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Evaluation of impacts and the need for management action
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Developing an impact assessment methodology for use
beyond the site scale

1. Introduction
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2. Estimating animal numbers, or monitoring changes in relative

abundance
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Dung counts:
plot methods .
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Measures of population condition: !
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in association with other indicators
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& we recommend that managers should seek to estimate
“landscape densities” of deer as the overall density within the known or estimated
population range (numbers of deer within the total range area of the local
population).

" We therefore recommend that:

e in any area where managers suspect a conflict of interest between populations
of deer (or other ungulates) and other land management objectives, or where for
management purposes some up-front estimate of likely deer impacts may be
required, managers should attempt a one-off estimate of absolute number or
density based on observations along fixed transects (with or without thermal
imaging) with data analysed formally by DISTANCE. These data should be
assessed over areas equivalent to the effective range of the local population of

deer.

- where more than one deer species is present, landscape estimates should be
made at the scale appropriate to the largest of the species present.
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such a census should be simultaneously accompanied (and calibrated) by use of
a simple and consistent index method (we recommend Kilometric Index or the
trackway index of Mayle et al., 2000) and this chosen index method should be
repeated at regular intervals to monitor trends in deer abundance - in the
absence, or in response to, any imposed management effort). Once again, we
recommend that surveys should be undertaken at landscape level. Assessment
of actual pressure imposed on given sites may also be assessed in surveys of
smaller, more local areas, but we would suggest that it is more appropriate in
this context to monitor actual impacts of concern. Careful recording of
population data such as age-related body weight, reproductive rate, age and
weight at first breeding, from culled animals (Putman 1993a; Morellet et al., 2007,
2009) will also provide over time a good index of changing population condition
(and thus another possible indicator of changes in population size).

3.  Direct assessment of impacts, and monitoring of changes in
recorded impacts
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Ungulate-vehicle collisions
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Impacts: conclusion and recommendations

Agriculture
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We therefore recommend use of a simple indication of whether
or not significant damage is recorded in an area, for example number of complaints
from local farmers or agricultural tenants.
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% We would recommend therefore that there is a

requirement for independent surveys of damage in a range of unfenced woodlands
within the target management area using standard methods such as those of
Melville et al. (1983). % %
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propose a modified system (Putman 2003b) details of which are given in Annex A

, Woodland ground flora( 1 - the Deer Initiative and the National
Trust are currently attempting to calibrate the Cooke/Tabor method (para 3.12, 3.13)
for wider use and if this is successful, we would recommend its adoption as a
standard survey system.
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appropriate we believe that managers should make use of results of routine (5-
yearly) Habitat Condition Monitoring undertaken by NE or CCW on designated sites
of conservation interest /111 j1— 0 -
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Ungulate-vehicle collisions

We recommend that while the DI continues to collate centralised records of
RTAs involving large mammals, managers should review the latest available figures
from the database relevant to their management area and include assessment of

these data in determining need for management action. # b .
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Disease surveillance
We recommend including consideration of disease levels recorded in wild
ungulate species in assessing landscape scale management needs. #
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4. Evaluation of impacts and assessing the need for management
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“In practice, managers need to set out some expectations or goals to monitor and manage
ungulate populations. Whatever monitoring is carried out after that point must be assessed
against those initial aims and objectives. Then, the approach consists of monitoring change
over years in both individual performance, population productivity, and habitat quality and/or
herbivore impact on the habitat. The temporal variation of this set of ecological indicators can
be quantified and compared to predefined goals to assess if a change in management is
required or not. This approach is more and less equivalent to a trial and error process during
the first years of monitoring, but the understanding of the population-environment system
increases with the accumulation of information over the years”.

“This process bears some resemblance to adaptive management. Indeed, in adaptive
management, the information on the system response to management is gathered
continuously so that this information is used to improve biological understanding and to inform
future decision-making (Nichols, Johnson & Williams 1995; Shea et al. 1998; Williams, Nichols
& Conroy 2002). We believe that the management of ungulates should take advantage of this
sort of approach by improving the monitoring of the population-environment system.”
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Annex A

Methodology for assessment of herbivore impacts in broadleaved woodlands
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Annex B

Landscape-Range-Site Deer Density Assessment Framework (LRSD)
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split to obtain a number of separate
‘Landscape density’ assessments. )
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Note: in many studies it will be appropriate to estimate density at more than one of these
spatial scales
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