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Introduction
On April 20, 2005, an alternatives development workshop was held to gather public comment on four deer management alternatives proposed for the White-tailed Deer Management Plan/EIS at Catoctin Mountain Park. These alternatives were developed, in part, from comments received during a public scoping meeting held in November 2004. The alternatives development workshop provided an opportunity for the public to comment on their primary concerns regarding the four draft deer management alternatives and those alternatives considered but not carried forward. The alternatives discussed during the workshop included:
Alternative A: No Action Alternative
Alternative B: Combined Non-Lethal Actions—Fencing, Repellents, and Reproductive Control of Does
Alternative C: Combined Lethal Actions—Direct Reduction and Capture/Euthanize
Alternative D: Combined Lethal and Non-Lethal Management
Alternatives Considered but Not Carried Forward

Alternatives Development Workshop
The National Park Service (NPS) held an alternatives development workshop for the Catoctin Mountain Park White-tailed Deer Management Plan/EIS. The workshop occurred Wednesday, April 20, 2005 from 6:00 pm to 9:00 pm. The workshop format required that each participant sign-in, where they were then provided a copy of the most recent project newsletter, an agenda for the evening, a Planning, Environment, and Public Comment (PEPC) website information pamphlet, and a number. A total of 36 participants attended. After sign-in, participants could review display boards that had previously been shown at the November 2004 public scoping meeting. At approximately 6:15 pm, a short presentation provided background on the project and outlined the workshop format. After the presentation, the participants were divided into four groups based on the number they were assigned at sign-in. 

The workshop was conducted using a variation of the nominal group technique. Each group had one facilitator and one recorder. The purpose of the workshop, and its format, was not to solicit a “vote” on the alternatives. The purpose was to gather public concerns regarding each alternative so that NPS could improve upon them during the planning process. Each group member was provided five index cards – one for each of the four proposed alternatives and one for alternatives considered and not carried forward and any new alternative suggestions. Participants were given time to write down their thoughts on each alternative (one on each card) as well as new alternatives or those not being carried forward. Once finished, the facilitator asked the first person to give one thought, comment, or concern regarding alternative A. The participant’s response was captured by the recorder. The facilitator would repeat this process for each individual in the group. Once a comment had been recorded from each group participant, the process was repeated until all thoughts on an alternative were recorded. Participants were able to pass or rejoin the “round-robin” as they wished. After all comments were collected on alternative A, each member was asked to select their top five concerns, which were then identified by the recorder with a red mark. Once this process was completed for alternative A, it was repeated for each remaining alternative and those alternatives not carried forward and/or new alternative ideas. Participants were reminded that the process was intended to identify top concerns and was not a vote for any particular alternative. Finally, participants were asked to identify their top three concerns over all five alternatives discussed, which were then indicated by the recorder with a blue mark. The result of each group process was transcribed and is provided in appendix A. 
At the conclusion of the workshop, the facilitators provided each participant with a comment sheet in the event they later thought of additional concerns they wished to share with NPS. All participants came back together for a wrap-up session and then the workshop was adjourned. A brief summary of the comments made in each group follows; more detailed comments are provided in appendix A.
Participants could provide comments as part of the workshop group; however, if they were uncomfortable commenting in that manner, participants were provided with a self-addressed comment sheet, given out by the facilitators at the end of the workshop, to complete and return to the park. In addition, participants were told both in the presentation and the newsletter how to comment through the Internet using the NPS PEPC website.

Group 1—Summary 
Group 1 was concerned that alternative A, the no action alternative, did not address the purpose and need of the proposed action. 
Under alternative B, non-lethal actions, Group 1 expressed concerns regarding the overall logistical and economic feasibility of the alternative, stating that:

Fencing would be ineffective; deer are capable of jumping fences as high as eight feet.

Fencing would keep people and other wildlife out of the park, not just deer.
Fencing would be labor intensive and expensive.

Contraceptives could contaminate deer meat that would be consumed by humans, especially if deer are allowed to leave the park. There is presently a lack of data from the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) on this issue.
Non-lethal measures could drive deer onto neighboring properties. 
Concerns voiced for alternative C included: 
Ensuring direct reduction would be gender specific to does to ensure a healthy buck-doe ratio, 
Prohibiting the use of high power cartridges for direct reduction because of potential safety concerns, and 
Ensuring the feasibility of processing all of the venison and properly using the venison. Rumors of improperly disposed of meat from the Gettysburg hunts were reported.
Group 1 questioned whether all the existing counts for deer were performed in the park or included adjacent residences (boundary confusion) and if reduction activities under alternative C would be confined to the park. The group was concerned that alternative C was too labor intensive and costly.
Group 1 expressed concerns that alternative D could also have impacts on human health resulting from the consumption of treated deer meat. Additionally, the group was concerned with the need for management action on a yearly basis due to density requirements and costliness.
For alternatives considered but not carried forward the group posed the following questions: 
In remote areas of the park, has selected harvest to aid forest regeneration been considered?

If there will be sharpshooters anyway, why can’t rangers manage a special hunt?

The group suggested the park consider:

Organizing a special hunt, this would be economical.

Planting or seeding to encourage regeneration.

Implementing hunting permits on NPS lands, with management paid for by permit fees, assuming a legal frameworks exists that would allow this activity. 
Group 1 suggested that Cunningham Falls State Park be part of the deer management plan due to the park’s proximity.
Group 1’s overall concerns spanning all alternatives included:

· Direct reduction of deer must be managed using a gender ratio (more does need to be taken than males).
· Fencing will not effectively control the deer population.
· A permit system allowing the use of bow and rifle on park lands could be instituted and the management of such a system could be paid for through the permit fees.
Group 2—Summary 

Group 2 felt alternative A, the no action alternative, did not address the potential problem of deer overbrowsing resulting in starving deer in the park. Conversely, the large deer population will continue to impact ornamental plants, gardens, trees, and shrubs, including local agriculture. The group also noted that the existing exclosure plots were not large enough to be effective. 
The group felt alternative B was costly and ineffective, questioning the effectiveness of contraceptives and repellents specifically. Fencing was also considered cost prohibitive and unsightly. Group 2, like Group 1, felt the use of contraceptives presented a potential health risk resulting from human consumption.
Concerns about alternative C, direct reduction, were expressed regarding the use of bait stations and euthanasia. The institution of a local lottery was suggested for the distribution of excess venison. Shooting of deer poses a potential public safety concern. Like Group 1, Group 2 expressed a need to focus on the taking of does to obtain a healthy deer population.
Group 2 felt alternative D would be too costly and ineffective as it would be hard to implement parkwide. 

For alternatives considered but not carried forward, Group 2 provided the following comments: 
NPS should introduce legislation to allow public hunting to control the deer population.

Sharp shooting is more humane and effective than a special public hunt.
Predator reintroduction would negatively affect neighboring properties, potentially eating livestock.

Surgical sterilization is expensive.

Bow hunting should be considered a viable alternative although the potential of wounding deer exists. 
The introduction of green buffer legislation would limit urban growth and thus prevent further reduction of viable deer habitat.
Group 2’s overall concerns spanning all alternatives included:

· Alternative B and D would impact agricultural economics, taking tax dollars away from agriculture for the management of deer.
· Venison and deer hides should be provided to needy organizations.
· Alternative C should be painless as possible.
· NPS should introduce legislation to allow public hunting to control the deer population.
Group 3—Summary 
Group 3 felt alternative A, the no action alternative, would allow for the continued increase of the deer population, leading to the decline of natural forest regeneration, flowers, and other floral plants. They expressed concern that the deer would wander off of parkland, causing browsing and other related damage to farms, orchards, and yards. Allowing the deer population to go unchecked would impact human health and wildlife health with the increased potential for diseased deer.
For alternative B, Group 3 concerns included the expense and maintenance requirements of fencing and repellents and the overall ineffectiveness of such management measures as they would just move the deer elsewhere. Alternative B would take a long time before a reduction in herd numbers would be apparent. Overall, farmers would be impacted by the use of repellants as deer would be driven onto their properties. Contraceptives would pose a potential health risk.
Under alternative C, Group 3 participants felt that more does should be taken as a means of reducing the population and maintaining a healthy buck-doe ratio. Group 3 expressed concern that this alternative did not give priority to the method to be used. Also mentioned was the lack of any future reduction alternative for deer management in the park, such as public hunting through legislation. 
In discussions of alternative D, Group 3 felt that reproductive control of deer in the park would not prevent deer outside the park from reentering and that the deer would return when fences are removed. As with alternatives A and B, Group 3 was concerned about the high costs and manpower requirements associated with implementing actions under alternative D. 
For alternatives considered but not carried forward the following comments were made: 
The park service should revisit the no hunting policies, including changes to legislation.
There should be future action to seek legislation to allow public hunting, wherever feasible.
The introduction of predators should not be considered because they are not restricted to the park. 
The park should never use poison because of potential impacts to humans and other wildlife.
Group 3’s overall concerns spanning all alternatives included:

· The high costs associated with implementing actions under alternative D.
· The continued impact of deer browsing and other related damage to neighboring farms, orchards, and yards under the no action alternative.
· The park should seek legislation to allow public hunting, wherever feasible.
Group 4—Summary 
Group 4 felt alternative A, the no action alternative, was not a viable option and that the deer population would continue to escalate. Group 4 expressed concerns of the continued escalation of deer population numbers. Deer would continue to impact neighboring properties. From the farmer’s perspective, loss of profit from eaten crops was a concern. 
For alternative B, Group 4’s concerns included:

Reproductive control is too costly and time consuming for the number of deer in the park and the size of the park. In addition, there is no FDA-approval for consuming free ranging deer meat treated with contraceptives. 
Repellents are not reliable as effectiveness requires reapplication, particularly after rain. 
Fencing is unattractive and will drive deer onto neighboring properties, including farmland.

Under alternative C, Group 4 participants felt that:

Lethal action would be less expensive than other management options.

The park should consider the feasibility of donating the deer meat to area shelters.

The park should consider the avenue of public hunting by permits. 
In discussion of alternative D, Group 4 expressed concerns about using reproductive controls before they are proven effective and suggested the budget be prioritized for lethal management first.
For alternatives considered but not carried forward the group expressed the following concerns: 
Costs of the alternatives.
The park’s rejection of a special public hunt.

The allowance of adjacent property owners to hunt in the park up to a certain distance.
Group 4’s overall concerns spanning all alternatives included:

· Alternatives A, B, and D are more expensive and/or less expensive than alternative C. Alternative C is one of the better ways to reduce the deer population.

· Allowing public hunting by permit could reduce costs related to deer management.
· The budget should be prioritized for lethal first, and then non-lethal means because the group perceived lethal would be cheaper than non-lethal. Lethal methods should be used to first decrease the population; non-lethal should then be used to keep that population at desired numbers.

Additional Comments
As stated previously, the public was afforded multiple avenues by which to comment on the four proposed deer management alternatives, as well as identify other potential alternatives and discuss alternatives considered but not carried forward. Workshop participants were provided a self-addressed comment sheet to complete and return to the park. In addition, participants were told both in the presentation and the newsletter how to comment through the Internet using the NPS PEPC website.
Mail/Email

In addition to comments received during the alternatives development workshop, the park received five emails and six letters via post. In addition to correspondence from individuals, the Humane Society of the United States and the Maryland Farm Bureau, Inc. provided comments. Table 1 provides a summary of comments from these correspondences. 
Table 1: Summary of mail and Email Comments

	Comment Topic
	Specific Representative Comments

	General
	· It is imperative that we seek to balance the wildlife requirements of diverse species in our National Parks. Deer populations are in no way threatened; bird populations and plant populations are being threatened. I strongly support your efforts to regain balance of our natural habitats and species through a dramatic reduction of the white-tailed deer population in Catoctin National Park.
· By way of example, the “goal of forest regeneration” should be more carefully defined, using scientific studies for support, so that it is clear how and on what basis the NPS is operationalizing forest regeneration. Without such clearly defined goals it will be impossible to measure progress toward the NPS’ goals (Humane Society).

· Achieving forest regeneration and other aspects of the desired ecological state is likely to prove daunting, even if direct reduction of deer is implemented (as in Alternatives C and D). Many widespread land uses in this region have increased the habitat’s carrying capacity for deer; these land uses include agriculture, some silvicultural practices—such as those resulting in increased forest openings, or those resulting in an emphasis on early successional forests—and the prevalence of landscapes that provide attractive habitat for deer (Humane Society).

· Because the deer herd in the area continues to increase, you are seeing forest regeneration come to a stand still, and farmers are sustaining increasing amounts of crop and fruit tree damage. To take no action at all and maintain status quo would be devastating to the park as well as to the local farming community (MD Farm Bureau).

	Non-lethal methods to control the deer population, or alternative B
	· I am firmly opposed to any lethal management tactics. White-tailed deer are beautiful peaceful creatures, which are not a threat to humans. Sharp shooting would be a violent method that would not only endanger the deer, but could be a danger to people in the park as well. Alternative B, which suggests Combined Non-Lethal Actions, would be a much safer method, for both the deer and surrounding human population.
· We appreciate the consideration by NPS of a combined non-lethal alternative.  This alternative allows for non-lethal management to be as effective as possible in achieving the NPS’ objectives (Humane Society).  

· Regarding the use of large exclosures (in addition to the smaller exclosures that would be used under any of the alternatives), we urge the NPS to further investigate the minimum area that would need to be fenced within the park.  If forest regeneration and other goals can be achieved by fencing a smaller percentage of the park, then impacts to other wildlife (the movements of which may be inadvertently impeded by deer exclosure fencing) can be minimized, as can the initial disturbance to vegetation that would occur due to fence construction (Humane Society).
· Regarding reproductive control of does, we suggest that the NPS not dismiss the use of fertility control agents that can only be used at this time under Investigational New Animal Drug approval by the Food and Drug Administration.  The two scenarios for reproductive control considered under this alternative are both, in essence, experimental; both involve collection of data regarding effectiveness, expense, and other research questions.  Therefore, there seems little reason not to expand this alternative such that it would allow for the experimental use of currently available fertility control agents (Humane Society).  

· Though The HSUS would support the use of contraception if the NPS chooses to employ this approach, we caution that care must be taken in establishing protocols for capture and handling of deer such that injuries, stress, and incidence of capture myopathy are minimized; such protocols should be designed in consultation with wildlife veterinarians (Humane Society).  

· As with direct reduction of deer using lethal methods (e.g. Alternative C or D), the use of contraception to reduce deer numbers may establish an undesirable precedent for intensive and ongoing management of native wildlife within National Park Service units (Humane Society).
· In regards to the four deer alternatives presented I am in favor with alternative B (my favorite out of the four but too bad there isn’t another alternative that won’t stress out injured deer and be a morality issue). I am in favor of fencing if does are not fenced in too long of a period due to stress and all. Do repellents work, are they safe to people, deer, other wildlife, insects, birds? Contraceptives for does: side effects, do they get sick, can they live healthy while on, no mortality problems?
· To emphasize non-lethal techniques such as repellants or reproductive controls on does would be both extremely costly and inefficient in addressing the problem. Repellents would require costly man-hours for reapplication after rain and encourage the deer to feed on farmer’s corn, soybeans, or fruit…Fencing-in all or part of the park will only push the deer onto adjacent lands, causing even greater agricultural damage than already exits (MD Farm Bureau).

	Lethal methods or alternative C
	· I believe the most cost-effective way to control white tail deer in the park is to have a concerted hunting program involving NPS sharpshooters and other qualified hunters. The park is too valuable to have it denuded of plants by deer. Trying to control doe fertility is too costly and uncertain of success. While NPS will get loud complaints from animal lovers, deer have become vermin and should be treated as such.
· I strongly recommend alternative C as the most humane, cost-effective, and least impactive to park users. I frequently hike in the park and see the poor condition of some of the deer due to too many deer for the amount of food available.

· The HSUS opposes this alternative because it seems obvious that it would necessitate an ongoing program that would institutionalize an invasive management concept for a native species that contradicts the basic philosophy and policy concepts of the National Park System (Humane Society).  
· If the NPS implements this alternative, we strongly suggest that NPS plan to have staff directly involved in every aspect of direct reduction to ensure that these management actions are conducted using the precautions intended by NPS, including efforts to minimize pain and stress of affected deer (Humane Society).
· The NPS should consider the potential for bait stations to draw deer into the park from surrounding areas.  In addition, if bait stations are used all through late fall and winter months, they may artificially increase survival of deer (those not killed by sharpshooters), put deer in better condition to reproduce, or they may result in increased rates of disease transmission within the park.  If baiting is used, in this or any other alternative, the NPS should take steps to minimize the potential for baiting to attract additional deer into the park, or to result in other unintended consequences such as artificially increased survival or reproduction (Humane Society).  
· The description of this alternative provides estimates of the number of deer that may be removed each year.  It is more realistic, in our view, to assume that the reduced population density in the park following the first year of removals would result in increased immigration and/or increased reproduction by surviving deer (Humane Society).  

· There seems little justification in removing many antlered deer at all if the goal is rapid population reduction…If this alternative is implemented, we urge the NPS to conduct such removals in a manner that is likely to achieve the park’s goals and perhaps minimize the number of deer ultimately removed (Humane Society).
· Maryland Farm Bureau supports alternative actions strategies that directly reduce the deer population, including the use of sharpshooters…Direct lethal methods remain the most efficient and cost-effective means to reduce the deer population and the redirection of man-hours and public funds into less efficient and more costly alternatives would be a disservice to the community (MD Farm Bureau).

· Maryland Farm Bureau encourages the Park Service to adopt a deer management plan that can begin reducing the deer population immediately.  We fully support direct lethal action to thin Catoctin Mountain Park’s deer herd and urge that this be the main component to any alternative implemented in your management plan (MD Farm Bureau).

	Alternative D
	· Deer overpopulation and habitat destruction have been excessive for years. I would try to highlight a long bow hunting season rather than firearm seasons. Fencing is fine but seems a difficult process to sustain, except for small areas. Long-term we should seek a balanced forest that favors increased understory plants and regeneration of mature hardwoods.

· The Draft Summary of Alternatives for deer management at Catoctin does not address the potential for the use of non-lethal methods to reduce the number of deer ultimately killed and suggests that the number of deer killed would be the same under Alternative C or D.  If the same number of deer will be killed under Alternative C and Alternative D (and if large exclosures are similarly absent from both of these alternatives), then these two alternatives do not actually represent two distinct options and the Draft EIS will not consider a reasonable range of alternatives.  This is especially the case if the NPS insists that it cannot begin fertility control (under Alternative D or B) unless or until fertility control agents are approved for non-experimental uses (Humane Society).

· Though The HSUS would prefer implementation of Alternative A (no action) or Alternative B (combined non-lethal actions), we believe that Alternative D could be made more acceptable if it were designed to reduce the number of deer that would be lethally removed, compared with Alternative C (Humane Society).

	Other
	· Although not a proponent of this form of management [deer contraception] due to its costs, and uncertainty, with a pure hunting agenda, I'm sending this address: www.aphis.usda.gov. If you haven't personally looked at the USDA's website concerns contraception of deer please do. Your contact person in Maryland at White Oak is: Laurie.A.Paulik@aphis.usda.gov Ms.Paulik can direct you to their biologist in charge of the wildlife project they are doing in Maryland on whitetail.
· Why not have a non-quota hunt or draw hunt for the deer. The NPS could make some money and take care of the over population problem. 

· My company has developed and used deer repellent to protect woody ornamentals from deer browsing…If you would like more information about our spray I would be happy to talk to you about it.

· Change of address request.
· We agree with the rejection of the “special public hunt” alternative for a number of reasons. This alternative appears to be at odds with NPS policies and may run counter to the NPS Organic Act, amendments to the Act, and court decisions interpreting the Act and its amendments (Humane Society).  

· We argue again for the consideration of what we called an “ecosystem management” approach, because processes such as forest regeneration cannot be achieved, or even properly addressed, without at least attempting to weigh all of the biotic and abiotic impacts the forests suffer, how and when these impacts affect the regeneration processes, and how and to what extent they interact with one another. The potential synergistic effects of impacts must be weighed with respect to how they contribute to the current, defined, undesirable condition (Humane Society).
· We urge the NPS to include in the Draft EIS data, analyses, or other information on the park’s previous attempts to work with the state to liberalize deer hunting regulations and deer depredation permits outside of, and adjacent to Catoctin. Specifically, the EIS should identify what the park’s objectives were with respect to hunting and depredation permits near the park, what steps were taken toward these objectives, and what the results were of any actions taken, both in terms of addressing complaints by neighboring property owners of deer damage, and in terms of addressing ecological impacts of deer inside the park. This would help the public to determine the need for, and potential effectiveness of, the alternatives (Humane Society).

· What if you had bow or flint lock rifle hunting only. Maybe divided into areas and assign 20 people to an area. A lot of people (myself too) don’t have a place to hunt, due to development.

· Recommend you request NPS/DOI to ask the U.S. Congress for legislation that will allow controlled public hunting (using firearms and bow-hunting) in Catoctin Mountain Park.

· Letter from the Frederick County Sportsman’s Club to Congressman Roscoe G. Bartlett, Jr. requesting the introduction of legislation that would allowed a controlled hunt in the park.
· We [Maryland Farm Bureau] support efforts to allow public hunting in all or part of the park, with the understanding that this must be achieved through congress.


Planning, Environment, and Public Comment (PEPC) System

Between April 20 and May 4th 2005, 25 comments were received. Of the 25 comments, 22 stated support for use of non-lethal means only, or alternative B. The remaining three comments supported lethal means for deer population control, or alternative C. Table 2 provides representative comments. 
Table 2: Summary of PEPC Comments
	Comment Topic
	Specific Representative Comments

	I support non-lethal methods to control the deer population or alternative B
	· Deer have no place to go with development everywhere. The endangered species should be monitored and protected without any killing.

· It is not their fault that we keep encroaching on their territory and it is our responsibility to take care and not to kill them because they are inconvenient.

· Alternative A is fine but the problem will only get worse. I’m in favor of alternative B (non-lethal) which will protect plants and the reproduction of deer. 

· Please use only humane and medical process in order to control the deer population. Violence and hunting only promotes further violence and cruelty.

· Although the reduction in damage may not be as immediate as what lethal methods would cause, the quickest solution is not always the best – and certainly, in this case, not the most humane.

· I strongly urge the NPS to use enclosures to protect plants in the Catoctin Mountain Park from deer grazing and to use only non-lethal methods to control the deer population. These beautiful animals are a valuable part of the ecosystem and should be protected, not destroyed.

· The problem is human overpopulation and deforestation, NOT the deer. Please employ Alternative A, and let the deer live as they need to. Do not use human stupidity as an excuse to kill the deer. Please fence and observe them as necessary, but do not kill them.

· I do not think lethal management, such as shooting the dear, is an effective or safe way to solve any problems the deer may be causing… When I was hiking the Catoctin trail (near Cunningham Falls) in January, my friend and I crossed paths with 2 hunters with large guns and it frightened us both that we were hiking in the same area that they were hunting in. It is unsafe to allow hunting in an area that is so frequently used by hikers and passive recreationalists.
· Sharp shooting in a preserved forest should NEVER be allowed.

· More research needs to be done in the area of contraception use in wildlife populations. Please use this as an opportunity to work contraception as a means of deer reduction.

	I support lethal methods to control the deer population or alternative C
	· I live close to the Park and see much of the same deforestation on my property (12 acres of woods). The deer population needs to be reduced and if you cannot have a special hunt by others, then you should at least implement the plan for lethal reduction via the Park Staff humanely shooting the deer at night in controlled areas. Fencing off areas will not work due to cost and scale issues.
· Alternative C … most closely mimics the natural thinning process of predation. In my experience, this type of program can be conducted in a very unobtrusive way. Without prior knowledge, you wouldn’t know it was underway.

· We feel the deer population has reached a crisis level that, regrettably, can be handled only by sharpshooters/euthanasia. Fencing of the National Park would only increase the community deer problem (they would come to us instead of you), and we have waited too long for birth control style options to be viable. As community members, we are already experiencing the following serious adverse effects of deer overpopulation.
· One of the two acres on our property must be maintained as protected/undisturbed/unfenced forest under MD law. Our understanding of the spirit of this law is that it is intended to help preserve the flora and wildlife of the mountain. However, deer starvation is such that no small plants/regrowth on the forest floor can survive for long, creating a significant natural imbalance. 
· Particularly in colder months, the deer frequent our yard in such large numbers that we are dealing with a sanitation problem. To remain manageable, deer excrement must be shoveled up weekly and removed, the sort of maintenance one would expect with livestock in a barn. Fecal matter creates a health risk for the children.
· Because of deer starvation, it is not possible to maintain even the most modest landscaping in our yard, making our community less attractive. We are realistic and tolerant of SOME loss of landscaping to deer, but the current loss we are seeing is total. The deer are even eating plants said to be "deer resistant," as well as plants sprayed with biodegradable deterrent chemical products. 
· The density of the deer population in our neighborhood, and their unnatural level of comfort with humans, is such that we literally find deer looking in our windows as we eat dinner. Our teenage babysitter was scraped across the stomach when a deer with antlers ran into her as she walked across our yard to her home next door. Given concerns about diseases carried by deer and deer ticks, close contact of this sort with humans is even more worrisome.
· The danger to drivers who might fatally collide with deer during the darker hours, especially in the mountain fog, is much higher than it needs to be.


Summary

Overall, the primary concerns with alternative A were that it would not meet the purpose and need of the proposed action to manage the deer population in Catoctin Mountain Park. Alternative A would adversely affect neighboring properties as the deer population would continue to be over abundant, damaging yards, orchards, and farms. 

All groups expressed concerns that alternative B, combined non-lethal actions, would be costly and ineffective. Fencing would have overall negative effects, keeping visitors and other wildlife out of the park. Repellants require multiple applications and would be costly both monetarily and time-wise. Non-lethal actions would drive deer onto neighboring properties, negatively affecting local farmers.
Concerns associated with alternative C, combined lethal actions, included the need to focus on the taking of does as a means of population control. Alternative C poses certain health risks with the use of rifles in the park.
All groups expressed concerns that the non-lethal methods discussed under alternative D were too costly and ineffective. Contraceptives posed a human health risk with the potential contamination of the deer meat and associated human consumption. Lethal actions pose potential health risk related to the use of fire arms in the park. 
Individuals in all groups expressed a concern that the alternative of a public hunt was removed and placed under alternatives considered but not carried forward.
In total 40 letters and emails were received in addition to the comments made by the 36 participants at the alternatives development workshop. The majority of these correspondences, 24 in all, were concerned about the potential implementation of lethal management alternatives. Overall, these correspondences were less concerned with non-lethal means to reduce the deer population at Catoctin Mountain Park. The remaining correspondence can be categorized as follows: one stating the general need to manage the deer population; one in support of alternative B; seven in support of lethal methods, or alternative C; one in support of alternative D; and seven with general comments or concerns including change of address request, information on deer repellents, information on use of contraceptives, and suggestions for a public hunt or a change in park legislation to allow a controlled public hunt.  These seven correspondences also included a letter from the Frederick County Sportsman’s Council to Congressman Roscoe Bartlett, Jr. requesting introduction of legislation that would allow a controlled public hunt at the park.
Appendix A:  Comments From Alternatives development Workshop

	Comment
	# of Red Checks
	# of Blue Checks

	Group 1 (Facilitator: Wink, Recorder: L. Gutman)

	Alternative A: No Action Alternative

	This alternative does not deal with the problem.  It does not do anything and this results in degradation
	1
	7

	Nothing will be replaced, and fallen/dying trees could result in dramatic changes
	1
	-

	Actions are ok, but more action is needed
	-
	-

	Don’t care for fencing, and the park should keep the public more informed on the health of the herd (i.e. Lyme Disease)
	-
	-

	The deer won’t be kept out of the fenced area
	2
	-

	What is the bottom cost?
	1
	-

	This alternative will have some impacts, nothing will change, and it is unacceptable in most cases
	-
	-

	Alternative B:  Combine Non-Lethal Actions—Fencing, Repellents, and Reproductive Control of Does

	Fencing won’t stop the deer—most can jump 8 to 10 feet
	-
	2

	After using contraceptives, the meat is inconsumable.  Who will be liable for deer leaving the park that are later shot?
	2
	-

	Putting up fences is labor intensive and expensive
	1
	1

	Do not feel like these methods would work from what has been seen, heard, and read
	1
	-

	Nothings is economically or logistically possible/feasible
	2
	-

	This alternative will not reduce the population to reasonable levels
	-
	-

	Large fenced areas keep humans out as well as deer
	3
	-

	If the solution is a long term solution—this is a slow process
	-
	-

	Fences also restrict the movement of other animals—Bird impacts with the fence could be an issue
	3
	1

	If you use repellents to get the deer out of the park, where will they go?
	-
	-

	Alternative C: Combined Lethal Actions—Direct Reduction and Capture/Euthanize

	Why do the sharp shooters need to be paid?  This increases cost
	1
	-

	Would all hunting be done in the park, because not all counting of the deer population was done in the park?
	3
	-

	Direct reduction is only solution but should be gender specific - More does should be shot than bucks to keep a healthy buck-doe ratio
	5
	5

	Shooting at night should use silencers because it will echo through the valley
	2
	-

	They should not use high power cartridges (nothing more than 30-30), because if they go over the ridge they don’t know where it will stop
	3
	-

	What is the feasibility of being able to process the venison? It is rumored at Gettysburg some of the venison was buried 
	6
	-

	There are concerns about properly using the venison
	-
	-

	It is labor intensive to shoot and process deer, but it is a way to get the herd down quickly.  This would have to be ongoing or numbers would rise again
	1
	-

	Alternative D: Combined Lethal and Non-Lethal Management

	This is the most effective alternative
	5
	5

	Everything with this alternative is ok, but there are still concerns to human health from meat consumption
	4
	1

	Would like to see density of 30-40 square miles
	2
	-

	Whatever density is selected will have to be maintained without yearly efforts
	1
	-

	What kind of controls are there to maintain desired density?
	1
	-

	This alternative gives NPS flexibility—when new alternatives come along (i.e. reproductive control), NPS is not boxed in
	4
	1

	Alternatives Considered but not Carried Forward

	In remote areas of the park, has selected harvest to aid forest regeneration been considered?
	4
	1

	If there will be sharpshooters anyway, why can’t rangers manage a special hunt- in area from Manahan Rd.- west (i.e. Montgomery County)?
	4
	-

	A special hunt would be less expensive
	4
	-

	Consider planting or seeding areas to encourage regeneration - Smother areas to get by deer
	2
	-

	Buy permits to hunt on park lands, using both bow and rifle hunting. Management of hunting can be paid from permit fees (i.e. short 60 day or 30 day season)
	3
	2

	Other Comments

	A deer management plan should include Cunningham Falls State Park in deer management
	-
	-

	Why is the government killing of deer allowed but not hunting by the public?
	-
	-

	Group 2 (Facilitator: Emily  Recorder: J. Gorder)

	Alternative A: No Action Alternative

	There will be no vegetation left and the deer will starve
	2
	-

	This alternative does not solve the problem of starving deer
	3
	1

	The exclosures are not large enough to be effective
	2
	-

	There will be impacts to local agriculture
	1
	-

	There will be an increase in auto/deer accidents
	1
	-

	This alternative does nothing to solve the problem
	3
	-

	There will be an increase in the number of carcasses within the forest
	1
	-

	There will be impacts to ornamental plants, gardens, trees, and shrubs
	1
	-

	This is a waste of tax dollars and there and there will be impacts to agriculture
	1
	2

	Approval of the no action alternative
	1
	-

	This alternative is a total waste, something needs to be done
	4
	-

	The deer multiply too quickly and need to be managed
	2
	-

	Alternative B: Combine Non-Lethal Actions—Fencing, Repellents, and Reproductive Control of Does

	There needs to be some control of the deer population, but unsure of the effectiveness of birth control
	3
	-

	Fencing is a waste of tax money
	3
	-

	Unsure of the effectiveness of controlling the reproduction of does or of repellents
	2
	-

	The expense for the use of repellents is prohibitive
	3
	-

	This alternative represents a reasonable effort - The one time cost for the fencing is the initial outlay
	1
	1

	The experimental use of birth control is a legitimate use
	1
	-

	This alternative is very costly, not effective, and currently the deer are out of control
	5
	1

	Reproductive control does not work
	1
	-

	This alternative would not be too much help
	1
	-

	The fences are unsightly and would be bad for aesthetics
	-
	-

	There are potential impacts of the human consumption of treated animals
	-
	-

	Support the experimental use of birth control, but under tight restrictions
	-
	-

	Fencing and repellents are not effective
	-
	1

	This alternative is another waste of money—are there any proven methods or case studies?
	4
	1

	Fencing is important in slowing the population and protecting tree seedlings
	2
	-

	Alternative C: Combined Lethal Actions—Direct Reduction and Capture/Euthanize

	Until there is another proved method, alternative C is the most effective (100% support) - Would like to have a local lottery for excess venison- no capture
	3
	1

	Alternative C should be done
	3
	-

	There are public safety concerns regarding the shooting of deer
	-
	-

	The best way to go is to kill them
	1
	1

	This is the best alternative to reduce the deer population to a reasonable level with annual maintenance, or as necessary
	5
	3

	Capture and euthanasia could cause injury
	1
	-

	Need to insure the sharpshooters abilities
	1
	-

	The emphasis should be placed on the does
	2
	-

	How often would this occur?
	2
	-

	There is a potential for increase in car collisions during harvest
	1
	-

	This alternative has quick results and would occur annually
	2
	-

	This is a proven method for controlling deer populations
	1
	2

	Venison and hide should be provided to needy organizations
	3
	2

	This is a safe alternative
	-
	-

	Against capture/euthanize
	4
	-

	There is a large need for venison
	-
	-

	There should be no baiting
	4
	2

	Make this as painless as possible
	-
	1

	Alternative D: Combined Lethal and Non-Lethal Management

	This costs too much money and cuts into agricultural economics
	4
	-

	This is too costly
	4
	-

	This is not effective
	5
	1

	This is more reasonable than alternative C and more balanced
	1
	1

	Don’t delay the non-lethal component of this alternative because otherwise it would be like alternative C
	1
	-

	How can you service the whole park?
	2
	1

	Alternatives Considered but not Carried Forward

	Introduce legislation to appeal public hunting
	5
	2

	Against special hunt, sharp shooting is more humane and effective
	1
	-

	Against predator reintroduction because they will eat livestock
	3
	-

	Surgical sterilization is very expensive
	-
	-

	Bow-hunting should be considered as a viable alternative
	5
	1

	There is the potential wounding of deer from bow hunters
	1
	-

	Other Comments

	Introduce legislation to allow public hunting in CATO
	-
	-

	Green buffer legislation to limit urban growth
	-
	-

	Group 3 (C. Powell and K. Cullen Palmisano)

	Alternative A: No Action Alternative

	The deer population will increase
	4
	-

	This will lead to the decline of natural forest restoration, flowers, and other floral plants
	5
	1

	The current plan is an incubator for disease
	1
	-

	There is no reduction in the deer population
	4
	1

	The current plan is not working to reduce the deer population
	1
	-

	If this plan is currently not working, then we will be back here again in a year or 2
	3
	-

	This will eventually lead to mass deaths of deer and associated problems 
	-
	-

	There will be an increase in deer/vehicle accidents
	3
	-

	There will be in increase in disease
	4
	-

	Deer will wander off park land, causing browsing and damage to farms, orchards, and yards
	6
	4

	The current plan is not working
	-
	-

	There is no food for deer in the park
	-
	-

	Alternative B:  Combine Non-Lethal Actions—Fencing, Repellents, and Reproductive Control of Does

	It would take 3 to 4 years to see herd reduction
	-
	-

	It would require extensive capture, tagging, and monitoring with fencing
	4
	1

	Fencing would be expensive with high maintenance
	6
	-

	This whole thing should be scrapped.  Farmers would bear the burden, and repellents and contraceptives would make the meat inedible
	5
	-

	Repellents are too expensive
	5
	-

	Public health is an issue if treated deer are eaten
	3
	-

	Repellants may not be effective or efficient, and they are very labor intensive
	2
	-

	Contraceptives may not be available or effective
	2
	1

	Fencing only address a small part of the park
	1
	-

	The ear tags of treated deer may fall off
	1
	-

	Repellents just move the problem elsewhere
	5
	1

	When fences are removed, deer return to destroy plant growth
	1
	-

	Repellents may not keep starving deer away
	1
	-

	It is not known if reproductive contraception will bleed into other species
	-
	-

	Alternative C: Combined Lethal Actions—Direct Reduction and Capture/Euthanize

	The method of euthanasia would not allow the donation of food
	2
	-

	Kill does only, not bucks
	4
	-

	Direct reduction is the best way to reduce deer to a manageable number
	3
	-

	Local charities are not prepared to receive the venison donations
	2
	-

	This could lead to the spoilage of meat and hides
	1
	-

	There is no identified person in power to process deer meat from field to butcher
	2
	-

	There is no end to the process
	-
	-

	There are no priorities given to the method to bed used
	4
	-

	This alternative reduces the chance for disease and community impact in and out of park
	1
	-

	There is no future reduction alternative for deer management in the park (i.e. public hunting though legislation)
	5
	2

	Alternative D: Combined Lethal and Non-Lethal Management

	Reproductive control of deer in the park will not prevent deer outside the park from reentering
	9
	1

	The cost/manpower and inefficiencies addressed in alternatives A and B continue to be true
	9
	4

	Deer will return when fences are removed
	8
	-

	When fences are used, deer will be displaced to orchards, farms, and homes
	8
	-

	This is an inefficient use of tax money
	7
	-

	Alternatives Considered but not Carried Forward

	The Park Service should revisit the policy of no hunting, including changes to legislation
	-
	-

	There should be future action to seek legislation to allow public hunting, wherever feasible
	6
	3

	Do not introduce predators because they are not restricted to the park
	7
	1

	Never use poison
	7
	-

	Group 4 (Y. Woods and L. Crafton)

	Alternative A: No Action Alternative

	Action A is not an option
	6
	-

	This alternative will not meet goals and objectives of ecosystem protection
	3
	-

	If we do nothing, what will happen?  (Deer over-population, hard winter starvation, health, disease…)
	4
	-

	As a homeowner near the park, deer are eating all vegetation in his property
	3
	-

	As a farmer, loss of crops and loss of profits
	4
	-

	As a farmer, has experienced the effects of the deer for the last 10+ years
	3
	-

	Population of deer escalating, the number of auto related accidents has increased
	5
	-

	Deer affect crops, harvests, and orchards, bite fruit in boxes, and destroy bark of trees by rubbing against them
	3
	1

	Damage to crops, orchards, and property by deer has been occurring for the past 10+ years
	-
	-

	Alternative B:  Combine Non-Lethal Actions—Fencing, Repellents, and Reproductive Control of Does

	This is only the beginning of a stop-gap measure in controlling the deer
	-
	-

	The area of the park is too large for this alternative alone
	1
	-

	Fencing does not aesthetically look good for a national park expecting visitors
	2
	-

	Are you fencing the deer in or out of the park?  Will they migrate to homeowner’s property?
	2
	-

	Deer will be forced onto farmland, leading to the loss of crops and profits.  It is hard to farm with park all around property.  With farmland adjacent to the park, will NPS assist with cost of fencing to property owner?
	3
	-

	Reproductive control is too costly and time consuming for the number of deer in the park
	5
	-

	Reproductive control is not an option for free ranging deer, as there is no FDA approval
	4
	-

	Repellents are not reliable, effectiveness requires reapplication, particularly after rain
	4
	-

	Farmland will be fenced
	-
	-

	Will additional tags/permits be given to farmers to go along with park fencing?
	1
	-

	The cost, construction, and maintenance of fencing is not a viable option
	3
	-

	If farmland next to the park needs fencing, will NPS assist with costs?
	3
	-

	Alternative C: Combined Lethal Actions—Direct Reduction and Capture/Euthanize

	Lethal action is the least expensive management tool
	5
	-

	This alternative is great, but it is missing other alternatives that are non-lethal option (i.e. fencing, monitoring of A and B alternatives)
	2
	-

	This alternative will give the quickest results
	3
	1

	This is one of the better ways to reduce the deer population
	5
	2

	Lethal is a good option, but can only be done during certain seasons (not spring/summer when deer have worms)
	-
	-

	Sharp shooting/euthanasia is a current concern of animal lovers and the youth community (a controversial topic at high school)
	-
	-

	Sharp shooting/euthanasia should be discreet and out of sight
	3
	1

	Will deer meat be used or buried?  Meat should be used as a food donation
	4
	-

	Assured by compliance measures overseen by ATF
	2
	-

	The avenue of public hunting by permits, purchased as a cash revenue, should still be considered
	5
	3

	Alternative D: Combined Lethal and Non-Lethal Management

	This is the most logical plan presented
	5
	1

	The budget should be prioritized for lethal first, and then non-lethal.  Lethal methods should be used first to decrease to the desired population, and then non-lethal should be used to keep that population under control
	5
	3

	This is the most ecologically responsible alternative
	6
	-

	Until they are proven effective, do not use reproductive controls
	6
	-

	Alternatives Considered but not Carried Forward

	What are the costs projections of each of the Alternatives?
	-
	-

	Reconsider special hunt to the public
	-
	-

	Allow property owners adjacent to park to hunt into park up to a certain distance
	-
	-
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