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Since the early 1990's, the size ofthe deer herd in Town and Cotmtry has been an issue
in the community. Then, just as now, many people in the cmmnunity felt that the deer
population had grown too large, and that the animals were unduly damaging landscaping,
reducing biodiversity within the City, and were a tlu·eat to motorists.
At the same time, many other people in the community felt that deer were an integral part
of the landscape of the City, and that they did not present a problem at all. In fact, they
were an asset. These citizens vigorously opposed any use of lethal force to reduce the
deer herd.
The controversy in the 1990' s led to the Towh and Country translocation plan. From
1999 until 2002, with the necessary approval of the Missouri Department of
Conservation, 233 of deer were trapped and relocated. At the time the City was spending
approximately $35,000 per year on the program. A swnmary of the program fi'om the
West County Deer Task Force repm1 is attached as Exhibit 1.
In 2002 the Missouri Department of Conservation cancelled the program, and the City
has undertaken no real deer management action since, nor spent any money.

The deer however did not stand pat, and as deer do, they continued to breed. By 2007
their numbers were so replenished and the damage they were causing had increased so
much that there began to be a public outcry for action.
In the summer of2007 the Mason Valley Subdivision Board of Trustees reported to the
Board of Alde1men that a petition had been signed by 130 of the 155 homeowners
demanding that the City take action. Numerous residents also testified in front of the
Board of Alde1men, the Conservation Commission and the Parks and Trails Commission
of the damage that deer overpopulation had caused, of their concerns with vehicular
accidents, and urged action.

In response to these requests, the Board of Aldermen passed Resolution 20-2007
(attached hereto as Exhibit 2) requesting the City administration to study and report back
to the Board its recommendations regarding the deer population issue.
In response, the City Administrator presented a draft repm1, which included the finding
that the input of the public had to be solicited prior to a plan being finalized. The draft
report is attached as Exhibit 3.

To solicit thorough public input, review all options, and report back to the Board of
Aldermen, Mayor Dalton then appointed a Deer Task Force consisting of Alderman Jon
Benigas, Alderman Fred Meyland-Smith, and Alderman Lynn Wright, and Chaired by
Alderman Bill Kuehling.
Subsequently, the Task Force met more than twenty times, hearing hours of testimony
fi'om citizens, and receiving reams of written information.
The Task Force hosted a Town Hall Forum on January 22,2008, which was attended by
several hundred residents, and at which over fifty citizens testified.
The Task Force also hosted an Experts Forum on July 17, 2008 at which noted deer
experts Dr. Jay Kirkpatrick and Dr. Anthony DeNicola appeared. Dr. Kirkpatrick is the
worlds leading expe1i on the use of the immunocontraceptive PZP, and Dr. DeNicola is
the President of White Buffalo Inc., a nonprofit wildlife management and research
organization that has worked with dozens of cities regarding their deer population
problems.

In addition the Task Force heard from:
Mr. Joel Porath and Ms. Erin Shank, expetis from the Missouri Department of
Conservation;
Mayor Douglas of Clarkson Valley, Missouri;
Mr. Steven Garrett the City Attorney;
Mr. Mike Hodges :fi:om the St. Louis County Parks Department; and,
Mr. Lou Salamone of Suburban Bow Hunters, LLC
To further gauge the sentiment of the citizens of Town and Country, the City
commissioned a random telephone survey of 400 citizens to be conducted by Dr. Terry
Jones of the University ofMissouri St. Louis. The survey was conducted in July 2008.
A copy of the survey is attached as Exhibit 4, and a summary of the results is attached as
Exhibit 5.
Among the findings of the 2008 survey was tl1at:
87% of respondents repmted the same or increased deer sightings over the past 3
years.
51% repmied having had a collision or near collusion over the past 5 years.
52% reported that the problem of auto accidents with deer is extremely or very
senous.
51% report that the damage to plants from deer is extremely or very serious.
42% repmt that deer are an extremely or very serious problem in Town and
Country.
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Upon receipt and consideration of all the information, the Task Force agreed upon the
following principles to guide the City in its management ofthe deer population.

Principles for Deer Management
1. Deer should continue to be part of the fauna in Town and Country.

In all the testimony that we received, and in all of the citizen communications, no one
ever advocated removing deer completely from Town and Cmmtry. Many citizens did
comment on how impmiant an aspect it was to see deer in Town and County.

2. No homeowner and their property should be tmduly negatively impacted by
deer.

The Task Force believes that prope1iy owners should have a reasonable degree of
expectation that their property would not be lmduly negatively impacted by deer. There
was much discussion as to what is meant by "unduly negatively impacted" and how that
determination should be made. Obviously the first pariy to propose that he or she is
being lmduly negatively impacted would be the homeowner. However, this decision as
to whether or not control activities should be undertaken does not unilaterally belong to
the homeowner. The deer belong to everyone in Town and Country, not just to the
person whose land they are temporarily situated. After a homeowner (or homeowners)
complain, an objective review by the City (and perhaps the Missouri Department of
Conservation), would have to occur to detennine if in fact there was such a persistent
prevalence of deer and that such deer were causing a level of damage to warrant control
activities. It should be noted that currently the Missouri Depariment of Conservation
conducts a similar review in response to requests to utilize trapping and euthanasia in
Town and Country.

3. Currently in parts of Town and Country, homeowners are being unduly
negatively impacted by over population of deer.

There was evidence presented beyond a reasonable doubt that in ce1iain parts of Town
and Country there is an overpopulation of deer, and that as a result of that overpopulation
homeowners were being unduly negatively in1pacted.
In the 2008 survey, in Ward 2 (the ar·ea east ofQueeny Par·k and south ofPrincipia) 58%
or respondents reported deer to be an extremely or very serious problem, and 66%
reported damage to plants to be extremely or very serious. Eighty percent of respondents
from Ward 2 also reported 50+ deer sightings near or on their property in the last year.
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4. All efforts should be made to utilize non-lethal methods to limit the deer
population.
If there is a way to limit the deer population in Town and Country without employing
lethal means, the Deer Task Force believes that it should be explored, and if reasonably
promising, utilized.
In the 2008 survey, 67% of all respondents supported the use of contraceptive dJ.ugs as a
means of population control.

5.

Lethal management methods should be as minimal, humane, and safe as
possible.

Consistent with the notion that deer should continue to be part of the fatma of Town and
Country, the Task Force believes that lethal management means should be the last resmi,
and not over utilized. In addition, the lethal means of management should be reviewed as
to the level of humaneness and public safety associated with the means. It is, however,
the only means available to quickly reduce the deer population in certain parts of town.
It should be noted that in the 2008 survey, 56% of respondents supported bow and arrow
hunting, and 45% suppatied rifle hunting.

6. The City deer management program should be on going, including
implementation, monitoring and oversight. The program should be reviewed
annually and modified as necessary.
There has been no City coordinated deer management activity since 2002. This lapse
should not be allowed to occur again. The deer will continue to be prui of the fauna of
Town and Country, and an active deer management program must accompany the deer's
presence.

7. It is a proper for the City to expend public funds to manage its deer

population.
An overpopulation of deer is a threat to the public safety and welfare of the people of
Town and Country. It is apparent that the current available avenue of control- namely

ordinance authority for the use of captive bolt by private individuals - is inadequate to
control the deer population. As in dealing with any threat to the public safety and
welfru·e, as part of general City budget development, it is proper for the City to expend
tax dollars to control the situation.

In the 2008 survey, 72% of respondents supported the use of some level of public funds
to control the deer population.
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RECOlVIMENDATIONS
1. The City establish an ongoing deer management program.
The City must put in place an ongoing deer management program that will be properly
staffed, and have access to expert advice, and access to reasonable resources. It must
implement the management program, conduct annual ongoing reviews of the deer
population, monitor developments in population control methods, and conduct ongoing
community education programs on safely living with deer. The programs should also
draw upon community resources, including those offered by the Humane Society of
America.

2. The City must clearly vest a staff person with deer management
responsibility, and designate a police officer liaison to specifically address
safety concerns.
There is currently no City employee whose job description includes deer management.
Deer management must be institutionalized in Town and Country, and establishing a
newly created part-time employee position with responsibility for the task is one-step to
such institutionalization. Among the duties would be interfacing with the City's wildlife
consultant and the Missouri Department of Conservation, staffing the Deer Task Force,
serving as a contact person for citizens, updating the deer management plan, and budget
preparation and oversight. The police liaison would recommend, review and enforce
safety protocols established by the City.

3. The City immediately retain the services of a professional wildlife consultant
This report will recommend a general deer population management strategy. There will
be numerous details necessary to properly implement this plan. This implementation will
not occur without access to the advice of a skilled professional wildlife consultant.
Aldermen are not the people to do it, and no current employee has the skill set to do so
either.
Therefore, it is recommended that the City immediately retain the services of a skilled
professional wildlife consultant. This individual's duties will include, but will not be
limited to, assisting with the creation of a written plan to be submitted to MDC for
approval, identifying focus areas in the City where deer population reduction must occur,
providing a proposal for the precise process for approving sharpshooting sites, aiTanging
the logistics to conduct sharpshooting and sterilization and other related deer
management activities. This individual would work in collaboration with the Deer Task
Force and City staff.
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4. Surgical sterilization be vigorously pursued.
Expe1ts in deer population control have brought to our attention recent wildlife medical
advances that allow the sterilization of deer in the field without prolonged captivity and
with minimal risks to animal health. In this technique a doe is captured, tranquilized, and
sterilization is perfonned in the field. After tagging, the deer is then released. The
technique is costly- approximately $750-$1000 I deer. However, the technique is also
permanent. As stated in Time to Reduction: Factors Influencing Management Efficacy in
Sterilizing Overabundant White-Tailed Deer, Journal of Wildlife Management, 67(2):
267-279 ". We determined that a population could be reduced by 30% to 60% in 4- 10
years if a manager could sterilize 25 -50% of available fettile females annually."
The recommendation of the number of deer to be sterilized will be made by City staff to
the Board of Aldetmen. City staff, in making its recommendation, will work with input
from the City's wildlife consultant, MDC, and the Deer Task Force, within budgetary
constraints established by the Board of Aldermen.
Attached hereto as Exhibit 6 is the recommended summary protocol for surgical
sterilization . It's the Task Force's expectation that this protocol would be reviewed, and
if necessary adjusted, prior to implementation.

5. Relocation is not a viable alternative and should not be pursued.
The Task Force heard a great deal of history regarding the relocation effort that was
undertaken from 1999 until 2002. However the Missouri Department of Conservation
has consistently stated that it will not approve such a relocation program under any
circumstances, due to concerns over the spread of disease. The Task Force concluded
that efforts to change this policy would not be productive. It should also be noted that to
the best information the Task Force has, except for a couple of possibly very small
unique situations, no where in the country is relocation being used as a method to control
the overpopulation of deer.

6. The use of PZP immunocontraception should not be pursued at this time.
Immunocontraception is a means by which deer population is controlled by dart injecting
does with a protein that prevents pregnancy. There is no question that the procedure does
work on captive herds. However, there are several problems with Town and Country
attempting to use it. PZP is not currently generally approved by the federal government
for use in white tailed deer. PZP was subj ect to FDA jurisdiction, but recently has been
transferred to EPA. The EPA has an 18 month+/- approval time frame once an
application is made to it for approval. Thus far, the only approval request has been for
the use of PZP with wild horses. That means the only way to attempt to utilize PZP is as
prut of a research effmt. However, it is not clear that such a research effort would receive
necessary govemmental approvals. Also, its successful use requires the inoculation of a
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high percentage of does, and a re-inoculation of the same does a year or two later, and
continued periodic re-inoculation thereafter. This is difficult and expensive to do.

7.

Lethal means must be used to reduce the deer herd until the sterilization has
an impact.

Under the best of circumstances, it is anticipated that it will be four years before the deer
poptuation could be expected to begin to drop through the use of sterilization. Pruts of
the City cannot wait that long for action, and the only avenue available to control the deer
herd is lethal means. It is recommended that for at least the next two years lethal means
be utilized to reduce the deer herd in areas that are being unduly negatively impacted.
Attached as Exhibit 7 ru·e pros and cons identified for each lethal approach by the Deer
Task Force.

The lethal means recommended to be used in the first year is a City hired
professional sharpshooting firm. The Task Force concluded that with appropriate
protocols this was the safest and most humane means available. Based on a review of the
experience fi:om the first year, a determination will have to be made for the second year
between continued use of a sharpshooting fum or of possibly allowing the use of bow
hunters.
Access to individual's prope1ty for any deer management activities would occur only
with the written permission of the legal property owner(s).
Only City contracted personnel and City officials would be engaged in the deer
management activity.
Attached hereto as Exhibit 8 is the recommended summary protocol for sharpshooting.
It's the Task Force's expectation that this protocol would be reviewed, and if necessary
adjusted, prior to implementation.
The goal is to secure large 10+ acre low density sites in focus areas (as determined
below) throughout the City. If this is accomplished, then only low density open land will
be needed.
The recommendation of the number of deer to be culled will be made by City staff to the
Board of Aldermen. City staff, in making its recommendation, will work with input from
the City's wildlife consultant, MDC, and the Deer Task Force, within budgetary
constraints established by the Board of Aldermen.
This determination would take into account the principle that the number to be culled
should be the minimum necessary, and the success or failure of the sterilization program.
The following deer should not in any circumstances be subject to lethal controls:

7

Does that have been sterilized,
Does with tracking collars, and,
Fawns.
City staff will make the determination of the focus areas from which deer will be reduced
from with input from the City's wildlife consultant, MDC, the Board of Aldermen. This
determination will take into account available deer census information, citizen
complaints, subdivision trustee input, deer verucle accident information, and physical
examinations of affected areas.
To insme the maintenance of public safety and the success of the deer reduction efforts, it
is recommended the City enact an ordinance prohibiting interference with deer
management activities.

The current Town and Country ordinance prohibiting the discharge of weapons
within the City must remain intact. Provision for exception should be made to allow
only City contracted sharpshooting for the exclusive purpose of reducing the deer
population with all of the provisions and restrictions contained in this proposal.

8. If bow hunting is allowed for in future years as a means of population
control, a detailed plan for use must be developed and adopted by the Board
of Aldermen.
The use of bow hunting as a means of population control presents challenges not
encountered with the use of a City retained professional sharpshooter, since the City
would not have the same contractual relationship with the bow hunters as it would with a
professional sharpshooter. Issues such as what qualifications to require hunters to
possess, how to ascertain propmty owner permission to hunt, how to regulate where deer
could be taken and how the hunt would be conducted would have to be determined.
Models for such programs do exist in some neighboring municipalities, but a thorough
review of how these programs are actually working in practice, not on paper, should be
undertaken prior to attempting to craft a program.

9. Prohibit Deer Feeding
The Task Force has received testimony from experts in urban deer management
recommending passage of an ordinance, with appropriate penalties, prohibiting the
feeding of deer. In addition, we have received complaints from citizens about the
problems associated with people feeding deer in their neighborhoods. Neighboring
communities that have implemented deer management programs have consistently
included "no feeding" ordinances. Further, numerous states have enacted laws
prohibiting the feeding of deer. A Town and Country prohibition would incorporate best
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practices from these other government statues. The Task Force recommends the adoption
of an ordinance prohibiting deer feeding in Town and Country.

10. Deer Task Force should be reconstituted to include citizens.
As part of the effort to institutionalize the deer management activities in the City of Town
and Country, the Deer Task Force consisting of four aldermen should be expanded to
include interested citizens. The Task Force can assist in the implementation and
monitoring of the plan, providing feedback to the Board of Aldermen on its
implementation, and making suggestions for the modification and improvement of the
plan. The Mayor, with the approval of the Board of Aldermen, in line with the
established process of populating commissions will determine the membership
composition.

11. Draft Budget

Attached Exhibit 9 is an estimated five (5) year budget for the deer management
programs recommended herein.
The Task Force noted that there is significant cost in the first two years of the program.
However, the Task Force also concluded that tlus cost was justified since from 2002 the
City had spent nothing on deer management activities.
Projected year-one-cost ($133,000- $176,000) represents between 1.3% and 1.7% ofthe
2008 general fund expenditure and translates to a per capita cost between $ 12 and $16
based on the 2008 population of the City.
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EXHIBIT 1

Town & Country Trap and Relocation Project
Task Force reviewer: Mike White & Skip Mange
Summary of Findings
Starting in the winter of 1999, the City of Town & County, in cooperation with the Missouri
Department of Conservation (MDC), started the first deer relocation project from an urban area in the
State of Missouri. The project continued for three years.
Between January 11, 1999, and February 16, 1999, 80 deer (51 does and 29 bucks) were trapped, radio
collared, and relocated onto state property in rural Missouri at a cost of$356 per deer ($28,480 total).
MDC chose the release site and monitored deer survival for 10 months until December, 1999. It was
found that 16 (20%) of the relocated deer died in the first 30 days from capture-stress myopathy. It is
estimated that 28 fawns were born to the 64 deer that survived the initial 30 day period, which brought
the total reduction of deer in Town & Country to 108 deer. During the ten m onth study period, 18 deer
were killed legally by hunters, 7 by poaching, 6 by unknown causes, 5 by road kill, and 3 by
wounding. 25 (31 %) deer survived the entire study period.
During January and February of2000, 57 deer (44 does and 13 bucks) were removed at a cost of$369
per deer ($2 1,033 total). Although not monitored, deer survival rates were probably similar to the
previous year, as only the absence of collars on these deer was different. It was estimated that with
fawning the actual reduction in deer in the city was a total of 83 deer.
During January and February of2001 , 96 deer (50 does and 46 bucks) were relocated. 65 deer were
captured with large nets, 7 were captured in small drop nets, and 24 were caught in box traps. The cost
per deer was similar to previous years. It is estimated that with fawning the actual reduction in deer in
the city was a total of 126 deer.
Over the course of the three year project, a total of233 deer ( 145 does and 88 bucks) were trapped in
Town and Country and relocated. With fawning, the total number of deer effectively removed from
the city was approximately 317. The project was a success in the minds of some Town & Country
residents in that effectively 317 fewer deer remained in the City. However, in the minds of others the
program was very expensive to the City ofT own & Country and not completely non-lethal.

In December of 2001, MDC eliminated relocation as an option from the state's Urban Deer Guidelines.
The decision was based on the new concern about chronic wasting disease. Currently, trap and
relocation is not an option for deer management in Missouri.
Literature Reviewed
Mayor & Board of Alderman, City ofTown & Country Report For The Residents - Urban Deer
Relocation Project, 1999-2000, summer 2000.
Berringer, J., L.P. Hansen, J.A. Demand, J. Sartwell, M . Wallendorf, and R. Mange. 2002. Efficacy of
translocation to control urban deer in Missouri: costs, efficiency, and outcome. Wildlife Society
Bulletin, 30(3): 767-774.
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Michaels, M., J. Clayton, D. Schwar1z, J. Houser, B. Perez, W. Seltzer. City ofTown & Country
Conservation Commission report of the wildlife subcommittee to the board of aldermen, parts 1 and 2.
August 2, 2002.
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EXHIBIT 2

CITY OF TOWN AND COUNTRY
RESOLUTION NO. 20-2007

A RESOLUTION DIRECTING THE CITY ADMINISTRATOR
TO PREPARE A DRAFT DEER MANAGEMENT PLAN

BE IT RESOLVED that the Board of Aldermen of the City of Town and Country,
Missouri, does hereby direct the City Administrator to prepare a draft deer management
plan that will include the following :
1.

An ongoing method of monitoring the deer population ;

2.

A proposed method or methods of managing the deer population;

3.

A timetable for management activities; and

4.

An annual budget.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this report shall be submitted to the Board of
Aldermen for its consideration by October 15, 2007.

Passed and approved this 24th day of September , 2007.

Jonathan F. Dalton
Mayor, City of Town and Country

v~~
Pamela Burdt, City Clerk

Deer Management Plan 2007

EXHIBIT3
WORK PRODUCT
This document is not in its final form as it is subject to review and editing
by the Board of Aldermen, and therefore not subject to release until
deemed complete.
INTRODUCTION
This DRAFT deer management plan for the City of Town & Country is
submitted as directed by the Board of Aldermen pursuant to resolution 20-2007,
passed and approved on the 241h of September, 2007.
Further, this plan includes responses to the four directives of the
resolution which are as follows:
1.

An ongoing method of monitoring the deer population;

2.

A proposed method or methods of managing the deer population;

3.

A timetable for management activities; and

4.

An annual budget.

It should also be noted that this DRAFT plan was prepared with the
understanding that it was to provide a menu of options and opportunities rather
than a single course of action.
(Attachment I resolution 20-2007)

GENERAL COMMENTS
Community Involvement
In the end, the community must determine how many deer the citizens are
willing to tolerate.
Public forums, surveys, and deer/vehicle accident reports are tools that
could be utilized to assist the City in determining this number.
The community must also understand that should a deer population
management effort ensue, there must be a long-term commitment since no
reasonable quick fix is available.

Monitoring Our Deer Population
A deer density count is an obvious first step in determining if a problem
exists. Not so simple is establishing an appropriate deer population baseline, a
task which this report does not address. However, with respect to this issue,
consideration should be given to the value of knowing the relative abundance of
deer. Stated differently, it should be determined whether the population is
increasing or decreasing, and whether it is above, below, or in reasonable
balance with the carrying capacity of our community. Carrying capacity should
include consideration of human tolerance and intolerance for a variety of
reasons , most importantly safety.

The West St. Louis County Deer Task Force recommended deer
populations be reduced to 20 deer per square mile of habitat, but also
recognized that residents in some areas may tolerate greater densities (up to 40
deer per square mile of habitat).
During the last year that Town & Country relocated deer, its deer
population was estimated at about 68 per square mile.
ANNUAL SURVEYS (Relative to Resolution Directive #1)
Regardless of the method or methods chosen to monitor the deer
population, surveys should be performed annually, without a known end date.
Most all deer population surveys, especially those conducted in forested
urban areas where hiding places are abundant and entry to private properties
impede visual contact lack accuracy, are difficult to perform , and are relatively
expensive to conduct.
The Aerial Infrared Survey method may, therefore, be the best option
for our community when done in concert with the analysis of community
surveys and deer/vehicle accident reports.
Population Inventory Options
Aerial Infrared Surveys
• Technology initially developed for utilization by both military and law
enforcement organizations has recently been applied to wildlife
management. Forward Looking Infrared (FUR) video surveillance
equipment can be used to count deer. This technique employs the use of
a FUR video camera mounted on an aircraft. Thermal images of warmblooded deer appear bright against the colder ground and can be counted.
This technique allows for an estimate of the deer density for a given area.
• Does not require snow cover
Analyzing deer Harvest Data
• Obviously not applicable in urban areas where due to firearm regulations ,
hunting is limited or prohibited.
Night Spotlight Surveys
• The method of spotlight surveys depends on the reflection of light from the
tapetum in deer eyes. Spotlighting has many disadvantages as a method
for conducting censuses. It can be affected by deer activity, which varies
greatly depending on time, weather and season. Night spotlighting can
also prevent certain habitats from being surveyed due to route location, as
well as lack of light penetration.
• More appropriate on large tracts of lands, not in urban areas
• Time and manpower intensive
• Generally done in late August and September
• Private Property Issues
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Cruise Surveys
• Observers travel throughout an area by vehicle counting deer during
daylight hours
• Private Property Issues
• Accuracy is at issue when used in forested urban areas
Pellet Surveys
• Involves counting and collecting deer (fecal matter) pellets
• Used more in open territories and game reserves
• Time and manpower intensive
• Private Property Issues
Helicopter Surveys
• Snow cover required
• Pilot flies at about 25 mph 200' above ground
• One or two experienced observers conduct counts
• Flights generally occur twice per day for a week
• Similar to Ariel Infrared without the use of technology
Citizen Surveys
While citizen surveys will not provide an accurate estimate of deer population
they can convey useful information with regard to:
• The extent of deer/human conflicts
• Loss of native plant species: trees, shrubs and herbaceous plants
• Damage to private residential vegetation
• Areas of higher deer concentration
• Other nuisances
• Levels of Community Tolerance
Deer I Vehicle Accident Reports
Comprehensive Monthly account of Reported, Verified and Suspected
deer/vehicle encounters can be used to supplement other data and help identify
changes in deer population.

(Attachment: September 2007 Report including totals years for 2000- 2007)

MANAGING THE DEER POPULATION (Relative to Resolution Directive #2)
Note that a specific method of managing our community's deer
population will not be presented in th is draft management plan, as the
alternatives and their application are numerous, sensitive and complex,
and beg community involvement.
Removing all the deer in an urban area is not an option,
as deer are part of the natural community.
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It is important to recognize at this point that cities do NOT control hunting ,
but rather the discharge of firearms and the open carrying of weapons. However,
should the City decide to modify its firearms ordinances to provide for deer
management it must do so in a responsible and appropriate manner.
•
•

The act of hunting is under State Control.
MDC prefers hunting over other methods to control deer populations.

Further, that methods selected to reduce the deer population should be based
upon the following considerations:
• Public/participant safety (proximity to residential , commercial, highway
areas, considerations of terrain/geography)
• Effectiveness (ability of a particular technique to produce the desired
management goal)
• Economy (paid staff/contractor time, ability to use volunteer assistance,
physical resources including supplies and capital equipment)
• Operational conflicts (seasonal laws, other priorities of
agencies/designated personnel)
• Ineffectiveness of other solutions
Population Control Options
Firearms Hunting
• Includes centerfire rifles, shotguns, muzzleloaders, Air Rifles, and
Crossbows. (Note that Air rifles are scheduled to be approved by MDC in
March 2008)
• State Hunting Laws would apply
• Generally, none of the devices in this category are utilized in urban areas
due to obvious and significant safety concerns
• Would require City legislation to allow discharge of firearms
Sharp-Shooting over Bait Sites
• A type of Firearms Hunting
• Requires MDC approval
• Would require City legislation to allow discharge of firearms
• Safety is a concern, but there could be opportunities to mitigate safety
issues
Bow Hunting
• Includes longbows and compound bows
• Generally the most widely accepted method of hunting deer in urban
areas
• State Hunting Laws would apply
• Would require City legislation to allow discharge of firearms
• Safety is a concern, but there could be opportunities to mitigate safety
issues
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Trap
•
•
•

and Euthanasia
Deer are trapped and euthanized with a captive bolt device
Requires MDC approval
Generally used when other lethal methods are unacceptable within a
community
• Currently available to property owners
• Large scale efforts are time, material and labor intensive

Trapping and Relocation
• Deer are trapped, sedated and transported to a rural location and released
• Requires MDC approval
• Currently not an approved method by MDC, however, opportunities to
solicit reconsideration may be available
• Large scale efforts are time, material and labor intensive
• Generally comes with high per deer cost
Managed Hunts
• MDC selects hunters to hunt on specified public lands
• Program is generally restricted to larger tracts of public land
• MDC does not conduct managed hunts on private property
Fertility Control
• A preferable method in urban areas, however, fertility control remains
experimental and would require MDC and FDA approval
• Reductions in populations would not be as quick as other methods
Never Feeding Them
While not feeding deer may do little with regard to population control,
animals that are fed lose their fear of humans, may become aggressive and bite,
butt or trample humans.
They also may lose their ability to find food on their own and when the
handouts stop, they starve. Deer attracted to corn or salt licks are also at risk as
large numbers of deer feeding in a small space increases the transmission of
bovine tuberculosis and other disease.
• An ordinance could be enacted prohibiting the feeding of deer.
Other Options
• Landscaping alternatives
• Repellants
• Pesticide treatments
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Options and Opportunities
City Funded I Managed Program
Relative to any chosen method of deer population control selected and
managed by the City, would be to allow neighborhoods and private property
owners (fitting specific criteria of suitability), the ability to opt in or out of the
program .
A reasonable assumption would be -that participation would be greater in
areas of significant deer populations and less in areas where the numbers are
deemed tolerable and , therefore, could help achieve a higher level of community
acceptance.
Individual property owners, multiple property owners, and neighborhoods
could individually or collectively, petition the City to participate, provided the area
described in the petition fits specified criteria. In areas comprised of multiple
property owners, majority support would be required .
Note that targeted areas should be based on the following criteria:
• High Incidence of Deer/vehicle collisions
• Severe damage to the ecology
• Persistent and measurable damage to the community
• Poor or deteriorating health of deer

Property Owner(s) and Neighborhood Funded I Managed Programs
Small Property Owners
Trapping and Euthanasia is a method of deer management currently
available to individual property owners regardless of the size of the property.
Deer Management Associations
Multiple property owners and/or subdivisions, would be eligible to join
together to achieve an area of sufficient size, as determined by the City (example
- 12 acres or more), to administer its own deer population management program,
provided the association properly petition the City and gain program approval
and follow the rules and laws established by MDC and the City.
Large Property Owners
Individual property owners, say with 20 or more acres, could be deemed
eligible to manage deer at anytime without petitioning the City, provided they
follow the rules and laws established by MDC and the City.
Multiple methods of population control, including the use of firearms and bow
hunting, could be made available to large property owners.
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MANAGEMENT ACTIVITIES TIMETABLE (Relative to Resolution Directive #3)
Year1
Fall2007
• Budget for 2008 Deer Population Survey(s)
January or February 2008
• Conduct Physical Deer Population Survey
• Conduct Citizen Survey
March 2008
• Analyze data and Compile Report
April - May 2008
• Conduct Public Forums
June -July 2008
• Develop Management Plan
• Modify City Ordinances as Required
August 2008
• Communicate Program to Community
• Provide Information and Education to the Community on deer biology,
ecology, and management
Fall2008
• Enact Management Plan(s)
Year 2 and Beyond
Fall2008+
• Budget for next year's Deer Population Survey(s)
January or February 2008+
• Conduct Physical Deer Population Survey
• Conduct Citizen Survey
March 2008+
• Analyze data and Compile Report
May - June -July 2008+
• Update Management Plan as Required
August 2008+
• Communicate Program to Community
• Provide Information and Education to the Community on deer biology,
ecology, and management
Fall2008+
• Enact Management Plan(s)

BUDGETING (Relative to Resolution Directive #4)
Annual Deer Population Surveys- $4,000
Deer Management- $30,000
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EXHIBIT 4

TOWN AND COUNTRY SURVEY
Questionnaire (J uly 14, 2008)

H el lo, I'm ca lling at the request of the Town and County Board of Aldermen who have
au thorized thi s survey on deer management. I'm working for Dr. Terry Jones, a university
professor who is charge of conducting the poU. We are not selling anything. Your phone
num ber has been selected at random . A ll your responses are strictly confiden ti al and wi ll on ly be
used in statisti cal summaries.

l . First, abou t how often during the pas t twelve months h ave you seen one or more deer on or
near your property: 50 times or more, between 30 and 49 times, between 10 and 29 times, 5 to 9
ti mes, one to four times, or not at all ?
I.
2.
3.
4.
5.

50 or more
30 to 49
J0 to 29
5 to 9
1 to 4
6. None
9. Don ' t know, no answer

2. Over the p ast three years, have the number of times you have seen one or more deer on or near
your property increased, s tayed about the same, or decreased? (IF INCREASED/DECREA SED)
Has it (INCREASED/DECREASED) a lot or somewhat?
1. Increased a lot
2. Increased somewhat

3.
4.
5.
9.

Stayed about the same
D ecreased som ewhat
Decreased a lot
Don ' t know, no answer

3. During the past fi ve years, h ave you or anyone else in your hou seho ld been in a vehicle that
has hit a deer while drivin g within T own and CoW1 try?
I. Yes
2. No
9. Don 't kn ow, no answer

4. During the past five years, have you or anyone else in your household been in a vehicle that
has bad a near miss colli sion with a d eer while driving within Town and Country?
1. Yes
2. No
9. Don 't know, no answer
5. Let me read you a list of some concerns that some people have about deer in Town and
Country. For each one, please tell me how serious a problem it is: extremely serious, very
serious, somewhat serious, not very serious, or not at all serious.
(RANDOMIZE Q. 6 THROUGH Q. 9)
6. Deer being a cause of automobile accidents. Is that an extremely serious problem, very
serious, somewhat serious, not very serious, or not at all serious?
I.
2.
3.
4.
5.
9.

Extremely serious
Very serious
Somewhat serious
Not very se1ious
Not at all serious
Don ' t know, no answer

7. Deer damaging plants and other vegetation. Is that an extremely seri ous problem, very
serious, somewhat serious, not very serious, or not at all serious?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
9.

Extremely serious
Very serious
Somewhat serious
Not very serious
Not at all serious
Don 't know, no answer

8. Deer threatening to attack individuals. Is that an extremely serious problem, very serious,
somewhat serious, not very serious, or not at all serious?
I.
2.
3.
4.
5.
9.

Extremely serious
Very serious
Somewhat serious
Not very serious
Not at all serious
Don ' t know, no answer
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9. Deer spreading diseases that might infect residents . Is that an extremely seri ous problem,
very serious, somewhat serious, not very serious, or not at all serious?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
9.

Extremely serious
Very serious
Somewhat serious
Not very serious
Not at a ll serious
Don 't know, no answer

I 0. Overall, how serious a problem are deer in Town and Country: extremely serious, very
seriou s, somewhat serious, not very serious, or not at al l serious?
I.
2.
3.
4.
5.
9.

Ex~emel y serious
Very serious
Somewhat seri ous
Not very serious
Not at a ll serious
Don ' t know, no answer

I I. Next, let me read you som e actions that some people have proposed to reduce the number of
deer in Town and Country. For each, tell me whether you generally favor or oppose Lha t action .
(RANDOMIZE Q. 12 THROUGH Q . 14)
12. A llowing bow and arrow hunting by certifi ed expert bowhunters on private tracts of land
tracts five acres or larger. Do you favor or oppose that? (IF FAVOR/OPPO SE) Do you
(FAVOR/OPPOSE) that action s trongly or somewhat?
I.
2.
3.
4.
9.

Strongly favor
Somewhat favor
Somewhat oppose
Strongly oppose
Don 't know, no answer
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13. Allowing rifle bunting by certified expert sharpshooters on private tracts of land twenty
acres or larger. Do you favor or oppose that? (IF FAVOR/OPPOSE) Do you
(FA VORJOPPOSE) that action strongly or somewhat?
I.
2.
3.
4.
9.

Strongly favor
Somewhat favor
Som ewh at oppose
Strongly oppose
Don ' t know, no answer

14. Trapping deer and then killing them with a captive bolt. Do you favor or oppose that? (IF
FA VORJOPPOSE) Do you (FA VORJOPPOSE) that action strongly or somewhat?
I.
2.
3.
4.
9.

Strongly favor
Somewhat favor
Somewhat oppose
Strongly oppose
Don 't know, no answer

(ROTATE Q. 15 AND Q. 16)
15. If a llowed by the Missouri Department of Conservation, trapping and th en relocating the
deer. Do you fa vor or oppose that? (IF FAVORJOPPOSE) Do you (FAVORJOPPOSE) that
acti on strongly or somewhat?
I.
2.
3.
4.
9.

Strongly favor
Somewhat favor
Somewhat oppose
Strongly oppose
D on't know, no answer

16. If allowed by the Missouri Department of Conservation, using contraceptive drugs to limit
deer reproduction in Town and Country. Do you favor or oppose that? (IF FA VORJOPPOSE)
Do you (FAVORJOPPOSE) that action strongly or somewhat?
1.
2.
3.
4.
9.

Strongly favor
Somewhat favor
Somewhat oppose
Strongly oppose
Don't know, no answer
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17. Do you favor or oppose the City of Town and Countly spending public funds to control the
deer population in the City? (IFF A VOR/OPPOSE) Do you (FAVOR/OPPOSE) this strongly or
somewhat?

1.
2.
3.
4.
9.

Strongly favor (GO TO Q. 18)
Somewhat favor (GO TO Q. 18)
Somewhat oppose (GO TO Q. 20)
Strongly oppose (GO TO Q. 20)
Don't kno w, no a nswer (GO T O Q. 20)

18 . Currently the City of Town Country permits trappi,ng deer and killing them wjth a captive
bo lt. This method costs about $250 per deer for trapping each one and butchering it so it can be
contributed to a food banl<. How much public fund s do you think you be spent this way each
year: up to $20,000, betwee n $20,000 and $40,000, between $40,000 and $60,000, or more than
$60,000?
I . Up to $20,000
2. $20,000 to $40,000
3. $40,000 to $60,000
4. More than $60,000
9. Don't know, no answer
19. In general, do you favor or oppose spending public funds on other ways for contro lling tbe
deer population ? (IFF A VOR/OPPOSE) Do you (FAVOR/OPPOSE) this strongly or somewhat?
I.
2.
3.
4.
9.

Strongly favor
Somewhat favor
Somewhat oppose
Strongly oppose
Don't know, no answer

20. Now just one more question for statistical classification purposes. In what year were you
born?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

1973 or later
1963 to 1972
I953tol962
1943tol952
1942 or earlier

5

2 1. RECORD GENDER

1. Male
2. Female
22. RECORD WARD
I . First
2. Second
3. Third
4. Fourth

Thanks for your input. Have a pleasant (DA Y/EYENING).
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EXHIBIT 5

TOWN AND COUNTRY DEER MANAGEMENT SURVEY

Overview

This report presents the findings from a telephone survey of a
probability sample of 405 Town and Country registered voters on
var i ous aspects of deer management within the City.

Topics

include the i ncidence o f deer e ncounters , the seriousness of deer
both for specific concerns and overall , opinions about possible
actions the City might take regarding deer , and the willingness
to spend public funds on deer control.
Interviews were conducted during the week of July 21 ,

2008 .

The sampling error , a t the 95% confidence level , is sligh t l y less
th an plus-or-minus 5% f or City-wide t ot als and app roximately
pl u s - or-minus 8% for ward level estimates.

Becau se of rounding ,

totals do not always equal precisely 100%.
Deer Encounters
Residen tial Property : Last 12 Months .

Forty-two percent have

seen one more deer on their res i dential property 50 or more times
du r i ng the past twelve months,

8% 30 to 49 times , 14% 10 t o 29

times , 11% 5 t o 9 times , and 1 4% report no deer sightings .
Frequent (50 or more) deer visits are much more common in the
Second Ward (80%) than they are in the other three wards: First
(33%), Fourth (30%) , and Third ( 24%).
Here are the number of sightings both overall and by ward :
Number of Sightings
50+

30-49

10-29

5-9

1 -4

None

4 2%

8%

14%

11%

11%

14%

First Ward

33%

5%

1 2%

5%

1 2%

33%

Second Ward

80%

13%

4%

2%

1%

0%

Third Ward

24%

9%

19%

22%

18%

8%

Fourth Ward

30%

4%

22%

15%

15%

14%

Overall

Residential Property : Trend .

Fifty-two percent say the number

of deer sightings on their property has remained about the same
during the past three years, 18% say they have increased a lot,
17% increased somewhat ,

6% decreased somewhat,

Second Ward resident s are most

l ot , a n d 3% decline to say.
likely to repor t

3% d ec r eased a

increas es : 33% a lot a n d 22% somewhat.

Here are the trend results overa l l and by ward

(+

=

a lot,

somewha t) :
Three-Year Trend : Deer Sighti ng s
Down-

Down+

No Answer

lli2±

1m.::.

Same

18%

17%

52%

6%

3%

3%

First Ward

16%

17%

50%

4%

8%

5%

Second Ward

33%

22%

40%

4%

2%

0%

Third Ward

11 %

19%

56%

12%

2%

0%

Fourth Ward

14%

12 %

63%

5%

1%

5%

Overall

Vehicle Collisions .

Fourteen percent report that , during the

past five years , they or someo n e else in their household has been
in a vehic le that has hit a deer while driving in Town and
Cou ntry.

The frequency of such encounters is high est in the

Second Ward (21%) followed by the First and Fourth Wards

(1 4%

each) and the Third Ward (7%).
Vehicle Near-Collisions .

Thirty-seven percent reply that they

or someone else in their household has, during the past five
years, bee n in a veh ic l e that had a near - miss collision with a
deer while driving in To wn and Co u n try.
most often by Second Ward citizens
the First Ward

Near mis ses ar e reported

(50% ) fol l owed by res i dents in

(36%) , Third Ward (32 %) , and Fourth Ward

(30%) .

Concerns About Deer

Citizens were asked how se ri ous a problem deer are in Town and
Country overall and for four more specific concerns : "deer being
a cause of automobile accidents , u "deer damaging plants and other
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vegetation," "deer threatening to attack individuals , " and "deer
spread ing diseases that might infect residents . "
Specific concerns .

Deer causing automobile accidents (21%

extremely se riou s , 3 1 % very serious) a nd deer damaging p l ants and
other vegetation (26% extremely serious , 25% very serious) are
greater concerns than are deer spreading diseases (7% extremely
serious , 7% very serious) or deer threatening individuals

(5%

extremely serious , 5% very serious) .
Here are the results for the four s pe cif i c concerns overall
and by ward:
Overall Ward 1 Ward 2 Ward 3 Ward 4
Auto Accidents
Extremely Serious

21%

23%

27%

19%

16%

Very Serious

31 %

31%

32%

38%

22%

Somewhat Serious

29%

30%

19%

29%

37%

Not Very Serious

12 %

10%

15%

8%

15%

Not at All Serious

6%

6%

5%

10 %

7%

No Answer

1%

0%

2%

0%

1%

Damage Plant s
Extremely Serious

26%

30%

38%

18%

17%

Very Serious

25%

23%

28%

27%

23%

Somewhat Serious

21%

13%

15%

26%

30%

Not Very Serious

16%

1 2%

14 %

21%

18 %

Not at All Serious

12%

22%

5%

7%

12%

1%

1%

0%

0%

0%

No Answer
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Overall Ward 1 Ward 2 Ward 3 Ward 4

Threaten Individuals
Extremely Serious

5%

9%

4%

2%

3%

Very Se ri ous

5%

10%

7%

1%

3%

Somewhat Serious

9%

12%

16%

4%

2%

Not Very Serious

33%

31%

26%

39%

37%

Not at All Serious

46%

36%

4 6%

53%

50%

2%

3%

1%

1%

4%

Extremely Serious

7%

8%

9%

6%

4%

Very Se ri ous

7%

7%

6%

8%

5%

Somewhat Serious

24%

23%

20%

28%

23%

Not Very Serious

26%

25%

29%

22%

29%

Not at All Serious

28%

28 %

27%

29%

29%

8%

8%

9%

6%

8%

No Answer

Spread Diseases

No Answer
Overall .

After reacting to each of the four specific

conce rn s , cit i zens were asked "overall how serious a problem are
deer in Town and Country?"

Twenty-o ne percent think deer are an

extremely serious prob lem, another 21% say they are a very
serious problem , 32% somewhat serious , 15% not very serious ,
not at all serious , an d 1% decline to say .

11%

Here are the results

overal l and by ward:
Overa l l ward 1 Ward 2 Ward 3 Wa rd 4
Extremely Ser i ous

21%

18%

38%

13%

1 6%

Very Serious

21%

23%

20%

23%

16%

Somewhat Se r ious

32%

30%

21%

41%

36%

Not Very Serious

15%

10 %

15%

19%

15%

Not at All Serious

12%

11%

11%

7%

13%

1%

2%

0%

0%

No Answer

1%
4

Pol icy Proposa l s

Citizens were asked whe th er they favor or oppose each of five
different proposals to reduce the number of deer in Town and
Country: "allowing bow and arrow hunting by certified expert bow
hunters on private tracts of land five acres or larger,u
"allowing ri fl e hunting by certifi ed expe rt sharpshooters on
private tracts of land twenty acres or larger , u "trapping deer
and then killing them with a captive bolt," "if allowed by the
Missouri Department of Conservation ,

trapping and relocating the

deer , u and "if allowed by the Missouri Department of

Cons ervat i o n, u s i ng contraceptive drugs to limit deer
r eproduction in Town and Country . "
Contraceptive drugs receive t h e strongest support (67 % favor,
25% oppose) followed by bow and arrow hunting (56 % favor , 40%
oppose), trapping and relocating (50 % favor,

47% oppose) , rifle

hunting (45% favor , 51% oppose) , and trapping a nd then killing
with a captive bolt (34% favor , 61% oppose) .

Here are the

results fo r each proposal overall and by ward:
Overall Ward 1 Ward 2 Ward 3 Ward 4
Contraceptive Drugs
Favor Strongl y

48%

4 6%

42%

61 %

4 6%

Favor Somewhat

1 9%

16%

25%

15%

19 %

Oppose Somewhat

10%

11 %

12 %

8%

Oppose Strongly

15%

15%

15%

12%

1 6%

8%

12%

1 1%

0%

11%

Don ' t Know/No Answer

8%
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Overa l l Ward 1 Ward 2 Ward 3 Ward 4

Bow/Arrow Hunting
Favor Strongly

43%

49%

47%

33%

42%

Favor Somewhat

1 3%

14%

8%

15%

16%

Oppose Somewh at

13%

11%

16%

14%

13%

Oppose Strongl y

2 6%

22%

28%

32%

23%

4%

4%

1%

5%

6%

Favor S trongly

34%

36%

26%

36%

39%

Favor Somewhat

16%

16%

15%

23%

8%

Oppose Somewhat

13 %

1 3%

10%

1 5%

14%

Oppose Strongly

34%

33%

45 %

25%

34%

3%

2%

4%

0%

4%

Favor Strongly

30%

32%

36%

23%

30%

Favor Somewhat

15 %

13%

13%

14%

18%

Oppose Somewhat

14%

1 2%

14%

16%

1 6%

Oppose Strongly

37%

38%

35%

43%

32%

Favor Strongly

21%

22%

27%

17%

19%

Favor Somewhat

13%

9%

1 2%

17 %

13%

Oppose Somewhat

22%

23%

18%

19%

26%

Oppose Strongly

39%

41%

38%

43%

36%

5%

4%

6%

3%

6%

Don' t Know/No Answer

Trap/Relocate

Don't Know/No Answer

Rifle Hunting

Trap/Kill

Don't Know/No Answer

Many citizens favoring non-lethal methods also support lethal
means.

For example,

among those favoring trap and relocating

deer , 45% also favor bow a nd arrow hunting and 34% support rifle
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hunting .
Governmental Funding

Seventy-two percent favor (46% strongly, 26% somewhat) and 24%
oppose (15% strongly, 9% somewhat) Town and Country spending
publ i c funds to contro l the deer population .

Here is the

breakdown by ward:
Overall Ward 1 Ward 2 Ward 3 Ward 4
Public Funds
Favor Stro ng l y

46%

43%

47%

4 6%

47%

Favor Somewhat

26%

23%

28%

33%

21%

Oppose Somewhat

9%

6%

7%

11%

12%

Oppose Strongly

15%

21%

16%

8%

14%

4%

6%

2%

2%

6%

Don't Know/No An swer

After being informed that "current l y the City of Town and
Country permits trapping deer and killing them with a captive
bolt (and) this method costs a b out $250 a deer for trapping each
one and butchering it so it can be contributed to a food bank,u
those favoring s pending public funds on deer control

(72% of the

sample) were asked what expenditure levels they thought best .

Here are the results overall and by ward:
Overall Ward 1 Ward 2 Ward 3 Ward 4
Spending Level
Under $2 0,0 00

32%

28%

23%

36%

43%

$20 ,0 00

$40,000

18%

23%

17%

18%

15%

$40 , 001 - $60,000

9%

13%

7%

9%

5%

Over $60,000

16%

12%

28%

13%

9%

Don't Know/No Answer

25%

24%

25%

23%

28%

-

The 72% supporting spending pub li c funds were also asked
whether , in general, t h ey f avor or oppose spending public funds
on other ways for con troll ing the deer population.

Here are the
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results overall and by ward :
Overall Ward 1 Ward 2 Ward 3 Ward 4
Spend Public Funds
Favor Strongly

47%

52%

47%

43%

45%

Favor Somewhat

33%

31%

37%

34%

32%

Oppose Somewhat

8%

8%

4%

12%

6%

Oppose Strongly

3%

4%

6%

3%

4%

Don ' t Know/No Answer

8%

7%

8%

5%

14%

Assuming that those who earlier opposed spending public funds on
deer control would also have answered "opposen to spending them
on other methods , among the entire citizenry 58% would favor and
32% oppose spending public funds on other methods.
Methodology

For estimates based on the enti r e sample, the sampling error
at the 95% co nfi dence level is
5% .

s~ig h tly

less than plus-or-minus

The sa mpling e rror is about plu s - o r-min u s 8% for wa r d

estimates.

These are the peak sampl ing errors for estimates t hat

are close to fifty-fifty (e.g ., half favor, half oppose) .

As

estimates move to either side , the sampling errors decline.
Because of rounding , percen tages do not always total precisely
100%.

The survey was designed and directed by Dr. E. Terrence

Jones.
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Exhibit 6

DRAFT
DEER MANAGEMENT
Capture and Sterilization Protocol
This effort will involve conducting ovariectomies on pregnant and
non-pregnant female white tailed deer under field conditions.
The nonlethal component of the deer management plan will b e
accomplished under the following guidelines:
1.

Use of professionals under the direct supervision of the City.

2.

Parcels of land considered for participation must be
voluntarily offered by the landowner(s). The site will be
subjected to review and must be approved for participation.
Factors to be considered in the review j approval process
include the deer population level at that location and the
ability to fit a drop net for capture. Approval of sites will be
decided by a consortium of the MDC, the Town and Country
Police Department, the professional retained to conduct the
project, and the Deer Task Force.

3.

Does will be captured using drop nets and remote
immobilization equipment. The primary mode of capture will ..
be the use of drop nets (and possibly a mobile corral trap).
Females captured under drop nets will receive a sedative to
minimize stress. In addition to capture using drop nets, the
use of opportunistic remote immobilization (darting) from
vehicles is critical to the project success. Darting from a
vehicle in areas preapproved for participation (approval
process identical to that described in Point #2 above) is a
highly effective method of capturing deer in urban
environments. Darts will contain micro-transmitters to allow
for efficient retrieval of immobilized deer for subsequent
sterilization. While the does are under general anesthesia
from the immobilization agents, an experienced veterinarian
will perform the surgical procedures which will involve
ligating the ovarian artery and extracting the ovaries. All
does that undergo this sterilization process will be fitted with
an ear tag to identify it so it would be excluded from any
subsequent lethal herd reduction effort. One doe from each
matrilineal group will be fitted with livestock ear tags and a

4.

5.

radio-collar equipped with mortality sensors at the time of
initial capture. The radio-collar will assist with subsequent
deer census and location efforts.
A Police or Animal Control Officer will accompany agents
who are darting deer.
Every effort will be made to assure the safety and long-term
well-being of the animal.

This research approach will be complimented with sharpshooting. The
sharpshooting phase in Year 1 is intended to expedite herd reduction,
while the sterilization component will facilitate stabilizing the herd.
Further, it is understood that the City's plan must be submitted to the
Missouri Department of Conservation for approval before any action can
be taken.

EXHIBIT 7

Lethal Means of Deer Population Control
Pros
Cons
Lethal distance of an arrow is Greater chance of a wounded
50-60 yards
deer running
Practical difficulty in the City
Utilized without incident in
manag ing hunts and hunters'
neighboring communities
expertise

Bow Hunting

Sharpshooting

Cost-approximately $50/deerconsiderations:admin istrative
costs, training and proficiency Individuals manage community
tests
herd
Police escort required
Bow hunters are volunteers and
may not achieve herd reduction
goals
Land limitations/space
requirement
Can assess data on herd
reduction numbers
Police escort required
Least safe because a high
Most humane method
powered weapon is used
Land limitations/space
Immediate/no mobility
requirement
Safest/safer than bow hunting
due to tight city control
(where, when , how)

Cost $500/deerconsiderations:if MDC allows
baiting; weather conditions
An option for a single land
owner
Least humane
Cost $250-$300/deerConsiderations:Cost of traps
or borrow MDC traps;
Captive Bolt
maintenance; labor costs;
processing meat; bolt device Labor intensive
Individuals manage the
community herd
Poisoning of meat and
Cost
$650/deer
ecosystem
Dart with Let hal Poison
Inefficient

Next meeting will be September 4, 2008 at 7:30 AM at the Municipal Center.
Adjournment Time: 10:15 PM

EXHIBITS
Deer Management
Sharpshooting Protocol

The Task Force proposes hiring an expert, professional sharpshooting finn. Sharpshooting is
one element in a comprehensive plan to address the concern that the deer population in Town &
Country is unacceptably large and poses a risk to the public safety and welfare. The lethal
element described below will be complimented with sterilization, a non-lethal component
intended to first stabilize the herd size and then reduce the herd population over time. Further, it
is understood that the City's plan must be submitted to the Missouri Department of Conservation
for approval before any action can be taken.
The lethal component of the deer management plan will be accomplished under the following
provisions/restrictions:
1. Sharpshooting will be accomplished by professionals under the direct supervision of the
City.
2. Town & Country law enforcement will monitor at the sites where sharpshooting is
occurring.
3. Shooting only from elevated positions 15-20 feet above the ground to provide downward
shooting angles.
4. Town & Country Police Department must approve the location of all elevated stands
before any sharpshooting occurs.
5. Minimum land requirement of 10 contiguous acres with written permission of all
landowners that comprise that parcel. (Note: The goal is to secure large 10+ acre
undeveloped sites throughout the City. If this is accomplished, then only undeveloped,
open land will be needed).
6. Parcels ofland considered for participation must be voluntarily offered by the
landowner(s). The site will be subjected to review and must be approved for
participation. Factors to be considered in the review/approval process include the deer
population level at that location, the amount of vegetation destruction present and the
topography from a safety assurance standpoint. Approval of sites will be decided by a
consortium ofthe MDC, the T &C Police Dept. and the professional retained to conduct
the project.
7. Elevated stands must be positioned a minimum of 150ft. from the nearest border of the
parcel. Shooting direction will be away from the borders of the parcel and away from
building structures if any exist on the paTcel.
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8. Sharpshooters will employ head shots to immediately kill and drop the animal. Further,
they will use specially engineered and low caliber ammunition designed to prevent bullet
exit to minimize the possibility of ricochet.
9. Small caliber rifles will be used to restrict noise and assure greater safety.
10. Deer killed by sharpshooting will be immediately removed from the parcel of land and
brought to a vehicle to be taken to be butchered and the meat donated to a food bank. The
animal is not to be dressed until removed from sight. Antlered bucks killed as part of the
sharpshooting will have their antlers removed and the antlers given to the Missouri
Department of Conservation.
11. The City will send written notification to each landowner whose property is adjacent to
the parcel on which the sharpshooting will occur advising the landowner of the intent to
sharpshoot on the neighboring parcel and the date(s) and approximate times that
sharpshooting is scheduled.
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EXHIBIT9
DEER TASK FORCE- BUDGET

Assumptions:

1. Program begins in FY 2009
2. Cost of Sterilization $750-$1000 I deer
3. Cost of Sharpshooting - $300 - $500 I deer
4. City contracts for part-time staff person. After first year, cost increases 3% every two
years.
5. 100 deer sterilized in each of the first 2 years*
6. 100 deer culled in each of the fust 2 years*
7. Funding must be provided from either existing reserves or modifications in existing
budget, or combination of the two .
2009
City Staff
Sterilization**
Sharpshooting**
Infrared Deer Census
Miscellaneous
Total

Item
City Staff
Sterilization
Sharpshooting
Infrared Deer Census
Miscellaneous
Total

$20,000
$75,000- $100,000
$27,000- $45,000
$6000
$ 5.000
$133,000 - $176,000

$20,600
$75,000 - $100,000
$27,000- $45,000
$6000
$ 5 000
$133,600 - $176,600

2011

2012

2015

$20,600

$21 ,218

$21,218

$ 6,000
$ 5,000
$32,600

$ 6,000
$ 5,000
$32,218

$ 6,000
$ 5,000
$32,218

'Note - Actual number of deer to be culled to be determined as indicated in report. Average 5 year cost- $72,727 $89,727
**Note-Cost of City consultant embedded in sharpshooting and sterilization line items.

