, safe places, private land access) affecting any “culling”
are more likely to influence numbers than a quota that you receive. In other words, because
of the limitations involved in the actual harvest process, cullers will not likely reach the target
number of deer. Even if they do, there will parts of town that do not have adequate harvest
because of limitations.

Referring to the deer density map for NC 2010 that | provided, you will note that density estimates for
Moore County are in the 15-30 range. As mentioned, this density is based upon a number of factors but
a very important metric involved is deer harvest. Since there is no harvest in Pinehurst, we cannot
simply assume that the data is correct here. Additionally, being a human-dominated landscape has
multiple influencing factors on density. There are scientific methods that can yield a more accurate deer
population estimate; however the NCWRC does not have the resources available to conduct such a
survey or census. For a more precise estimate Pinehurst should consult a private firm that may or may
not be able to conduct and adequate survey. | can’t imagine the methods and technologies used would
be very accurate or efficient in an area so large, and so densely human-populated.

| believe it is best for the purposes of the Village of Pinehurst not to consider the number of deer per
square mile but rather to think of deer in terms of deer per square mile of habitat. In a densely human-
populated area these are two drastically different things. The difference between these two metrics
could be accomplished with a GIS analysis however; | think this is something that is not necessary.
Knowing exact numbers is not nearly as important as recognizing that deer management is one aspect of
responsible land stewardship.

Deer are a prey species that were historically prey to a number of predators, including humans. Humans
are now the only significant predator of adult deer in the southern piedmont; therefore the
responsibility of effectively managing a rapidly reproducing species should be taken seriously by
landowners and managers. The goal in a deer management program should be to have a balanced
population. In the longleaf/wiregrass ecosystem, deer densities should be managed at around 15/mi?
however with the Village being so human dominated, densities greater than this number would
represent an overpopulation. Most places can support healthy deer herds at much higher densities but
the Sandhills ecosystem is a nutrient poor ecosystem and numbers greater than this have negative
impacts on forest regeneration, biodiversity, and overall deer herd health. The 15/mi’applies to a
landscape that is basically not human-inhabited. The question that | cannot answer is this: how do the
human impacts on the landscape affect deer carrying capacity? | believe that landscaping, fertilized
lawns, brushy hedgerows, and city owned right-of-ways that increase edge habitat increase the carrying






capacity of the available habitat. That is to say that there is an overall habitat improvement, not
considering that habitat that is completely lost. This does not take into consideration the land areas
that are occupied by impervious surfaces, structures, etc. Practicing deer management in urban areas
should consider factors other than biological factors. As such, density becomes less important than
social factors such as damage to landscaping and gardens, deer-vehicle-collisions and so forth. These
are important indicators that should influence deer harvest just as crop damage influences harvest in
farmed landscapes.

Based on anecdotal evidence, personal sightings, and habitat it seems likely that the deer density map is
fairly accurate with the more populated (human) portions of the village having fewer deer (~15/mi’) and
the less populated areas of the village having more deer (~30/mi?). These numbers are generalities from
a few selected areas that have been applied to other areas that seem similar based on lot sizes and
habitat. There are certainly portions where these density estimates will be either too low or too high —
but because exact numbers are not important and the land area is so large with so many other factors in
play — these generalized numbers will be adequate as a starting point. | believe that these densities are
conservative. The areas of greater density apply to about one third of the village with majority of the
village being at a lower density. Applying this simple generalization yields a population estimate of
around 300 deer within town limits. There are several factors that could introduce a great amount of
error in this estimate with the most important one being surrounding landscapes (lands management
and hunting pressure). It is likely that deer use along village limits is much higher where adjacent to
better habitat. If a census were conducted using camera traps, for example, these deer would be
captured as part of the population and densities would be reported as much higher than 15/mi%

To manage a population at a maintenance level, harvesting approximately 1/3 of the deer population is
desirable. Another unknown that may come into play is “other mortality factors” that occur in the
urban environment. Some of these include fawn predation by coyotes and dogs, vehicle mortality, and
other non-hunting mortality (fence collisions/entanglements). Again, to be conservative | would
recommend that a first year culling target 1/3 of the total estimated population. This buffers against
over-harvest. If removing 100 deer is achieved then further evaluation of deer damage, DVC'’s, and
complaints can give us a better idea for numbers for a future cull. Culling is not something that can be
done once but rather would be annual or conducted on an every-other-year basis.

Again, to make sure | am being clear, there are many unknowns involved in this and to be precise about
a population estimate further studies would be required. Since the harvest number is based on the
estimate this would have to be adjusted based on any changes in estimate/density.

Best Regards,

Rupert H Medford
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