As traffic grows can rise in DVCs be avoided ?
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Deer Vehicle Collisions
Talk outline:
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* Available data for Cairngorms NP

* Mitigation: Which Options are likely to be
suitable in National Park context ?
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Main DVC Projects

Pre DI involvement
« 1995/96: GB wide review / pilot study — Highways Agency (SGS)
« 2000/01: Scotland-only review - Deer Commission Scotland

Deer Initiative DVC monitoring Studies

« 2003-2005 DI DVC Database Phase 1. Lead funding England -
Highways Agency ; Scotland — Scottish Executive

» 2006 — 2010 DI DVC England Monitoring - Highways Agency — ended

- 2008-10 & 2011-13 DI DVC Scotland Monitoring —
Scottish Natural Heritage - continuing.

Post 2003 reports all available for download via at :
http://www.deercollisions.co.uk/publications




DVC Monitoring Scotland: 2008-2013
Main aims

To record a large and widely distributed annual
sample of DVCs to serve as basis for :

» monitoring of regional trends in DVCs on Trunk
Roads as well as non-trunk roads

»identification of DVC hot spots by region.
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Main Data sources - Scotland

Table-1: Main Database Source Categories
UT | Trunk Road deer casualty uplift requests or accidents involving deer (recorded
by TfS’ 4 Regional Trunk Operation Companies plus 3 DBFOs
R Rescue requests to SSPCA to treat or humanely dispatch ‘live’ injured deer
road casualties
ST & |Recorded road traffic collisions leading to human injury reported to have
St-dam | involved deer; plus some damage-only [St-dam] RTCs where these also
recorded in similar detail by regional Police Forces & LA Road Safety Teams.
D Records from ‘deer-wise’ contributors (e.g. FC rangers countrywide plus other

deer managers, biologists and naturalists — post 2005 mostly restricted to
‘Case Study Areas’

IC Motor Insurance Claims sample (FORTIS Insurance; latterly re-named AGEAS

UC | Regional Council road cleansing departments requests to uplift dead deer
[predominantly for non-trunk incidents — v.variable availability across councils

P Police Force Control Room logs of reported of deer road casualties or deer
RTCs (only available for some forces in some years).

G General Public occasional contributors (via web-site, email or direct contact)




Motor Vehicle Traffic GB 2011

(measured in Million Vehicle
kilometers)

SCOTLAND : 43,085
WALES: 26,931
ENGLAND: 418,866

Total : 488,882

Only approx. 18% of all GB Deer
Collisions reported are in
Scotland ...

BUT occur among less than 10%
of all GB traffic; therefore ‘risk’
of motorists hitting deer per
mile driven is twice as high in
Scotland !




DVC Database SCOTLAND records to end 2010

Number of DVC reports received from Scottish
Trunk Road operating companies
and the SSPCA 2003-2010
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(Full sample of DVC reports including also other sources for Scotland now available in database >12,000 )



DVC Database ENGLAND records to end 2010
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(Full sample of DVC records including also other sources for England now available in database >61,000 )
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Have DVCs been increasing elsewhere in
Europe ?

Annual DVC estimate by Period

Country 1991 - 1996 2001 -2006> Orig. source of latter estimate
Germany 125000 227000 Kerzel 2005 ; DJV 2006
Sweden 55000 61000 Seiler 2004
Austria 35400 40500 Austrian national statistics
England® >20,000 >34000 Langbein 2007
France - 23500 Maillard et al. 2010
Scotland® >4000 >8500 Langbein & Putman 2006
Switzerland - 8000 - 10000 |/mesch-Bebie et al. 2010
Norway 5500 8870 Andersen et al. 2010
Denmark 10100 6000 Andersen & Madsen 2007
Slovenia - 6000 Slovene Hunters Association
Netherlands 2500 5400 van Wieren and G-Bruinderink 2010
Finland - 5000 Ruusila and Kojola 2010
Spain - >4000 Carranza 2010
Hungary - 3700 Official Hungarian Hunting statistics
Croatia - 1000 Official Croatian Statistics
'based on Groot-Bruinderink & Hazebroek, 1996
* based Langbein, et al. 2011; orig. data sources and refs. see Appolonia et.al 2010
*to 1996 based on SGS, 1998; later estimate from present project







Traffic in Scotland also forecast to increase in
similar fashion, with increase by 22% expected
between 2006 to 2015 (TfS,2006)



Relative distribution of DVCs
reported within Cairngorm
National Park 2002-2011

Cairmgorm MP Boundary




Cairngorms National Park

« 509 records of deer road casualties
received by project over past decade.

*Ranging from 35 to 85 reports p.a.

 Just over 2 of all records reported
by trunk road operating companies
(A9 /A86/A95)

L ocal records for non-trunk (incl. A93) v.
variable as quite few SSPCA records in CNP,
and useable Council uplift reports not
available for all years and or all Regional
Councils overlapping NP.

(current reports quite unlikely to amount to any more than 30% of all incidents)



Locations of ‘reported’ DVCs 2002 — 2010

Contains Ordnance Survey data
© Crown and database right 2012




Locations of ‘reported’ DVCs 2002 — 2010
Contains Ordnance Survey data
© Crown and database right 2012

A reported human injury DVC incidents






Relative distribution of DVCs
reported within Cairngorm
Mational Park 2002-2011

mgorm NP Baundary

A9 trunk Blair Atholl to Dalwhinnie




Relative distribwtion of DWVCs
reported within Cairngorm
National Park 2002-2011

Cairngorm NP Boundary

A9 trunk Kingussie to Carrbridge




Change in nos. of Deer Collisions reported by Trunk Operating
Company on differing sections of A9 trunk road

Trunk Road
Section 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 Total

A9 Kingraiqg to
Inverness

A9 Pitlochry to
Dalwhinnie

A9 Bankfoot to
Pitlochry

All above sections of A9 subject to Annual Average Daily
traffic (AADT) exceeding 6000 to 8000 vehicles per day
Ie.

= > 4to 5fold A93 traffic levels (AADT c. 900 to 1400)




Non-trunk roads (incl. A93) are areas
where current data weakest !

Recording & provision of standardised
records to national project by all of the
consituent DMG covering land in CNP
would be very useful to obtain best
picture.

However — any reports of deer road
casualties seen or attended by individual
stalkers or other ‘deer knowledgeable’
recorders would also be useful: as these
can help:

Provide deer species detail not available
from most trunk / council uplift reports
Allow calculation of ‘data capture’ rates
obtained through core data sources
alone.

A93 Aboyne to Braemar & Glenshee




Sample ‘Special recorder’ form for DMGs

(can be provided as exel sheet or word doc)

National Deer-Vehicle Collisions Project : 'Special Recorders' return form'

Please complete columns as far as possible or enter nk (not known) for missing data.

For suggested abbreviations and other guidance click : Link to: Guidance sheet

Please send completed form as an attachment to an email to :
(Forms can be submitted any time; but quarterly end March, June, Sep, and Dec is ideal)

jlangbein@deercollisions.co.uk

Records submitted by :

|Address :

Tel. / email address :

gridreferencefin
der.com
Date Time | Fresh Deer | Sex & | County/ | Village or OS Grid Road Your Left in situ Observer Comments
or old Type Age region landmark reference no. involvement or moved
e.g. 07:45 | <1day| Fallow |F —juv. Angus Brechin NO 57571 A90 Driving by, or left in situ / A Smith incl. Human
12-dul-12 60072 dispatch call, or [moved to verge injuries or car
carcass uplift | / or removed damage

or individal records can be logged at:

http://deeraware.com/index.php/research/incident-report







Owerview of approaches to Deer collisions Mitigation and their advantages and disadvantages in different contexts (after Langbain et al., 2011).
[Mote — that the authors stress that in general bast results are achieved through use of a range of complementary measures, rather than reliance en any one of
the individual approachas listed]

Aulitization measures

Suitable situations and supporting measures

[Potential effectiveness / Advantages

Dizadvantages

[Fencing

[lajor high rizk roads of high raffic flow; most
leffectve when leads to safer crossing pot, and
contaims ascape ramps |/ leaps.

[Well proven effectvensss whers of appropriate
ruesh size and beight, and sufficient length o
prevent ‘end-rums” (1,23 4.5]

[Hirh maintenance cost; barrier effect also to other
frildlife.
[5]

[Overpaszes & Grean bridzas

[lajor high risk roads; most effecdve with lead-in
fencing, and natoral ground cover.

[Well proven effectivensss; unzulate usage
frcresses with widths but smaller strucmires can
plsa belp allaviate wildlfe collisions. [7.5.9]

[Hizh cost; feasibility dependent on landscape.
Plore readily insralled on new-bmild than for
Euisting roads. [E]

[Underpasszas & Viaducts

[WIajor high risk roads; most effectve with lead in
fencing, and natoral ground cover.

[Good - where of adequate specification. Mostly
ower cost than overpasses of similar size.
7,8,10]

[High cost; feasibility dependent on landscape.
[oiften longer delay before uzed by ungnlates than
in case of overpasses. [7.9]

Highway cross-walks

ILow to madinm spesd routes; needs to be
supported by fencing, siznaze, speed resmicton,
and ideally deer-grids.

(Good — if well signed.
11]

(ot likely to be acceptzhle on major routes whers
[raffic has 1o be kept flowing.

(Optical waldlife warnng
peflactors

[Fuzads of low maffic volume providing some
[raffic free periods. Vegetation around raflectors
leeeds 1o be kapr clear.

[Limuted conwincing evidence of success.
Feelativelv low cost; do not prevent normsal range
jse. [12,13]

[F.apid habimation where Lit up by frequent maffic.
f-an at bast cnly function during nighbt. Many
frials indicate ineffecdve. [14.15,14,17,18]

|Acoustic wildlife waming
ievices

[Fuzads of low maffic velume, where habimation
lzast likely, and providing safe crossing periods.

[Varizble evidence
Laszung effects likely to depend on rypa and
rartabilicy of signals. [19.20]

\reneral effectivensss relnalns URProven.

[Limited potental on rozds of kigh waffic volums.
Poiwch higher (x10) cost than opncal reflectors.
[17.21]

IChemical / Olfactory
iatements

[Fuzads of low to mederate maffic flow

[Limited convincing evidence of success. Most
frtend to raize level of zlertmess. rather than
ravenf animals crossing. [12]

[Limited independent evidence of effectivensss.
[F.equires renswal at regular mtervals. Likely
lhahimation [17,19.23 247

[Vehicla meunted nlrasonnd
whistles and electronic homs

Poor effectiveness. [25]
[forme types very chesp to nstall

Mo convincing evidence of effectiveness. Siznals
mostly drowned out by traffic noise [26.27 28]

[>randard wildlife
[Warming sigmagze

|Any road type, but should be tarzeted to forewamn
|of short, well defined sections of high risk.

[Can help shsolve legal responsibility of road
puthorities or popiladion managers. Moderate
St

Iover-abundance of wildlife and other ziznaze
eading o reduced effect on drver behaviour.
ILow effectivensss (if awy) af reducing collisions.
[29.30,31]

Mutaractve speed-activated
wrildlifa - speed signage

lAny road type, but should be targeted to forewarn
|of short, well defined sections of high risk.

[forne potential | but yet nnproven for OV
reduction. Increased driver perception

32,33]

[Driver habimation over mme, if not reinforced by
lieeing animals nesr the crossing point, and as
Mizital signage in general bacomes more Common.
[34.35]

Mteractive animal activared
Eignage

[Iajor well-defined animal crossing points on
rozads of mederate raffic flow.

Fronusmg effects on driver awaraness and local
Epead reduction. [34,37 28]

[Hizh cost compared to standard or speed activared|
iznage. Variables reliability of differing sensor

fvpes. [35]

for refs. see 4]

[Feduction of local
Haer densiny

[Preventon of increase, if not reducton, of deer
jpuobers required in order for most other measure
(ncluding fencing) o remain effective.

IGood — provided undertaken over wide area, and
hs one part of overall DVC reduction stratezy.

39 40,41,42]

[Localized culling may shift rather than reduce
kollisions, and destabilise population. Public
mnderstanding of need o conmrol wildlife Hmited.
[14.43]

[romnuse-C oniracepton

[[solated, salf-contzined populations.

[on-lathal; higher public acceptabilicy in some
pountries | simadons than culling. Limited / short
erm effectivansss. [24]

[Fequires hizh proporticn of hard insolared.
[Ethically questionable. Very hizh cost. [5]

[Feduring awimals
Histurbance

[Farests with kigh human / dog disturbance.

[Hizh potential — where doz walking and homan
porvity aften panics desr to cross roads. Low cost
f ackisved through reswictons on activity in
Epecific high-risk areas.

IDifficulty to achieve compliznce; e g. keeping
Hogzs on leads. May be contraty to other policies
[o increase public nse of forests and coummyside.

[Verge clearance
prd mainterance

|All roads. Ideally verges re-sown with grass
poixmures of low digestbilizy. Clear verges also a
-requisite if reflectors in use.

hnd suimals; dependant on width possible to
[lear. [45.246.47)

Promismg. Improved forward visibility for drivers[Effect on collistons reduction not fally proven

Mecreased forage production on verge may atmact
pnimals if not tmed carefully. [17 48]

[Pablic awarenass raising
pud driver education

[ncreasing importance as waffic and collision risk
lescalates. Animal hazard awareness should be

High potential — relatively low cost if based on
leaflets and printed media Can be miegrated with

[buzlt wto wanonal drover syllabuses.

pther rozd safery campaizos.

[Effects unclear; may be short-lived nnless
peplicated. Fesponsiveness of driving public
lquestionabla.

For Fuller review of DVC mitigation options in differing situations see :

Langbein et. al (2011) — at: http://www.deercollisions.co.uk/pages/avoid.html




but should ideally
combine with leading
animals to safer crossing
places.




HIGH

May offer ideal localised solutions well suited to National Park context
but come with relatively high cost outlay.




(3) Enhancing existing structures for joint use

Promising / HIGH
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To view video clips shown go to:
http://www.youtube.com/user/jochenlangbein







To view video clips shown go to:
http://www.youtube.com/user/jochenlangbein







Pilot study to assess the potential of selected existing structures on the A30 and
A38 trunk roads in Southwest England to provide safer crossing places for deer
(Langbein, 2010).

2012/13: SW Trunk Agents
are taking forward action to
provide lead-in fencing and
other adaptations to enhance
potential for deer and other
wildlife use for an initial four
structures, selected as of
having best potential to help
minimise DVC risk on the
trunk roads; plus monitoring
effectivness.

A Similar survey may be
worth considering for A9 -
Not least in view of
planned improvements to
upgrade this trunk road to
dual carriageway in the
near future.



(4) Driver /| Public Awareness

Promising / Intuitive







5) Management of Verge Vegetation

Promising







(6) ? Roadside Wildlife Deterrents ?

- but there is little evidence for lasting effectiveness.
- particularly not under high traffic flow conditions as in much of GB
- & reflectors likely to appear to deer!

Limited / Poor




(6) However — a trial of ‘DeerDeter’ could be worth exploring.

Sensor Area




Integration of several measures required
matched to local situation

DVC reduction strategy for Cairngorm NP
might include e.g.

Driver awareness e.g. Interactive signs

Public DVC awareness e.g. seasonal media;
posters

Verge management esp. junctions / slip roads
Fencing - if leading to safer crossing points
Adapt / enhance existing crossing structures
Enforcement of speed limits, traffic calming
Co-ordinated deer control

Wildlife DeerDeter (trial -?)




To view video clips shown go to:
http://www.youtube.com/user/jochenlangbein




Advice to Drivers re Deer-Collision avoidance

Take note of wildlife warning signs

Peaks in deer related traffic collisions occur October through December,
followed by May.

Highest-risk periods are from sunset to midnight followed by the hours shortly
before and after sunrise.

Be aware that further deer may well cross after the ones you have noticed.

After dark use full-beams when there is no opposing traffic. The headlight
beam will illuminate the eyes of deer near roadway BUT if deer noted dim
headlights to avoid causing animals to ‘freeze’ rather than leaving the road.

Don't over-swerve to avoid hitting a deer. If a collision with the animal seems
inevitable, hit it while maintaining full control of your car. The alternative of
swerving into oncoming traffic or a ditch could be even worse. An exception
here may be motorcyclists, who are at particular risk when in direct collisions
with animals.

Only break sharply and stop if there is no danger of being hit by following
traffic.

Report any deer-vehicle collisions to the police (who should be able to contact
the local person best placed to assist with an injured deer at the roadside)




