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Deer herds
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Population Estima
Initial estimates

were made by Long

1947-4%,  Thev es
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square mile of ha
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above sub-units are with

g specifically

Riverside counties yofe

« thus they contain data

daries,

tes,

of deer numbers in the

hurst et al. (1952) for

timated that approwimate

a, with an average denai

bitat. Lenghurst also ¢

ng 7,800 sguare miles of
closed to hunting. The

-

:nted (.42 dear harvestec

The herd range is curr
200 sguare miles of habi

numbers and dengirie

.!\7

1954~1956 and general

ly 1870w,
levels through the lare

ate 1970s

es of population siwe

le,

indicategd

(Bein pers. obs

in the houndarics of

othervise, records

r to information from

from areas outside

Santa Ana Hountains
the period cf

ly 6,000 deer
ty of 8 deer pe
ibed the

ascy herd

habitat, with about

harvest of

per sguare mile of
ently estinmated to

s reached peak levels

declined to lowast

cared to remain at

186508 and then
endix T).

er.) {App

the

:nsity for



Deer numbers and densities within this unit probably vary
widely with location and habitat typa.  Open, wmixed habitat
areas (irvine, 0'Neill, and Starr Rancnes) of the $-0 sub-~unit
are believed to have higher deer concentrations than exist in
other parts of the unit, including the Forest sub-unit {(5-1"),
where dense chaparral predominates. The density of de in

the SAMDH may also be affected by cattle grazing. J. Froke

£ - £

-

[n

(pers. comm.) reporis that deer density on the ungrazad

Audubon Starr Ranch is about 19 per ssction, wherveas the deer

ensity in the grazed San Joaguin Hills is reported to bhe §
per section (M. Benner pers, comu.). Other rescarchers have

documented the negative impacts of cattle

b

razing on desy

ot

1
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e
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. 1852: Pire and Mansfie

habitats {Longhurst et a

Bowyer and Bleich 15349,

Reduced ovr extirpated pepulations in many areas of this unit
are the direct result of hahitat Josses. This is particulariy
true of the Los Angeles sub-unit ($-La) and San Bernardino

5,

sub-unit (S-SRB) where urban—industrial lend unes have

fwnl
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virtually elinminated the deer population
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Herd Condition.

]

The southern mule deer is one of the smallest in body size o

the various mule deer subsoecies. 7The southern mule deer
i

inhabiting this unit appear to be in a healthy condition (DPG

|5

S-F field observations). There have not boen any recent field
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studics of his

fleas ave common, vet no evidencs of dissace

Fizld obmervations on the Starr Ranch (J. Froke vaors

15 Qoiunon

that the herd in that sube-unit {5-0) is in good condition and
that the range is providing nutritional forage,

e

Ranch foliowing the 28,200 seore
z ¥
o oin November 1980 indicate that twin faw

5 reduced in that arve

pmmediat

For dees iwpregnated during the

rezsponsible.

In 5-P, ewmbrvo counts were ohtained from 423 adult doss and 9

vearling

Auring the winter
the adult does were pregnant witr

does. Five (55%) of the yearling

embryo count of 58 fawns per 100 doosg {DRG 185G

habitat on Cump Peadleton was at that time in a

productive state, fo these roproductive dala probanly

represent the maximum reproductive polential for fhe SAMDH.
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Buck harvest records have been collected since 1927, when 56
bucks were reported taken in Orange Counky. Annual seasons

have continued to date, exzcept in 1942 duving World War IT.

ol

Reported annual harvests of 35 to 56 bucks were common in the

1230s,

The highest reported annual buck kill ocourred in 1252 when
279 were taken. A second nNigh harvest year occurred in 19450

—

hese large harvests

when 278 bucks were reported taken,

resulted primarily fron increased hunter

Stewart Burn reduced the fire closure aves on the Trabuco
Fanger District. The reportsd buck harvest in Urange County
exceeded 200 in 1955, 1961, 1968 and 19746,

The harvest from this ares dropped drastically after the 197§
geason. The mean reported buck kill in Orange County during
the 57 vears of records (1927-1984) 3 123 (Appendix I).

L

From 1860 to 1884, ovey 59% of the total Orange County buck

harvest has occurred on privaie lands (Table 1). Thus, the

amount of hunter access allowed by the private ranches
trongly influences total hunter success in Orange Couniy,

For example, the drop in harvest in recent yaears can be

partially explained by the fact that the Irvine Panch didn't

allow hunting from 1982-1084,



Table 1

Orange County Buck Kill, 1960-1984

Year Private Lands __.Public Lands Total
1560 155 123 278
1861 117 17 234
1802 92 48 140
1963 70 105 175
1864 €7 57 124
1965 68 70 138
1866 97 G4 197
1867 116 42 iz
1568 135 73 211
1859 " 85 59 j44
1974 1ig 40 158
1971 62 83 165
1972 42 45 87
1973 98 26 124
1874 ' 79 g2 171
1975 9% 38 137
18790 169 95 204
1877 64 25 89
1878 57 23 80
1874 74 Z3 85
1880 6Y 13 82
186l 5¢ 37 86
1982 38 37 75
1983 23 22 43
1984 27 16 43
Total 2,041 (59.3%) 1,407 ¢40.72) 3,742
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Because of reduced ranpower capabilities and expanded hunter
ingress and egress on public lands, hunter check stations have
produced little age class data on the annual huck harvest.
Check stations within this unit have not been operated since

1965, The limited information available suggests that, for

o]

the vears data were collected, the harvest of bucks was not
excesgive becausse a large proportion were older age animals

{Table 2.

Antlerless Harvest

<y

Statewide antlevless harvests began in 1956, whoen 93

reé taken in Orange County.

(L
a
@

antleriless 2 W

D
-

t‘:“\
o)
o
fomet
o
1
=
&
o
&)

deor

=h

are definad as "female deer, fawn

i

of either sex other than
fpotted fawns, and male deer with unbrenched antlergs on bobth
L

Sidaz which are not more than three inches in lengkh.®

The Orange County sntlerless hunt was renewed in 1960 when 500
permits were issucd and 155 ontlerless deer were taken. pPrior
to the antlerless hunt in Orange County, deer depredation

(damages) on crops vas a sericus problem, In 19
. L

S

7, for
cxample, 170 deer were taken under the authority of

depredation kill permits to reduce crop losaes.

Portions of Riverside and San Diego counties were included

with the Orange County special hunt in 1863, and the continued
= i
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1961°
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1565°

Table 2

Age Composition of the buck harvest
from the Santa Ana Mountains.

Numbers in parentheses are parcentages.,

11{39)
2{7.1)
3{12)

14(20)

Total

17(37) 2Z2{48) 46

13{32)

8{32)

b. Age

C. Includes

data

estimated frowm tooth wear and replacemant
data from tooth cementunm analysis

spike hucksg shot during the antlerless hunt



Y.

hunt wag designabed the Tenaia Hune (Tahie 3y. This annual

hunt continued through 1503, aftar which the Riverside County

portion was withdrawn.

Barvest records for the Orange County

antierless decr were taken during the 25-vear period. AS WAas

o]

i
Il
jay
o
A
et
).._.
e
b9
}
ju)
[
.
O]
~
Tald
9]
~

the case for the puck hunt, 582 of

]

private lands in the County (Table 4},

Age composition darga cn the annual harvest of both sexes in
S~P inciude a Jo0d representation af older animals,

particularly among antlerless deer (Tahle 53%.

Herd Composition
Deer herd composition counts have not been made in any area
except Camp Pendleton since the 1860s, conseguently the sew

and age composition of this herd are unknow;

ot
"
=i
=

May of 1963, six days (12 man-dave) of field work in the

Stewart Burn arca 0f the Trabuco Districs (5-P) resulied in

the classificarion of 48 deer, Yielding ratinag of 35 bucks and

50 fawns per 100 does {35:100:50

On Septembar 8 and 12, 1966, 274 ang 105 deer, resps tively,

9]

were spot-lighted on the G'Heill Ranch (sub-unit $-0) yielding

ratics of 18:100:38 and 26:100:47,
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Table

[N
Tenaija Hunt

fear  Rermits  Total  Orange Co. Riverside Co. San Diego Co.
1850 500 156 1556 Mo hunt No hunt
1961 500 120 120 o i
1462 5G0 g 38 i | Y
1963 500 85

1%¢64 500 43

1565 560 43

1566 500 7]

1867 500 141 101 35 5
1968 360 124 91 28 | 5
19&9 509 123 81 34 8
1870 200 59 A3 12 4
1973 260 55 32 . 1] 17
1872 3060 c7 iz 25 1dg
1873 300 68 35 20 13
1874 250 55 33 i6 6
1975 250 17 4G 20 5
1976 350 64 36 22 6
1977 350 78 43 29 5
1978 350 Gl 31 15 L]
1879 350 81 43 30 &
1280 350 6l 11 15 5
1981 350 .96 72 19 5
19872 350 70 37 31 * 2
1983 350 34 19 13 2

1984 250 42 472 Ho hunt b



Year

1960

1963

1969

Private Landg

89

538

|

57

13
20

22

3d
206

30

(57)

(77}
(63)

{5&)

Table
Tenaja Hunt -~ Orange County Only, 1960-1934

Public Lands

4

&7
62

31

(42)

{52)

Total
156
120

88

43
43
71
101

{91)



Toble 5
Age Class Structure of the Kill From the Camp Pendleton Subunit

Male i

, i1l - Percentage by
Year Fawn 1Yr. ¥, 3¥r. A¥r. o ¢ amnle Sige

1969 ) 20 2 20 24 162
1870 5 26 30 24 15 132
1571 4 25 35 23 13 167
1872 g 25 23 22 22 1289
1973 13 22 28 19 18 1063
1974 0 20 41 30 8 75
1275 ~NG HUNT-

1976 ~NO HUNT -~

1977 12 34 34 16 276
1878 17 41 22 15 179
1879 18 29 33 i8 160
1880 19 30 31 1z 144
1981 25 31 28 i3 ia¢%

B 00 b= T s

Female Kill -~ Parcentaue of Age
Year Fawn 1Y¥r, 2Yr, 3Vr. ¥y, &

19689 15 17 15 21 32 89
1670 Q 17 25 26 4 a9
1671 2 25 3 11 ka1 55
1972 14 22 14 13 34 84
1672 25 21 34 7 13 56
1674 ~NO HUNT -
1875 =NO  HUNT -
1976 ~NO HUHT-

—
D
-~
]

21 22 340
35 31 5
21 30 27
26 17 1@
16 14

ft
~3

1378
18789
1980
1981

B

Jond
(= = b0 ko

2 IO

b
i
3
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HERD RANGE

~ 20

Recent field observations on the Audubon

S-0} indicate a buck:doe ratio of H5:1060 {(J.

comm. ). This low buck ratio cannot he explained

believed to be typical of resident

chaparral habitar with little or no hunting ox

furthermore, this estimate doess not

2 bhe ¥ osection.

fo¥
lui'd

mate

(D

juin

densities est

(o9}

19 o

3

Herd Movements.

The deser in this unit are non-migratory. Some

movenant occurs with severe weather cond

ratures Water

(u

tenpe or drought. avalilability

affects the distribution of deer

undoubtanly affects

unit; pavti

AND HISTORY

Land Ownership

ifornia‘s 3100 million plus

private land, where major expansions of agr

tla T1d,

‘..,4

industrial growth have occurred {(Appen

4
.

the SAMDH range is in private cwnevship and

urban (Figure 4). The 135,000 acre Tirabuco

the Cleveland National Forest isa the largest

Starr Ba

Froke

ations
SESUre ,

seem to be consistent wi

in Southern Cali

riculbur ()
About
most of
Ranger

lock

L

nch (sub-unit
pers
and 1s not

in

and;

acres is

and

urban

this

District of

of



e
publiicly-owned daer habitat in this doar nerd unit. Over
39,000 acres of the Trabuco Ranger Districtk weoe desianated as

L»]
€]
3

2

the San Matoeo Wildarnegs in 19 Canmp Pondleoton (125,000
acres) is the second largest blook or government~ownad land,
most of which is deer nabitat, within the SAMDHY boundaries,

Other parcels of publiciy-~owned deer habitat include abour

9,300 acres in State Parks (Chino Hillis, Crystal Cove) and

Large holdings of privately~owned Qeer hebitat include t{he

Trvine Ranch (44,000 total acyes, about 20

habitat), the 0'WNeill Ranch (40,000 toral

acres of deer habitat) ana tive Audubon Srar

il

.. AN , W T e T . SOAECE T b e oo e o
B0YEs ). Thesa thras pavecels, ajil }.f,-xf:c:;’t.f;'ﬁ in Lhe westaern

s
o
[y

oL the Santa Ana Mountains, probaily vepresent

habitat in Orange County

S£e

Climate

Conditions vary with seasons ang elevations. Mild tannporatures

prevail, although a range of freesing to over 100 degrees

LCCurs annualily, Long sum

droughts are common., The average

elevations andg

annual rainfall ig 16 inches. The hig
interior coastaz plain usually receive more rainfall than the
veastal zone.  Snow is commen in the higher e¢lavations hat

Usually is of ghort duration.
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Barly History
The American TIndians hunted deer in this area for hundreds of
years. Their primitive Weapons probably accounted for a small

harvest of available deer. When the Spaniards arrived in

California, they also took deer for meat and hides,

There are few historic references to deer in this area prior to

1856. In historic Jourrals, Pedro Fages mentions deer in the

area in 1769 (Priestly 1937) and Longinos HMHartinez in 1772
reported that deer occurred from San Diego to Santa Barbara
(Simpson 1938). From these and other sources who raported deer
in the south coastal portions of California (Sullivan 1934;

alongy 1845; Ellison 1937), it appears that deeyr were fairly

numerous in the Santa Ana Mountain's Unit.

Deer hunting for food and hides increassd during the Gold

being so profitable that some miners laft mining for commercial
hunting. Accounts indicate that one hunter “lkilied 120 deer in
one season for the Silverado Camp® (U.S8. Forest Service (USFE)
1966) and C. Miller of the USPS stated that “"deer wore killed

by the wagonload in the Santa Ana Mountains® (Longhurst et al.

1852).

4

Following the California Cold was a huge increase

,ﬁg
=8/
o
L"\
ol
i
r
o
e
[0

in dowmestic livestock producticn in California, including the

Santa Ana Unit. During the latter part of the 1%th Century,



2.

deer populations apparentiy declined. It is believed the
decline was caused by extreme competition with Livestoock and

unregulated hunting (Longhurst et al. 1852).,

o

Deer populations apparently increased during the very late 18{h
Century through the first half of the 20th Century. A variety

of reasons for these increases exist, and incliude: 1} five,

both wild and nan-caused, burned many acres of chaparral; 2)

po]

the expansion of agriculture bhroke up large brush-covered

]

D

shaedy and 4)

Fede

{

areas; 3) hunting regulations were establ
praedators were hunted to protect livestock and wildlife. The
deer populations flourished under these conditions, as

evidenced by the reportaed harvests in the 18538 and 18608,
y L

', TR e
in 185C and

L
3

Deer hunting regulations were astablishe:
restricted hunting to six months; however, there was Little

a a

evidence that the regulations had any effect. Commoercial deew

camps continued thelr operations as indicatad by one firm in

Redding that shipped 35,000 deer hides (DPG 1876).,

Tha bucks~only hunting law was passed in 1883, A Slx-waak
Season was inltiated in 18%3. A thres buck limit andg
prohibition on ths sale of deer meat and hides was imposed in

1801, but enforcement of Lhe regulations wasg largely

ineffective,



Tha first controlled elther~gsex deer hunt ocourred on Catallna
Island in 1949-50. Various controlled hunts continued in

1954-56, with a general elther-sex hunt conducted in 1056-F

Spetial Use Areas (Key Habitats)

s

There are special areas that deer regquire for various uscs.
These areas provide all the major clements that desry nced to
survive (food, cover and water). Riparian habitats provide all
three of these necessitiecs and are obably the preferred
special use area for this herd. Oak woodland~grasslands are
also special use areas since food and cover are usually
abundant and the acorn cropy available in the autumn, is of

high nutritional value. Deer use of neadows 1s high

P

olroin small numbors {(Bowyer and

cattlas are abhoent

:

Burned brushlands are also preferred by deer as the rapidly

= 2

growing grasses, forbs and new brush sproeuts provide abundant

and nutritious food. Other special use areas are characterized

by large shrubs and trees which >rovide thermal and hidi
= Py o

o
[te

cover, particularly on the north erly exposures.

The USFS (1546} indicated five key deer areas in the Santa Ana
Mountains: the Sierra Peck to Trabuco Peak area of the main
divide; the Loz Pinos Poirer go ¥ the Cak Flats arca; the Sitton

Peak area; and the Tenaja area.
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Dominant Plant Spocies
Thers are vavious plant species ubilized bv deer in this unit.
Those preferred include browsc species of Prurius sDD.,

Cercocarpus

d:
in

Pp. . Quercus spp.. Adenostema fasciculatum and

Bhe

SNUS oa . Forhs and grasses include Lotus sDp.,

Penstemnon spp., Lupinus spp., Bromus spp., Poa spp., and Stip:

spp. {dHanley and Salwaszoer 1830%,

Riparian areas and canyon woodlands made up primarily of coast

live-oaks {(Quercus agrifolia spp.), willows (Salix lasvigatal,

sycamore (Platanus racemcsa) and conhbiguous patches of

blackberry (Rubus vitilolius), poison oak (Rhus

and wild girape {(Vitis girdisna) are important cover areas for
fawning and escaps from oppressive hazi,

Fire History

Uncontyolled natural wildfires or those scet by rthe Indians

generally benefited deer in this unit by altering large areas

o~

¢+ thereby providing interspervsions of brush, obden

of chaparra
areas and vegetative regrowth. Fire suppressicon programs
generally have decreascd the nwnber of wildfires in chaparral
during the latter parc of this century, but their average size
has been much largey {(Minnich 19833,

The Stewart Burn in 1958 consumed 66,300 acores in southecastern

F

4

Crange County and northern San Diego County, and openad areas



of the Trabuce Ranger District to season=-long accass by

hunters. Prior to that time, and up until about 197% most of
the District was closed to access in early summer until after

the first major rains. Beginning in 1981, closures could

e znacted when fire danger exceoeded established minimums based
on live fuel moisture levels, continued high fire visk and

depleted fire gcuppression forces,

n the Santa Ana Mountains ocourcred in

[N

The last major fires
980 when three fire consumed some 62,000 acres. In 1282, the

Gypsum fire hurned 16,800 zcres. Some areas in the Santa Ans

Mountains have not burned in recorded his story (Figure 5)

ppendix ITT),

Livestock Grazing

Organized livestoeck grasing began in the late 1700s after the

San Juen Capistrano Mission was establiched in 1775, Up te
31,000 cattlie, sheep, goats, horses and mules grazaed the

mission lands and a similar numcer of livestock utilized the

five wajor ranchos (USFS 1866). In vrecent vears, lLivestock

[

production peaked shortly aftor World War IT and has declinsd
= i &

until only 251 cattle from Ora ange County were sold 1983,

Grazing allotments on the Trabuco Ranger District in 1982

totalled 11,623 acres, but only 620 animal unit months were

i3

allowed.






Habitat Conversion and Deor Toss

et urban-industrial-comsercial land develonments

have taken a tremendous toll on the decr and their habitat.
These losses have been particularly dramatic in some of the

subunits such as the S-LA and S-SR che great majority of

the deer habitat has heen ramoved, a3 in the other

b
o
o
M
&
)
o
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sub-units have also hoaen significant

are estimated.

at in Orange Zounty was
318,020 acres in 1264 (DFG 1865 wheraas ahout 160,000 aores of

deer habitat existg today (19885},

These land developments have cauce G & drastic and diract

reducition of the deer herd in thie unit.

Land develo inside and adds

lands also have had advorse

TEaNgE . .Qc sidential developments on private inholdings within
the Forest tend to be in prime habitat areas, i.e. pobreyros,
(weadows ), cak woodlandz and riparian arsas. Theso
developments eliminate habitat on those tands and secondarily

o

reduce the value of habitat on Lhe adjJecent Foresit lands.

iy

Doer habitat on the private lands o Orange County (5-0) has

g

tong been subject to conversion for agricultural use (dry

ot only do these habitat

-

farming, grazing and orchards).



conversions result in a loss of deoy they often causse

-

a direct reduction in the number of deer when depredation

4

complaints vequire that deer be removed. Orange County is a
small portion of DFGC Region %, bubt in some years the take of
deer under depredalbion permits in Crange County is a

substantial part of the Region-wide total (Table &), Theae

]
i

conversgions continue to cccur throughout most of this unit.
urban development displaces existing agricultural uses, somse of

the open~apace habitat

-
9]
L
D
(]
]_....I
ol
9]
o
(a1
bt
=

the agricultural acreage is

cf the deer herd (Appendix IV},

1

The future of privately-owned deer habitat will depend heavily

cnocounty policiess regarding open space. Orange County

established an Open Space/Conservation Progran

goale of preserving and productively managing natural

(»/

the public from hazardous arcas

Q
o
o
9}
"
oo
2

regources, prohacting
(filoodplains) and providing areas for outdcor recreation
(Orange County 1884). The county plan zlso secks to provide a

buffer from urban encroachment for the Trabuco Rangery Distric
-

here is currently about 97,000 acres of opewn space in Orange
County, and another 34,000 acres is proposed (Appendix V-1).

This area includes the Trabuco Ranger Distiict (55,000 acresg)



Takle 6
Deer Depredation

Year myiﬁé Region 5 Orange Co. Riverside Co. - San Dicgo Co.
1960 1477 320 1 6 8
1961 2484 684 7 16 11
ig%62 1re27 141 4 Q 6
19263 1250 138 0 0 i1
1564 2787 572 37 2 12
1965 1591 210 30 7 5
1866 1203 202 15 g &
1967 840 81 11 Q 2
19638 1410 194 41 g g
1268 187 43 5 i 5
1970 936 g4 ] 0 4
1871 g2 104 8 ¥ 4
1972 936 94 21 1 1
1973 354 30 y; 3 1
1974 354 93 27 27 2
1875 377 110 10 3 19
1876 162 107 8 1 g
1977 441 179 2 2 Z
1978 165 52 0 0 Q
187¢ 581 43 34 0 o
1980 493 395 42 0 ¢
1981 20¢ 85 62 0 G
1882 172 G5 0 O 0
1823 172 33 1 0 G
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but also includes beaches, city parks, golf courses, greenbelt

U

and other areas that are not deer habitat. Furthermore, much
of this acreage is in isolated parcels (Appendix V 2~3).
Ultimately, deer habitat in Crange County will probably be
confined to wilderness parks and the Trabuco Ranger Distri
Consumptive use of deer will be almost completely curtailed.
Habitat Manipulation Projects

Deer habitat improvement projects began on the Forest lands
{(S~F) in 1952 with the construction of 222 acres of bhrowseways
(USFS‘files). By 1366 a total of 230 acres of browseways had

been constructed and 255 acres of typa-~conversion had been

completad on the Trabuco District (USFHE 19663, The only recen
habitat projecis designed specifically to benefil wildiife av

been the 0ak Flats and Sitton Peak prascribed burns, and the

instellation of three wildlife watering devices. Since 1979

P
the USFS hac completed several projects on the Trabuco Ranger

i

Ut

trict (5~F) that, although designed for fuel modific ation,

provided some improvement to deer habitat. About 3,000 acres

5§
-
-~

were Purned, 300 acres of fuel breaks 2 ¢leaved, and about

{(J. Sheppard pers

prd
-
bacer
=
1
)

1,200 acres of brush were thinned and DY
comm. ). A burn on Munhall Saddle, using Orange County Pish an

Gamz Commission monies, is schoeduled for 1985,

To date very little has been dong directly to enhance deer

habitat on private lands within Ehis unit. Controlled burning

=

t

“

d
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Department has b
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conshraints
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go County
in the early

peaches,

production sh
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during 1385,
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ion and

ORS REGULATING

to deer

and public

e

have booen conducied. Most of

G

upde Chaparral Managewnent Py

deer by converting decadent

e

Lo younger age ¢lassas.

1

urned several thousand acres on Lome Ri

o)

Additional burnz are planned in

er Canyon area and on the O'Neill Ranch

It is estimatl thic bhurning

approximately 1,800 acres per year for the

with the primary geal bzing fire hazard re

provide for the protection of the

ave planned to obtain a mos

THEHE POPULATION

at caused by residential, com

has = reduced

The construction of more

1 -
as

destroyed hablitat and added additional

movements to food and waler sourcess

land (Figure 4} (Appendiz VI).

ras once a rural agricultural avea. M

1900s oranges, walnuits, apricoits,

and sugar In the 1930s,

ifted from walnute, apricobts and sugar

r itndusi

s jor
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citrusg, truck crops and nursery stock. Cabtiie productlion also

increased. Over the last 20 vears, however, the amount of

land in agvicultural production has been raduced by two-thirds.

In 1982, 34,000 acres were in crop production {Figure &) sng
approximately 29,000 wvers used for grazina. Today 63,000 aores
of land (Figure 7) are in agricultural preserve (Hillismson
Act}. HMuch of this open space ig grazing land. Howewver, since
19840, 13,000 acres have been removed frow agriculiural prescrve

for development,

Metropolitan expansions into the undeveloped areas nob only
destroy deer habitabt as the initial impact but sustain a2

long=-term adverss ilmpact when those resident people, their nets
and thelr moturized vehicles penstrate the adlaceut open space

lands, degrading the habitat and disturbing the deor, Ofi-road
vehicle (ORV) activity has incrcaﬁed‘subsiahtially in the last
20 years, often with deleterious effects upon wildiife. It is
not known whait dagree of ORV conflict may exist witin this herd.
Over the past 20 years, Orange County’s growth has shifted to

the south. In the 1850s and 1960s developument was concantrated

1

in Anaheim, Fullerton, Grange, Westminster and Fountain Vallev.
Tn the 1970s, with the scarcity of undeveloped land in these

arcas, development shifted to Trvine, Mission Viejo and Laguna

r

Niguel. This trend will continue. The south county's

sopulation is expected to grow by 93% (422.000), and this
JCL ! ¥

I

)

r'.
]
-

growth will impact much of the County's remaining deer hab

<

{(Appendix VIT - 1 & 2).
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however, judging by the relabively high n of dayti

sightings on or near the Starr Ranch {J. Froke pers. comm.).

These measures of lion abundancs appear to indicate that lion

Us

densities in Orange County are not sxtreordinarily high, and
are probably not responsible for any changes 1in hunter success.

Towever, on the effects

(2

No specific information is available,

of predators on the SAMDH.

Illegal Take
While it ig known that an illegal take of deer occurs in this
unit, the amcunt of peoaching and numnbsr of desr takern are

unknown. Tnereased populetions cf peoplie in the spreading

urban aveas, with more leigure time and mobility, may cause
increased poaching in those remaining open areas. Theve has

been speculation that the illegal take readily eguals thoe legal

reported harvest of deer ip thiis unit.

Interspecific Competition

Cattle are the primary compahitors with deer for f[orage

L I

resources. Bowyer and Bleich {198 in

,.::.
n
o
o
-
Itar
-
D
]
]
O
o
=
—
9]
]
-
[
[0y
BN
&

the Laguna and Cuyamaca Maountaing and gsaven msadows in the

Cuyawaca State Park. They found that deer wevre abunds

TLoon
cattle-free meadows, bub very few used thesc areas when cattle

were present. Pine and Mansfield (1980) found that catile at
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high stocking rates compete with deer for food in central
coastal Caliifornia. Dasmann {1271) states that cattle are
important competitors with deer on heavily stocked ranges

throughout the west. Bowyer (1984) also found that catt Ll

arazing reduced cover negatively affecting fawning areas.

Sport Hunting

g

Within the SAMDE unit there 1s an early season avchery huni,
gensral buck hunt, the Tenaja antlerless hunt, and the Camp
Pendleton either sex hunt. A minimuwn of 3,260 permits wers

available for the four hunts 1

jos]

1985 (an unlimited number of

wrehevy Only permits wers avallabled.

bucks only is believed to result in a harvest of
less than five percent of the herd, and yet the annual excess
{animals that would die bacause they ave in excess ol the
carrying'capacity of the range) is believed to be avout 25
percent of the population (DFG 1976¢). This estimale of natural
annmual mortality mey not be corvect for southewrn mule decy in
chaparral habltats. Festricted access on private lands, where
ome of the highest deer densities in the SAMDH ave found, and
on the National Forest because of historic fire clesures, has

probably resulted in an underharvaest of deer. lovever, bacauss

w4

there are no estimates of the population size, the relationship
£ i £ 1~
between deer havvest and population size for the SAMDE 1s

Unknown.



7. Other Factovrs
The effects of discase, parasites, malnutrition, accidents and
exposure on this deer herd are unknown: they are not thought to
ba a scrious problem.
The effects of air pollution on forage production are unknown.
The effects of harassment on the deer hard bv tiie large huma
pepulation and low flving aircraflt (military training) arve

unknowrn.

The primary vrltﬂ ita uged to develop goals for the SAMDH include the

genaral goals of the statewide plapn (A Plan for California Decr 10 763,

Ea v

legizlative sandate {AB 1521), Department. of FPish and Gawns's Deoer
Hanagement Policy and the concerns of various publics. A lack of

specitic information regarding existing herd conditions and habitat

6]

cription of the conditions the plan is

status prevents a detailed de
intendsd to achlieve. Howaver, sound ecological principles of deer
management and currently accepted habitat improvewment techniques offer
an opportunity te enhance the carrying capacity of this herd unit.
Social and econcmic constraints, as well az land usc trade-~offs, will

ultimately determine the population level and habitat conditions

prevailing at any point in time.
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HERD GOA La

Productivity of the herd can bs increased thyough managenent of

[ud

both the deer and the habitat that supports them. This plan is
intended to provide general guidelines thab arve scologically

feasible through the development of environment ally and sociall

[}

accepltavle management strateg

b

s. It is unrealistic to expect to
attain the historic peak herd zize which probably occuirred in the
1850s. The management cosits and land use trade-cffs, as well as

the destruction of habitat by deer at those levels, are not

ecologicalily de able and probably not socially acceptable (Hanley

Bublic concerns related to this herd primarily involve a desire to

sucscoass bub also

increass gaer

inciude a concern for the gensrzal welfare of the deer rasoures by
LS ¥

the non-hunting public. Historic estimates indicate the rangs was

at one time capable of supporting 5-18 deer per square mile

i

(Longhurst et al. 1952) with no specific deer habitat im

from Camp Pendlecon (8-P) (1953-1981) indicates that

the herd can support a harvest of at least 1,1

B
O—‘
o

2
&
o

!
@

R
=
bt
®

mile on

rangs.

The herd goals for the SAMDH ave:

v

L. Restore and maintain a population density of 5 to 15 decr par

gquare mile of deer habitat.



T .

2. Maintein o post-harvest buck:doe vatio of 250100,
b

- 3 :

3. Maintain a soring fawn:doe vatio of 45:100.

joss
s
W
o]
fad

4, Maintain an annval harvest of per square mile of lands

that are hunted.

RANGE GOALS

-~

The achievement of range goals will ultimately determine Wi

deey density agoals can be met. The primavy range goal is the
£ ] 15 - L] >3

preservation of deer habitat, especlally riparian, mea

woodland types, particularly on the Forest sub-uniit (S-¥F).

Large aveas of deary range

supporting less than maximum deey dznsitiss. A second yange goal

is to jmprove the guality of tne ing desr habitat. The Forest

lands (5-F), Camp Pendleton (5-P), and portions of 5-0 contain

suiltable for habitalb enhancement programs to increase the

1]

ayaea

2
Ui

deer herd well into the futuve.

While some of the larce private ranch holdings ofifer potential

enhancemant opportunities for desr. long teim benefits would be

unlikely bzcause of other
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lilyen

Iv. FROBLEMS 1R

Habitat losses caused by urban land use expansions, including

Habitat losses caused by agricultural expansions into

Other Department programs, until now of a higher prioriiv, have
precluded most all deer work in this unit, which has resulted

formation from w

ol
b
,_.)

in a lack of baseline

managenent strategies.
Recent deey data, including: 1) herd composition: 2) age class

arcaes; 4 illegal kill

depredation problens

kills; 2) impacts of domestic dogs, are nolt available.

Recant data on habitat guality ave not available.

o
[}
o}

Habitat improvement projec e inadgquately funded.

Bztablishment of the San Mateo Wilderness Area precludes

{

wildlife hablitat manipulation activities on land within the
arca.  However, prescribed fire as provided for in USFS
wilderness management policies may provide indirect habitat

improvemants for deer.
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molxility ol large

urban populations into open space lands for vecreation.

Habitat guality is reduced by move effective application of

wildlfire controls.

Habitat quality is degraded by off-~road vehicles.

by
;/
e
o)
[
joR

Habitat quality is degrs by livestock operations.

L i

Human impacts identified as “harassment” are unknown.
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MAERAGEMERT PROGRAWMS.
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INVENTORY

1. Objective

Collect and mainitai suffi

il

hard and habl

i P . S N e
Prescription

2.

Recommendad

The following ongoing herd performence

contirnued:

a) Conduct her

—

hunter distori

The following herd peviormance

additional monitorings:

ROTEVREES

Fat trends

d composition

bhution

e
WA

B
Bacd
p

D RECOMMENDGRED PRF IPTIONS

cient information to evaluate the

in ovder to effectively manage

the SAMDH unit.,

indicators should he

counts on the Csup Pendleton

MGDS .

and pressure counts.

indicators nded for

are pecomms

a) EBxpand herd composition surveys to other aress within the
unit where deer can be abserved.

b} Collect age structure

Camp Pendlieton, Mail

Zone D-15 for the

composition of the har

¢} Datermine deer de

within the unit.
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collection

than

oul envelones

=

of the

age

S

T

B oy
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cta and monitor

Tanasaes

areas
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by A study should be unéertak@n to determine the reproductive
status of does on Camp Pendleton and, 1f possible, obther
locations within the unit.

¢} One or more areas of the unit should be selascted for an
intensive study of the illegal kill and its effects on the
SAMDI

d) The influence of predators, disease and parvasites on deer
should be determine

2) ALl permanent water sources on the Trabuco District should

be identified, protected, and improved where necessary.

The iu}?oalng monitoring of public attitudes arnd concerns is
recommended. A guestionnaire should be provided to hunters contacted

in the fieid on the opening weekend of the deer scascon. Inpub will

help guide futuve planning efforts and provide s pubiiic

attitudes related to management programs. A

presented iu Appendix TX.

B. HERD MAMNAGEMENT AND MORTALITY CONTROL
1. Objective
Identify the causes of herd wortality and deteraine their

= :

effects on the pepulation. Based on an evaluation of mortalit:

.

factors, make recomnendations to veduce mortality 1f it i

n

decmed desirable for the herd,



D

Ly

wendazd Presoripbilons

a) Fvaluate mortality factors affecuing the herd, i.e
predation, disease, parasites, hunting pressure,
depredation, road kills and poaching.

1} Ewamine hunter~killed carco

ses or institute trapping
program to ascertain the condition of deer within the
unit.

2} Conduct a telemstry study to determine causes of

o

nortalitv. A lavge sample sheuld be used, includiﬁé
bucks,; doszs, and fawns. This study will also provide
information on seascnal movements and. critical
habitats.

bl When fawning arsas and their

istics arve

idencified, improve habitabt on othey simllary areas in order

T ilmprove

¢} Reduce deer wovitallty on highwvavs by coopasrative effort:

i

with CalTraus.
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4} Based on information obtained by investigation of illegal
kill, work with wardens and other law eanforcement agencies
to decrease this mortality factor.

) Increase or decrease the special hunt perwmits when

monltoring programs indicate deey arve elt

under—~harvested or over-harvested.

C. WARLTAT

1. Objective
Maintain optismum habitat conditions by providing nutritious
forage, adequate cover and water. Habitat conditions should be
able to support 5-15% dser per square mile on Camp Pendle con and
on the Trabuco Ranger Digtrict. Efforts also should be wade to

cptimize habitat on private lands where access and utilization

.

are not restrictead.

Based upon the evaluation of habitat discussed in Section &,

make recommendations to maintain existing conditicns or

initiate necessary habitat enhancement measures.

o
°

Recommendad Froacriptions

w;

Manage chanmise chaparral and other vegetation types to obtain
o

40~50% forage areas and 50-60% cover aveas. The following are

the optimun forage conditions:

ol
—

15-20% voung brush (<4 years old) in long, narrow {200
vards wide) patches. Create by prescribed burning on

salaoted sites,
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2} 15-20% annual grasses and forbs,
¢l 5-10% ovak/oak woodland,
d}  5-10% perennial grasses, forbs, meadow and riparian areas.

@) Permanant water nilable within 0.5 mile radius,

’J

The following are optimum coveyr con

-
pt

]

a) 20% hiding and escape cover (>4 year old brush) in 30-50

[N
gm.:

acre patches.
) 10% fawning cover in roughly 10-dcre units with succulent

forage and available water within 0.1 mile.

) 10% thermal cover with dense canopy coverage in open stands
for shade in summer. Large shrubs provide more of this
type cover and norith lon may provide

thermal cover with prescribad skrip burning.
d) 10-20% other, may be devoted to deer hunting habitat with

3

an increasing amount of succulent forage and plant species

diversity.

Fire (prescribed burning) 1s the primary managonent teol in the

chamise chaparral and sage scrub habitat found within the unit.

While the above prescription may provide the optimum habitat

conditicns for deer, it should be noted that econonic

l‘.‘

constraints, limited manpower and multiple use factors WJL1

Trainiee Ranger

(F
)
Q2
e
e
r
s
6]

limit implementatbtion o small areas
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UTIL

L.

District, prive ands and Camp Pendleton. AL the

time, burning programs are underway on the Forest and private

iands. These programs are primarily for fuel wmodil

ye gselachted within the

jon

Several burning areas shoul
where management direction is to maintain high voege
diversity with optimum fcorage and cover conditions.

successiul, they could be used as models for othex

within the unit. Specific areas will be identified

Inpienentaticn Plan.

Unit payvsonnel should work with county and city pla

departments to wminimize or mitigate the impacis of

developanents on deer habitat within the unit.

t

n

A ZATION

Objective

Provide high quality diversified use of deer in the
Ana Mountains unit. Regoreational opp
the general and hunting public should be optimized.
Congumpiive use should bhe emphasized on the Trabuoo
District, Camp Pendleten and on private holdings.
Nonconsumptive use will oocur primerily in suburbs

closed to hunting (State and Counlty parks) and soma

presant

ication.

Forest
tativa
It
areas

in the

nning

proposed

i s

Ranger

and areas

private
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Recommended Prescripbion

Our best estimate (Longhurst et al. 19%2) of the capi

the range indicates that an average
sguare mile {(range 5-16) iz realistic.

through further investigation,

HI,iOETu harvaalt d:

o]

el
o
:—4-
’_-J

deer herd has the lity to

one deer per sguarve mile (1.12) while the population
by age class data (Table &

amounts to a harvest of approximatsly 10% of the pobu

— o 1y R R, -y
=, reagonable Lo assuns hna

annually. It is,

x

Lo moderats hervesi (L0-20% oif the poputlation on

huntingd. including sexes and all age

Comuathlﬂ with long-tsrm hand malintenance.

archery, regular season huck hunting, antlerlass and

nunts should be continued to achieve this typs of har

additicnal recreational oportunities

provide

aleo has the advantage of fugnis shing important hiolog

tnformation on the herd, which can e unad to furtherw
hard manageraent

STOQrams .«

tonghurst et al. 1976; MeCullough 187%; Bowyer 1381},

te From Cauwp Pendleton indicates U

sustain an annual kKill g

Dility of

vemains
)y,  Thio

lation

+ a light

vaeslt and

Bazic sunpoyi for this conclusicn 1is

-
WD
3]
)
~s



— i

As habltat enbiancemeni projects result in highsr herd
productivity, harvest strategies will be 2valuated. Hunting

w1

regulations should be modified teo provide addi

and harvest opportunities.

The porticn of the non-hunting public that enjoy watching and
photogranhing deer chould have this opportunity. County and

State pavke and certain private heldings within the unit have

high populations of deer which meet this naed,

In order o incresse the recreatio

oppertunity for hunters

"

and non-hunters, the folloewing meagures are recommended:

a., Work with the Clevelan

during deer season.

b. Work with private land owners through the Department's

Private Land Hunting Program to increase hunting

oppportunities within the unit,

E. LaW ENFPORCEMBNT
1. Objective

Minimize the illegal take of deer in the Santa Ana Mountains

<

jo8

Deer Herd unit. While therve is speculation that the illegal



kill of deer may exceed the legal kill, no ong knows the nuwuber

that are killed illegally each year. It is probable that

yeaching increases when unemployment and weat prices ave high.

o

Th

6]

Department’'s wardens, besides enfeorcing the hunting and

‘fisghing regulations, are required to enforce other regulations

desling with exotic

nendated by law. They enforca

gpecies, water pollution and streambad altevation. They ave

required te pick up and transpori injured wildiife, investigate

depredatio

-
H
i

The terrain they ars

"
U

b
i
o
@

vocomplaints and iss

expacted to cover is large in size and sometimes difficult in

terms of accessibility.

Wardens in the unit generally are in agreement that deevw
poaching is a serious problem. There is clese Liason wiin

but few vieclators ave gver

other law enforg

4 1

anprehendad.

Recgommendaed Prascriptions

2) Increase the amount of patrol effort in suspected decr
poaching areas. This could be done either by increasing
the number of patrol personnel, or by reducing the number

3 -

of other reguired activites Lo allovw more pabrol bime.

Night patrol, utilizing the Deparbment’s aivplanz, may also

be effective.
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b)Y HMake the nublic wore avare of the "socrelt wiitng

et
f“9

L.J
jN
e
o
)

toll free telephons number

{(800-~852~5400) to encourage proupt reporting of illegal

¥ COMMUNLICATION OF INFORMATION
1. Objective

Provide information on managemant of the SAMDE to all

ntn
o

vrerested publics.

2. lRecc nded Pregcriptions

2

al Provide a deey herd managewant plan summary to intercsted

publics,

) Prepare

and manea

oy
iy
I
:‘-«.«Fn
[
AT
Ly

) Frovide private landowners wilth information related Lo deor

nd habitat managenent whenoever Brepare &

~

seription of habitat conditnions and sugge

congcis

a

technigues for creabting and trindng them (photos and

gxanples).

d) lMeet with local ¢ L, grouns, governmental agencies and

create &

others to discuss deer managernsni o

greater awarsne of decr wmanags

including the basis

oA struchured

for antlerless harvest. Dovelop and utill

D

siide prescntation.
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G CEVIEW ARD UPDATE
L. Objective
Review the desr herd plan annually and update and iwmprove

plan as additional information is obtained.

[
-

Recommended Prescriptions
a) Prepare an annual herd nlan supplement containing

ssitcion counts,. deer

ransece information

b)Y Initiate a deer plan raview committee of pevsonnel
representing the Cleveland National Forest,

and itthe DFG. This group would moet annually

pilan progresys and report progress to the

pertaining to habital inoprovement,

s
-
e
st
b
el
~
i
~
.
[

deer take, stc., and report on programs Lor the ensuin

year pertaining to deer management.

The group would alse plan programs on public lands for the ensuing

3

vearis) concerning deer wanagewent in which specific goals would b

ta
V

-t

ot
i}

take,

r

e

developed including hunting seasons, hunter access to public lands,

prescribed burning, wildlife water develop:

VI, ALTERNATIVDE

The following alternatives were considered and rejecte

6
e
EX)
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MANAGEMERT OF DEER AL I BRESBNTLY BXILTE.

Thig alternatbive would continus bthe current low levels of

management acbiviities, No invastigative programs would be

implemented and no new habitbtat improvement projects would be done.

The deer population level would fluctuste with habitabt changes,
to range losses, weather, and wildfires. Harvest levels would

likely remain low. No additional efforts to reduce mortalities

Gi‘

pradation, disease or illegal Jlosses would be made

alterpative wags not galected bhascausas

=3
jory
—
E’\
o

1. It does nobt comply with Legislative Mandate (AR 13221).

b=

It doss not comply with the Department of Figsh and Game's

sl
s

[

3. Tt does not conmply with the public's demands Lo manage and

deer populations.

4, It doss not implement improvement opportunities that exist.

5. It would nobt provide for any current biological information

the herd.

I

ARTTAT PRODUCTIVITY AWD SUSTAIRED YIEL

MANAGE FOR

This alternative would make decr and thelr habi

management objective ab the expense of other wildlife

secies that compoete with or proy upon deer would

reduced or eliminated from all of the deer range in the uni*.

aue

3

™
Y

(31

e
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Biclogists and wardens would concentrate theis ef

the deer resource, at the expense of other manage
enforcement programs. Maximum sustained yield of

s

sive harvegts of all age and

This alternative not selcocted because:

Tef S
¥ oA

1. It ligts

ot}
h

with the multiple us

The resourcaes are not available for an extens

habltat management progrim.

The o det

o
p]

aeffectes of such & program would

wildlife.

i

Sportemen ave unlikely to support sucsh a

ari

.
o

weuld probably be unwilling to harvest

- P 3 - -m
larisss Jdea

and fawna.

-

ar

z’:

vate landowners would bes unlikely to suppo

=

on their lands because of land use conflicis

depredations.

NO BABITAT IMPROVEMENT AMD NO HERD HMANAG

{DINEN

4

This alternative would rveduce the already low

manage this herd. Ne new management programs Lo

herd would be implemented. Doer hunting

eliminated. No special hunts would be conducted.

efforts to reduce deer mortality from preGalticn,

say 0lag

e policies of the

rimenkbal

zones and

e
o

Lo Favor of
nent
decr would

sas, including

3l
3 A

ive single~-speci

Lo other

oW progoam and

l“ragr; 235

r
-

rvi smuch & program

and incromased deer

improve the

gquotas

gal



decling fu

This alter

ot
-
—
O
O
Ui
o]
T

Tt

VR

[y ]
a

L
s

PATRTERANC
This alts

- s -, - e
managonent

land uge.

would nob

This alter

[
s

Tt <con

2. The

b
o

L

wilec

does

ion

2SS non

effects of

U R

rtoer.

native was not selscted hecause:

comply with Legiglative Mandate (A3 152
IS G

conply with the Depar and Came's deey

not comply with the blic's ‘demands to perpetuate deer

i

15 .

implement improvement opportunit

* )
s That exisi.

1

1d not provide any biologleal information on the specles.
I X

A
SEOOF MAXNIMUM DEER LENSIVY
ative would maks deer and thely habltab th
obiective at the expense of other wildlife species and

that competes wvith or prey upon decy would

eliminated from all of the deer range in the

b

ol Fi i Games efforts would concentrated on deer

sy an

i the other wildlife czclaes,. Congsumpiblve use

T 4o 5
INCra2a=a.

necessarily

)

native was not selected becausa:

flicts with the multiple use policies of

programn would be delyimental to

L. s e
Lodr SDneoios.
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Sporvtsmen are unlikely to such a single purposs

e’

rogran.
Private landowners are unlikely to suppori such a programn
because of land use conflichts and increased deer depredation

problems.,

i
t
et
f6)
Uk
O
i
-
=
o

. .
R D IOI TS VN

Such a program probably is not in

herd.
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Appendix T {conticuad)

1671 28,907 395,500 10.0 105 216 433
1972 37,487 357,715 16.6 87 157 459
1973 30,402 400,100 7.6 124 L7 434
1974 23,3124 353,600 6.5 171 L&7 £00
3975 26,314 3Z2,400 8,2 137 3 281
1376 29,784 327,400 9.1 204 145 324
1977 36,687 312,300 T1.7 89 113 511
1978 30,889 285,200 10.7 80 101 447
1975 26,379 361,48¢ 1.0 G453 461
1980 32,377 377,271 11.0 82 417
1881 42,231 320,216 114 94 407
1982 31,492 383,036 8.0 75 331
1963 26,006 350,731 7.0 43 256
1984 32,190 317,855 10.0 43 239



Appoendix
CALIFORHIA S LAND OWNSRSHIP ACRDAGHS -~ 1984

Private Land. ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢ v & ¢ & a8 s 6 6 4 s 2 s e e s & 1
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Agriculiure
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Source: California Fish & Wildlife Flan, Octobsr 1, 1865
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APPENDIXN TIT

Wildfire History on the Trabuco Ranger District, 13950-1984
Yeay iear Acres
1950 1967 4,575
1951 12 19648 388
1252 4,253 1865 4,914
1953 4 1870 1,188
1954 3,935 1871 ¢
1855 2 1972 34
16586 1,025 1873 16
1357 1,51% 1974 581
1558 36,817 19745 1,608
185y 949 18746 120
1860 1,412 1977 4,726
L5601 0 iﬁ?ﬁ‘ 318
1962 1Z 1479 2,985
1963 13 1680 47,442
158564 a 1981 2
1965 4 1983 128
L2656 841 14683 0
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APPENDIX V-1

TOTAL OPEN SPACE ~ ALL SOURCES

TOTAL OPEN SPACE

Gross Acres

RSA Existing Proposed Totul

By 475.1

216.7

3?}
ot
o

=

D)
—
)
-
~1
el
o
o
[#)]
=
<
-
fow
(O
]
N
[&x)
w0
N
-
~d
~3
wd

D 4,390.7 8,874.7 13,365,

v
]
-
[
(o]
Lnd
4
[yt
w0
L)
=
o
[y
e
.
Lol
]
.

1 0.0 476, 1

(%]
-
[9%3
L
[N
N
{811
et
941
LT
ey
(o)
B
[y

N) 257, 2 1,100.0 1,357, 1

Total 95,9634 34,402.3 131,386, 3

-

This table does not include the countywide 250 linsay mile

i

1. RSA = Regional Statistical Areca ~ see Appendix VII-T

o k.

for identification.
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4} ©ak Savannah - A unigue vegetation type, this habitab ig
similar to the grassland habltab except that a higher
percentage ranging from 10 percent to 30 percent is
forested. Woalnut trecs may oCLur in conjunction with a
grass understory.

e) Southern Oak Woodland /Forest — The Aifferentiation beiween
woodiand and forest ig based on the presence of cak trees.
A woodland contains between 30 percent to 70 percent oak
trees with scrub and/or grass understory while a forest
contzins creater than 70 percent pak trees. The tree
canopy iz low to medium helight, generally open and
containing Live Oaks, and California Bay trees. This
_habitat iz most often Found along valleys and lower north
\ facing slopes where more abundant wmoisture is available.
;This habjitat provides a good foraging area for most animal
{wildlife.

f) RiEagiQEWWood%én@/Fggest - Riparian habitat is perhaps the
1ife habitat because of the presence of

gﬁést valuable wildlif
water.  Thi® habitat type is characterized generally by a
dense narrow vegetation band along a stream course. Live
Oak, Sycamore, Willow and Alder trees dominate low brush.

g) Conifer Woodland/Forest - This habitab rally found
ot higher elavatlions hetween 4,000 and Yy eat but may
be foundé at eclevations as low as 900 feel. BRig Cone
Spruce, Coulter Pine and Dak dominate a brush undevgiory.

[&83
a0
m
=
@

En arcs nesr the northwestern tip of the Cleve
Hational Torest contains a stand of ; cesg unlgues
to this habitab type. This vegetati j

wildlife lLabitabt for nearly all mammals and hirds.
maiority of thie habitat lies within the boundavies of the

Cileveland Mational Forast.

n) Marsh - Marsh habitat may he either freshwater or
saltwater. Freshwater marsh areas are characterized by
challow standing or slow moving water with tuls, cattall,
rushes, sedg and pond weeds. The habitet generally
abounds with wildlife including various waterfowl, ducks,

(8]

gecse and coots. BSaltwater marshes occur along tidal
sareas away from dirvect surf and wave action. Vegetation
types include salt grass, pickle weed and other salt-
tolerant plants, These areas have critical waterfowl and
vaterbird including gulls, temns and plovers with nesting
and wintering arcas. TFurther salt marshes are critical to
many fish and marine organicms.

The Mastor BEnvirommental Assessment assists this sectilon
and the County's ability to protect wildlife habitat
through the sepgitivity mapping of rare and endangerad
specics and rare and unigue plant life. Soven rafe and
endangered bird species fdentified by the State Department
of Fich and Game may be found in Orange County. They

RES~-2-24



APPERDIX VI

Projected Land Use Changes in California, 1963 to 1980

Loss Habitalb Type Acres % Change
b4 Woodland -~ grass 329,682 5.4
ple Woodland -~ chaparral 83,589 3.3
X Coast sage 103,457 6.0
X Hardwoogd 61,264 5.0
¥ Saltbush -~ buckwheat 100,358 14,0
% Sgasonal marsh 23,514 0.9

® Marsh 23,514 10.9
X Valley mesguite 47,1460 11.0

X Tidelands 1,900 6.3

X Pine Fir = chanarvral 58,891 0.8
X Ripanrian 52,663 13.3

b Agriculture 677,824 G.4
3% Urban - Industirial 1,409,023 51.3
b4 Barren 102,683 6.0

Source: California Fish & Wildlife Plan, Octchasr 1, 1565
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Mlemorandum

&

> : Wildlife Management Supervisor, Region .5 Date:  Jurne 4, 1986

From : Department of Fish and Game ——North Orange County Uniz Manager

Subjec:  Santa Ana Mountains Deer Herd Plan Update -

During 1985, several changss were make in the management of the Santa Ana
Mountains Deer Herd (SaMDH) The deer herd was subjected to more uniform
mapagerent by the creation of Zone D-15, which coincides with the herd
boundaries. The hunting seascn was moved up and shorzened in length, and

the Tenaja antlerless hunt was limited fo two days. Efforts to assess the

nerd composition were reinitiated, after a 20-year neriod in which no counts
wers conductaed. Incisors ware collected for am analysis of the age composition
of che harvest. No major deer habitat improved projects were conducted,

but fuel wanagcment projects on the Trabuco D;;tr’ct p—obably provided some
-improvement to deer habitat.

I. Bioclogicszl InEormation

&. Harvest :
The creation of the new hunting zone makes comparison of the L9835
harvest with previaus years difficult. In.Oramge County, the total
= - buck harvest in 1985 was 79, up 36 over 1984. This was due primarily
to hunting that took place on the Irvine Ranch where hunting hadn't
.eccurred in the last several years. Heowever, even the harvest on
public lands was up from 16 to 25 bucks. As in past years, about
7O0% of the harvest occurred on private lands. OQverall, over 200
bucks were taken Erum'D—lS anludzng 100 from Camp Pendleton.
The Tenaja antlerless hUﬁt consisted of only two days, and the number '
of permits was reduced to 100 from 233. A toral of 33 antlerless /,/
deer were tzken, 32 of which were harvested in Orange County. In
1984 when the Tenaja hunt ran concurrently with the general buck
humt, 42 antlerless deeriwere caken.  Only five antlerless d=ser
were takenm from public lands, down from 24 in“1984.
' These harvest levels do not appear to be excessive. However, Zontinued
study of the impact and need of the antlerless huar is warranted.

B. Age Composition of the Harvest

~r

Incisers were collecred from 57 bucks and 28 antlerless dear. Cementum
za analysis was conducted on Du of che tucks and 2% of the anzlerless
deer. Resulbs wers:

[ IO i s e R I Lt T e Y
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£ 1 2 3 4
Bucks V] 11 21 G 15
Antlerless _ 2 8 9 4 5

The average age of the bucks was 3.2 years, and the avarage age

of the antlerless deer was 3.1 years. Tihis compares favorably with
previous years, but more consecutive years of data are needed to
assess the degree of hunting impacc on the herd.

< C. Herd Composition Counts

Herd composition counts were conducted by helicopter with the financial
assistance of Hiil Bill monies and by vehicle and foot. A total

of 130 deer were classified and the resulting buck:doe:fawn ratios
were 28:100:47. These ratios generally meetr the goals of the deer
herd plan. (25:100:45}. However, buck:doe ratias were low on the

. Irvine Ranch (19:100) and fawn:doe ratios were Very low om the

Trabuco Ranger District (23:100). Sample sizes wers toc low to
ascertain whether or not this data represeats the gverall herd
conditions. : -

1I. Habitat Improvement Projects
Ho specific p:ajécts te improve deer habitat were conducted in 1983,

bur almomst 1,300 acres on the Trabuco Ranger District were treated to
reduce fire hazards. )

IIT. Other Changes to the SAMDH : s

»

. The goal of:spting fawn:doe ratios of &45:100 (page 30) should be changed
to a fall ratio since most fawn mortality ir Southern Califormla chaparral
probably occurs inm late summer and fall, and not over winter.

T . - e e - s - - T -
[ e ae an " .
.

“j“"’/"ﬁ&%ﬁu%) R

Dan Ypdarraguir
Wildlife Biologist o

DY:lpg -~ - .- ‘ =T

- - ' . ’ . . TUoar
DR 7 -

cc: Hein _ o :
Davis - o ' R
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' APPRENDIA T
REPORTED BUCK KILL, TAG SALES ARD LULTER SUCCHESS,

10.0

£} 1627-84.
State-

Year wide MNo. Tags 2 5Success Orange Co. Riverside Co. San Cicao Co.
1627 19,507 110,760 18.0 56 323 169
1928 21,515 105,633 20.4 69 249 232
1922 21,222 113,472 18.4 81 404 233
1930 24,132 123,999 13.0 90 629 250
1931 25,805 129,005 20.0 114 663 334
1932 18,380 96,702 19.8 87 488 263
1933 17,636 85,776 18.1 36 354 173
1934 20,805 108,913 19.0 55 307 259
1935 32,955 110,303 20.0 40 351 237
1336 25,008 126,855 19.0 54 290 263
1937 32,241 128,435 25.0 99 356 363
1938 35,045 141,590 25.0 99 309 330
1939 43,250 152,924 28.0 123 515 558
1940 46,317 163,285 28.0 80 510 547
1941 43,493 173,699 25.0 105 433 543
1642 25,902 116,121 22.0 - - 2
1943 25,216 147,793 17.1 39 292 347
1944 36,940 173,259 21.0 149 269 504
1945 38,129 214,642 17.8 137 255 502
- 1946 47,419 292,060 . 16.3 99 433 - 1,180
=§2§ 1947 47,173 299,610 15.7 104 389 680
' 1948 47,789 300,405 15.9 .53 ) 334 565
1949 52,082 309,822 16.8 106 ; 423, §27
1950 47,128 312,652 15.1 112 380 767
.~ 1931 64,612 342,900 i8.8 134 406 734
- ~Iyg52 0 50,867 353,148 13.7 129 . R 653 719
1953 58,992 370,933 15.2 173 334 792
1554 75,602 397,566 - 19.0 171 417 804
1855 71,125 410,205 17.3 - 207 412 1,306
1956 70,371 448,663 15.7-. - 181 405 1,040
1957 65,214 420,400 --13.5 T 169 - g5 o~ 01,018
1958 53,629 382,588 . 13.3 156 o 4311 860
1359 73,433 399,103  18.4 279 . 508 844
1960 75,534 419,798 - 18.9 278 623 . . 878
1961 59,118 416,884 16.6 o234 338 666G
1362 54,909 404,872 13.4 140 . 275 452
1963 56,814 389,911 14.5% 175 252 382
1864 66,554 405,264 - 1604 124 . 269 460G
1965 61,224 417,581 14.7 . 138 L7212 498
1655 69,118 440,838 _15.7 191 254 -~ - 685
1967 490,000 425,500 9.4 158 202 7. 525
1968 51,706%426,000 12.1 211 236 . - . 340
1969 48,288 415,000 ~ 7 1L:8 144 193 - . 501

1970 38,645 392,000 158 33

253
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. . Appendix I (continued)

1971 138,907 395,500 10.0 165 - 216 433
1972 37,487 357,715 10.6 87 157 ' 469
1973 30,402 400,100 7.6 124 117 434
1974 23,124 353,000 6.5 171 147 400
1975 26,314 322,400 8.2 137 163 281
1576 29,734 327,400 9.1 204 145 324
1977 36,687 312,508 11.7 89 113 511
1578 30,883 283,900 10.7 80 101 447
1979 36,379 36L,48% 12.0 35 148 451

1980 32,377F 277,271 11.0 82 133 ‘ 417
1631 42,231 380,216 11.0 95 155 407
1982 31,4%2 253,03¢ 8.0 75 157 ' 331
1633 26,006 330,731 7.0 43 _ 142 256
1984 32,120 317,855 10.0 43 119 239
1985 31,651 314,810 10.0

78 119 ' 158

Age Composition of the Harvest - 1585

E L 2 3 ad
Buck @ 1l . 21 9 15
~— Anrlerless ‘ 2 & 9 . 4 5
- \ - . ) . B B
Average Age Buck - 3.2 years O R e
Average Age antlerless — 3.1 years _ B _ -'“"*7_- : _:.__"_‘::A o L
e T ‘_flex:*d éémp;s;i.éign -ééuﬁts - "
- : S Doe :
Pub Lie Land _ —,, e Lot T : ':.-._ e .':-; 10:{}:-_— E el
Private Land ' -ho=- 100 ..
Combined I IOG = ’ .




- State of California ' The Resources Agency

Memorandum

To : Héé?é%fg Management Supervisor Date : §§ptember 30, 1987

From : Department of Fish and Game ~ Orange County Unit Managers

subject: Santa Ana Mountains Deer Herd Plan Update

The 1986 deer season marked the second year of establishment of zone D15.
Data gathered in subsequent years (87-88) will help in making
recommendations regarding management of the herd. Herd composition counts
were conducted for the second year in a row after a lapse in data of 19
years. Age analysis was also conducted on a portion of the harvested deer
for a second year. Age analysis data were last gathered in 1977 and 1978.
No specific burn projects occurred, though one wildfire consumed approxi-
mately 7,000 acres on the east slope of the Santa Ana Mountains between
Santiago and Bedford Peaks. This particular area had not experienced much
hunter success in the past. A controlled burn further south in the vicinity
of Chiquito Spring is still pending due to weather, vegetation fuel
moisture, and manpower constraints. A parabolic guzzler utilizing Hill Bill
funds has been proposed and awaits approval.

I. Biological Information
A. HARVEST

In Orange County the total buck harvest in 1986 was 73 which is
comparable to the harvest of 79 in 1985. As in 1985, hunting took
place on the Irvine Ranch. The harvest on public (USFS) land
continued to increase, and was up from 25 to 34 bucks. Unlike years
past where as much as 70% of the harvest occurred on private lands,
only 51% of the 1986 harvest was on private land.

Overall, 94 bucks were taken from zone D15, with an additional 88
bucks taken from Camp Pendieton.

As in 1985, the Tenaja antlerless hunt was heid on the last two days
of the general season. The number of permits remained at 100. A
total of 22 antlerless deer were taken, 18 of which were harvested
in Orange County. An additional 55 does were taken on Camp
Pendleton. Additional years of data should reveal trends from which.
further recommendations can be made.
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Table 1 D-15 BUCK HARVEST 1984-1986 °

LOCATION 1984* 1985 1986
Trabuco District (USFS) 16 (37%) 33 (32%) 47 {50%)
Irvine Co. Ranch 3 (7%) 30 (29%) 19 (20%)
Rancho Mission Viéjo 21 (49%) 20 (20%) 17 (18%)
Other Private Lands 3 (7%) 17 (17%) 10 (11%)
Unknown Location _—— 2 ( 2%) 1 ( 1%)

Total 43 102 94
* 7one D15 not established
No hunt on Irvine Ranch
Table 2 Orange County Buck Harvest 1984-1986

YEAR Private Lands Public (USFS) Land Total
1984 * _ 27 (63%) 16 (37%) 43
1985 54  (68%) 25 (32%) 78
1986 39 (53%) 34 (47%) 73

* Zone D15 Not established

No hunt on Irvine Ranch
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Table 3 Tenaja Antlerless Hunt, Take By County, 19841986

VEAR # Permits Issued Total Harvested Qrange Co. Riverside Co. San Diego Co,

1984* 250 42 4z No Hunt 0
1985 100 33 32 1
1986 100 22 18 4 0

* Antlerless season concurrent with general buck season.
Antlerless season on the last 2 days of the general buck season.

Table 4 Tenaja Antlerless Hunt, Take by D15 Zone Locations 1984-1986

LLOCATION 1984** 1985 1986
Trabuco District (USFS) 24 (57%) 2 (6%) 10 (45%)
Irvine Co. Ranch 0* 20 (61%) g (41%)
Rancho Mission Viejo 17 (40%) 7 (21%) 2 (9%)
Other Private Lands 1 (3%) 0
Unknown locations 0 4 (12%) 1 (5%)

TOTAL 42 33 22

* No hunt on Irvine Ranch

** Antlerless season concurrent with general buck season

Table 5 Age and Sex Distribution
of Tenaja Antlerless Harvest 1984-1986
1984 1985 1986
Adult Female 36 (86%) 28 (85%) 8 (36%)
Fawn Female 1 ( 2%) 4 (12%) 9 (41%)
Fawn Male 5 (12%) 1 ( 3%) 5 {(23%}

Total 42 33 22
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B. Age Composition of the Harvest
In 1986, incisors were collected 65 bucks and 19 antleriess deer.
Cementum analysis was conducted on 63 of the bucks and 17 of the
antlerless deer.
As can be seen in Table 6 no significant change in age compositioa of
the bucks harvested occurred between 1985 and 1986. The average age of
the antlerless deer dropped from 3.1 to 2.1 years. Admittedly, the
sample sizes are small, but since the harvest also dropped from 33 to
22, careful monitoring of the effect of the antlerless hunt is
necessary.

Table 6 Age Composition of Bucks and Antlerless Deer 1985-1986
| BUCKS ANTLERLESS
1985 1986 1985 1986

Fawn --- ——- 2 { 7%) 2 (12%)

1 year 11 (20%) 14 (22%) 8 (29%) g (53%)

2 year 20 (37%) 25 (40%) 9 (32%) 3 (18%)

3 year g (17%) 13 (21%) 4 (14%) 2 (12%)

4+ year 14 (26%) 11 (17%) 5 {18%) 1 { 5%)

Sample Size 54 63 28 17

Average Age (years) 3.2 3.2 . 3.1 2.1

C. Herd Composition Counts

Herd composition counts were conducted in December 1986 with the
financial assistance of Hill Bill funds. Five hours of helicopter time
resulted in 123 deer being classified (Table 7).

This sample size was considered too low for management purposes, and
thus no funding from Hill Bi1l was approved for 1987 composition counts.
An attempt will be made to obtain these critical data by driving roads
throughout the zone and gathering the information from key deer use
areas.

Insufficient data are available from the previous years to ascertain the
significance of the dramatic increase in the buck to doe ratio between
1985 and 1986.



-5

The large variability of the buck:doe:fawn ratios presented in Table 8
between areas and years indicates the need for a larger sample size,

Table 7 D15 Herd Composition 1985-1986 ~
(Post Season Counts, Herd Goal 25:100:45)

DATE : BUCKS:DOES:FAWNS SAMPLE SIZE
October 1985 . 28 : 100 : 47 130
December 1986 45 : 100 : 47 123

USFS
Irvi
0'Ne

1.

Table 8 D15 Herd Composition by Location 1985-1986

1985 1986
27 + 100 : 23 USFS 69 : 100 : 100
ne Ranch 19 : 100 : 53 Private (hunted) 10 : 100 : 47
i1l 58 : 100 : 91 Private (non-hunted) 56 : 100 : 25
Total 28 : 100 : 47 45 : 100 : 47

Habitat Improvement Projects
No specific habitat improvements for deer were conducted in 1986.

Many controlled burns are pending as listed:

Name Fund Source | Acreage
1. Chiquite Spring Hill Bill, USFS, Orange Co. Fish &
Game Commission g52
2. Casper's Park VMP and Orange Co. Parks 700
3. Black Star VMP, Edison Co. 1200
4. Emerald Canyon VMP 1100

A parabolic tank has been proposed for Chiquito Spring and/or Lion
Canyon. '

In September of 1987, an arson-caused fire began in Silverado Canyon and
spread east across the North Main Divide road. The fire burned on the
steep eastern slope of the Santa Ana Mountains between Bedford Canyon
and the Coldwater Trail consuming approximately 7000 acres. Mostly
chaparral species of plants were burned through some timber stands in
the Maple Springs area were also affected. This area of steep and-
rugged terrain has not produced substantial hunter success in the past.
Therefore, monitoring of hunter take in the next 2-5 years could provide
valuable information on the effects of such wildfires on deer use and
harvest.
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Other Changes to Santa Ana Mt. Deer Herd Plan

Large scale habitat loss from urbanization is expected to continue on
private lands in Zone D15. Consequently, management agreements with the
larger landholders including the Irvine and Rancho Mission Viejo
companies will play a vital role in retaining deer habitat and hunter
opportunity. ‘

At the same time, habitat enhancement measures to increase deer
productivity on the Trabuco District continue to be highly recommended.

It would be advantageous to work more closely with the biologist at Camp
Pendleton to combine data and assist in interpretations for the benefit
of the deer resource within the whole D15 zone. Camp Pendleton is
geographically connected to the Santa Ana Mts. and thus this integration
is logical and biologically sound.

BT )@éuéﬁ;fz Wé/fd.. %au-j

Esther Burkett Dana Base
Wildlife Biologist Wildlife Biologist

cc: Ron Hein
Esther Burkett
Dana Base
Siader Buck {Camp Pendleton
Ernie Martinson (USFS - Trabuco District)
Jim Davis



1989 Deer Herd Management Plan Update

Esther E. Burkett
Wildlife Biologist
California Department of Fish & Game

November 198%

Deer Herd: Santa Ana Mountains
(Santa Ana Mountains Deer Herd Management Plan
completed in November 1985.) '
* D15 hunt zone established in 1985.

The deer herd unit includes all of Orange County, and
portions of Los Angeles, San Bernardino, Riverside and San Diego
counties. '

A. 1. Herd Condition

Overall, the herd is in good to fair condition based on
general field observations (CDFG biologists), and limited field
data collected by the Orange County Cooperative Mt. Lion Study
under the direction of Mr. Paul Beier. Field observations include
numerous twin fawns even in the 3rd year of drought, normal antlet
growth, sizable antler growth (height and width), good visceral
fat deposits (from examination of hunted and poached deer), and
good general "look" of the deer (ribs not showing, large body
size).

Ten femur marrows have been analyzed for percentage of fat by
Paul Beier. The femurs were collected from deer killed by lions,
generally in the Rancho Mission Viejo, Starr Ranch and Casper's
Park area. For 7 deer killed by lions in the dry season

(June-December), the average percent fat was 38%, with a standard
error of 11%. For 3 deer killed by lions in the wet season
(January-May), the average percent fat was 57%, with a standard
error of 6%. These percentages are fair to low (personal
communication, Paul Beier). The sample size is extremely low and
represents lion-killed animals. Percentages could differ

substantially with a larger sample size composed of both hunted
and lion-killed deer.

Condition information has not been collected by the
Department since the 1950’'s, when embryo counts were conducted on
the Camp Pendleton subunit (Santa Ana Mountains Deer Herd
Management Plan, 1985). Accurate and current condition
information is greatly needed for a more rellable estimate of
condition.



A. 2. Population Size

The Department has not conducted estimates of population size
or density of the deer herd. Initial estimates of deer numbers in
the Santa Ana Mountains were made by Longhurst et. al. (1952), for
the period of 1947-1949. They estimated that approximately 6,000
deer inhabited the area, with an average density of 8 deer per
square mile of habitat. Longhurst also described the herd range
as containing 7,800 sguare miles of habitat, with about 240 square
miles closed to hunting. The 1947 harvest of 225 bucks
represented 0.42 deer harvested per square mile of huntable
habitat. The herd range is currently estimated to consist of
about 500 square miles of habitat (Santa Ana Mountains Deer Herd
Management Plan, 1985). 1If this entire area was hunted, we could
potentially achieve 210 deer harvested per year (500 sq. mi. x
0.42 deer harvested/sq. mi.= 210). However, it appears the deer
population density has declined significantly since the 1947 era.
The largest take of bucks since D15 was established occurred in
1985, when 102 bucks were harvested. Both Irvine Ranch and Rancho
Mission Viejo hunted that year, and yet the harvest was only half
of what could potentially occur. Loss of habitat to development,
fragmentation of habitat due to development, and degradation of
remaining habitat have been the major reasons for the deer
population decline. Lack of wildfires on the Trabuco District and
overgrazing on private lands of the foothills are the most serious
elements of the habitat degradation (Habitat Assessment for the
Trabuco District, CDFG 1989).

Personnel from the Orange County Cooperative Mt. Lion Study
have conducted spotlight surveys in an attempt to estimate deer
density (personal communication, Paul Beier). The "Transect”
model was used to obtain a density estimate. However, it has been
difficult to meet all the assumptions of the model, and the sample
sizes have been low, therefore, the accuracy of the data is
gquestionable. The latest data (September 1589} for the Starr
Ranch, Casper’'s Park, Rancho Mission Viejo, and the
Coal/Gypsum/Weir Cyn. complex areas reveal a density of 5.5 deer
per square mile. Hunting is not allowed on Starr Ranch, Casper’s
Park, or Rancho Mission Viejo at this time. Light hunting
pressure occurs on Irvine Ranch property in the Coal /Gypsum/Weir
Cyn. complex. Additional animals are removed through poaching on
these areas.

Jeff Froke (personal communication) estimated a deer density
on Starr Ranch of 19 per square mile; Michael Benner (personal
communication) estimated the deer density in the overgrazed San
Joaquin Hills at 6 per sguare mile (Santa Ana Mountains Deer Herd
Management Plan, 1985}).

Current data are sorely needed for deer density estimates,
and population size estimates for the deer herd. Department
personnel have been unable to devote sufficient time to
investigating deer numbers. Also, the Trabuco District lacks a
district biologist, and Orange County does not have a wildlife
biologist to monitor the deer herd,



A, 3. Herd Statistics
(includes A.l.b. Herd Health)

Harvest data is difficult to evaluate for zone D15 due to the
complexity of land ownership and management strategies. The major
landholders in Orange County are the Irvine Ranch (IR) and Rancho
Mission Viejo (RMV). Both have chosen to limit or completely
curtail all deer hunting activity on their land in the past years.
Most notably, since completion of the deer herd plan, RMV stopped
hunting in 1987, and has continued this policy thru the 1989
season. Ilrvine Ranch allowed a limited hunt in 1988, but did not
allow hunting during 1989. During 1982, 19583, and 1984 IR did not
allow hunting (Santa Ana Mts. Deer Herd Management Plan, 1985).

As stated earlier, hunting is not allowed at Casper’s Wilderness
Park or the Audubon Starr Ranch. However, hunting occurs adjacent
to these 2 areas on USFS land, and some poaching also occurs.
Hunting is not allowed at Chino Hills State Park, though some
hunter trespass occurs and deer are occasionally taken. Poaching
also occurs within the park.

The USFS often closes the majority of the access gates to the
Trabuco District when fire danger is extreme. This occurred last
in 1987 when the gates were closed halfway thru the season due to
the Silverado Fire,

For these reasons, the 55 bucks taken in 1988 {see Table 1)
may not represent a significant decline in harvest as might be
initially inferred. If one were to add an additional 20 bucks
each for IR and RMV, the total would be 95. This figure is
comparable to 102 bucks in 1985, and 94 bucks in 1986. For the
Trabuco District at least, based on hunter take, the deer herd
appears stable from 1985 through 1988. Data is not yet in for the
1989 season, but results from the tag returns will likely provide
valuable information from which to make projections and
recommendations for the herd.

However, it appears highly likely that hunting will not be
allowed on RMV in the future, and it is doubtful that IR will ever
resume the full scale hunt it allowed in the past. Irvine Ranch
land is rapidly being developed, and additional development plans
are imminent.

Without habitat improvement on the Trabuco District, it
appears that between 30 and 50 bucks will be harvested on a yearly
basis -from the D15 zone outside of Camp Pendleton. In the future,
fewer bucks will be taken from private land, and the Trabuco
District will provide the majority of hunting opportunity. This
trend is evident in Table 2.

The age composition of harvested bucks is presented in Table
3. Sample sizes have dwindled since private lands stopped
hunting, and the low sample sizes make projections difficult. The
average age has remained stable, but may be increasing slightly.
The relatively high average age (3.2-3.9 yrs.), indicates a stable
to slightly decreasing level of hunting pressure.
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Opening day car counts of deer hunters on USFS lands are
conducted by Department biologists yearly. As can be seen from
Table 4, hunter pressure has been declining on both the Northern
and Southern routes. The decline has been most substantial the
last 2 years, 1988 and 1989. This is most likely due to the
drought, and the hot, dry weather which has persisted to opening
day. Most of the hunters contacted complained of the heat, the
high brush, and the lack of deer. This general decline in hunter
pressure, and stable to increasing average age of bucks, could
change in the years ahead due to the recent fires, and especially
if a few good rainfall years occur.

Deer hunters need to be educated as to the value of the age
data gathered from the deer teeth. If more hunters were made
aware of the importance of providing the incisors, a larger sample
size could be obtained and recommendations for the herd more
accurately made. 1Ideally, for the biologist, tooth returns should
be mandatory for each successful hunter.

The Tenaja (89) Antlerless hunt occurred on the last 2 days
of the general buck season during 1985-1988. In 1989, the hunt
occurred on the weekend following the closure of the general buck
season. The distribution of the take can be seen in Table 5.
Interpretation of this data is the same as for the bucks, i.e.
private landowners have limited the hunting thus causing a
decrease in the number of deer taken. Just as with the bucks,
hunting of antlerless deer will occur primarily on public land in
the future.

From Table 6 it can be seen that adult does are taken in
larger numbers than fawn females or males. There is no consistent
relationship between the number of fawn females and fawn males
taken.

The age composition of the antlerless deer is presented in
Table 7. The extremely small sample size (2) for 1988 makes any
trend difficult to interpret. Another confusing factor is the
"lumping" of the males, females, and fawns as presented in this
table. Possibly, just the age structure of the adult females is
most important and critical here. However, sample sizes must
increase before reliable conclusions can be drawn. Once again,
hunters should be educated to provide the incisors so that a
complete biological analysis of the herd can occur. The 1989 data
will also prove interesting since the hunt was held on a later
weekend than previous years and primarily confined to the USFS
land.

The small amount of antlerless harvest which is occurring on
the Trabuco District (7 antlerless deer for 1988}, has not had a
significant effect on the deer population as a whole. 1In fact,
since the season is only 2 days long, the hunt’'s effect on the
herd will most likely prove to be only mildly beneficial in the
long term. It appears that too few does are being removed to
stimulate higher reproductive success in the remaining animals.
The herd is most likely at carrying capacity on Trabuco District
land. Therefore, it would benefit the herd to increase the
antlerless harvest and thus increase the reproductive rate and
health of the deer. This could be achieved by extending the
season, probably to 1 week, and perhaps to 2 weeks.



Herd Composition

Post-season composition counts were conducted by helicopter in
1985 and 1986. Both USFS and private lands were censused, but the
largest numbers of deer were seen on private land where more
suitable habitat exists. Funds to conduct helicopter surveys have
not been available since 1986,

Helicopter censusing is the most efficient method employed by the
Department for censusing deer, however, small sample sizes were
obtained as depicted in Table 8. Even smaller sample sizes were
obtained in 1987 and 1988 when car routes were utilized for the
composition counts {(see Table 8). Wardens, USFS personnel, State
and County Park Rangers, and volunteers participated in these car
counts along with Department biologists. A total of 78.5 man hours
was expended just to obtain the sample of 37 deer in 1988.
Thirty-five percent of the deer were observed in Casper’s Park. The
Casper’'s Park/Starr Ranch areas also had the highest deer numbers in
the 1987 count with 49% of the deer. The Gypsum/Weir/Coal Cyn.
complex was second with 28% of the deer in 1987.

It has been extremely difficult to find and observe deer on
USFS land due to the old age brush and generally lower densities,
even though tracks and pellets can be found on field assessments.
For this reason, the composition counts for 1985-1988 were combined
for the hunted USFS land and non-hunted (or lightly hunted) private
lands in order to obtain a larger sample size.

It is unknown to what extent the herd composition differs on
the USFS land from the private lands. One would suspect that the
buck ratios are higher on the private land due to the limited
hunting of bucks. Also, the deer can easily move between the two
land ownerships, but the habitat types are markedly different. Deer
may be confined to certain ’critical habitat’ areas and not wander
far from these locations. For these reasons, it is probably not
reasonable to "lump" the deer numbers from hunted and non-hunted
lands. Yet, it is highly unlikely that an adequate sample size (200
animals) could be obtained entirely on USFS land, though the chances
are greater in the next 2-3 years due to the recent large fires.
More likely, an extensive helicopter survey could attain at least
100 animals on the USFS land.

Spotlight surveys conducted by the Orange County Cooperative
Mt. Lion Study provided the data for 1989 as listed in Table 8. A
total of 70 deer were classified from Casper’s Park, Starr Ranch,
RMV, and the Coal/Gypsum/Weir complex. The survey was conducted
during the hunting season, and yielded a buck:doe:fawn ratio of
29:100:76. This is the highest fawn ratio which has ever been
obtained, but it is alsoc the earliest census which has been
conducted. Mortality of fawns is probably greatest between birth
and the winter rainy season, thus the high fawn ratio may not be
inaccurate for September. However, as always, the sample size was
low, and probably not all deer present are counted, and additional
animals are unclassified (personal communication, Paul Beier). 1In
contrast, the low fawn ratio for 1987 (15 per 100 does), is probably
due to observer error since less experienced personnel participated
in the count.
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Exhaustive effort should be expended in 1990 to obtain more
precise composition data. The effort should attempt to determine if
a significant difference in composition exists between deer on USFS
land and private lands. The method employed should be helicopter
survey with experienced personnel.

This critical piece of data is especially needed due to the imminent
development threats to the deer herd, primarily the 3 major freeways
which are proposed in Orange County. Future hunting regulation
changes for bucks could be made more accurately.

A.4. Deer Hunting
a. Past and current hunting strategies’ effects on:
1. DEER NUMBERS

There is no evidence to indicate that hunting of deer in the
past or present has caused a significant decline in deer numbers.
The decline in harvest level and general overall decline is more a
result of habitat loss, fragmentation and degradation coupled with
increased human harassment.

2. HERD COMPOSITION

The herd composition has remained satisfactory from a
bioclogical perspective despite hunting records dating from 1960.

3. HERD HEALTH

Specific health indices are not available. However,
management of deer populations for maximum sustained yield requires
controlled removal of some individuals to keep the population within
the carrying capacity of the environment. Such management avoids
significant impacts to the environment from overbrowsing by deer.
Long term herd health is maximized under a carefully monitored
hunting program. Antlerless hunting is a key component in the
program. Such a program also considers the effects of man
(development), predation, depredation take, poaching loss, road
kills, disease, and environmental factors such as prolonged drought
and habitat degradation. The herd health would improve with habitat
improvement and a higher level of antlerless harvest.

4.b. Future and proposed hunting strategies' effects on:
i. DEER NUMBERS

For the USFS land of D15, future hunting strategies should
provide more hunting opportunity by increasing deer numbers. This
can be most easily accommodated in the short term by increasing the
antlerless harvest. The goal would be to simultaneously increase
the carrying capacity of the environment through controlled burn
projects. An overall increase in deer density would be desirable to
both hunters and non-hunters. )
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Most hunters contacted during the car counts and subsequent
field checks complained of the lack of deer seen (including does),
and the lack of field sign. Personal conversations with a variety
of citizens and resource managers have indicated a decline in deer
sightings on both USFS and private lands. Ranger Richard Dyer at
O'Neill Regional Park believes the bridge over Arroyo Trabuco
(Creek), and subseguent habitat fragmentation was the most recent
beginning of the deer decline in the Arroyo Trabuco area (personal
communication). Hunters on USFS land rightly attribute the deer
decline to the lack of fires.

A later hunting season (November) could also be initiated to
provide a more enjoyable experience for the hunters. Early
September, on Labor Day weekend has proved to be extremely hot and
uncomfortable., Deer movement has been minimal, and most hunters
only hunt the early morning. Potential conflicts between hunters
and neon-hunters would be reduced by having a later hunting season in
the cooler months outside of the 'normal’ vacation periods. Labor
Day weekend openers invite conflicts and potentially fatal accidents
between hikers, bird-watchers, picnickers and hunters.

Fawns could possibly benefit significantly by having a longer
time period of union with the does if the hunting season occurred
during November rather than September. Undoubtedly, a small level
of doe mortality occurs during the general buck season leaving fawns
to fend for themselves during the critical dry months of late summer
and early fall. Having the Tenaja hunt in late November would allow
fawns additional time for gaining independence from the does.

Rutting activity has been observed in September and early
October by Department biclogists (personal communication Greg
Gerstenberg and Tom Paulek). A later hunting season would not
interfere with the rut, and the deer would still have antlers into
November and even December.

Eventually, if habitat conditions improved greatly, the Tenaja
hunt could perhaps be expanded to run two weekends or 2 weeks. This
would increase hunter opportunity and benefit the deer population by
stimulating greater reproductive success in the remaining does.

2. Herd Composition

Future strategies should not significantly affect the herd
composition.

3. Herd Health

Monitoring of herd health should occur on a yearly basis in
order tc more accurately assess and predict effects of hunting
changes on the herd. Hunters could be reguired to turn in the
entire lower jaw of harvested deer so that percentage of marrow fat
could be determined as well as age. Additionally, femurs could be
analyzed from road kills and possibly hunter taken deer. Hunters
would not initially like the increased regulatory environment, but
such biological information is necessary to properly manage the
herd. ’ :
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A goal for D15 should be that herd health will improve in the
future under any changes initiated in the hunting season. Health
should be good to excellent, rather than good to fair.

A reduced or non-existent hunting season would not improve
herd health, though deer numbers may increase initially. Habitat
enhancement on both private and public land is the key.

4.c. Proposed Changes in Hunting Regulations

As discussed above, consideration should be given to a later
season for buck and antlerless hunting, preferably in November.
Buck hunting regulations should not change, but tag return
(successful and unsuccessful) and incisor tooth return should be
mandatory (antlerless & bucks). Serious consideration should also
be given to requiring that mandibles be submitted to the Department
for marrow fat analysis; at least for the adult does of the Tenaja
hunt. The Tenaja antlerless hunt should remain at 100 permits but
the length of the season should increase to (2} weekends. The
effects on the deer herd produced by these proposed changes should
be well monitored.

A serious shortcoming is the lack of personnel and time to
perform the necessary monitoring. Mandatory return of tags and
incisors will aid the Department in monitoring the herd, with
minimal additional manpower expended.

A.5. 1Illegal Harvest/Poaching

The illegal take of deer is common in Orange County, and local
wardens believe the take is on the increase (personal communication,
Marty Maytorena). Illegal take occurs both during the season and
outside the hunting season. Local law enforcement agencies have
been very helpful in reporting and apprehending poachers.

Currently, patrol of the inland portions of Orange County is
minimal. Opening day receives the most attention, but even that is
minimal due to other deer openers and dove opener on September lst.
Enforcement of commercial fishing vioclations has been a higher
priority for Orange County wardens as directed. 1Illegal take is
potentially quite high, and it would be advisable to increase the
level of patrol and enforcement.

The major poaching areas are along Live Oak Cyn. Road, Coto de
Caza, Santiago Peak, and along the 91 freeway in the vicinity of
Coal, Gypsum and Weir canyons. Prior to 1985, the usual number of
poached deer was 2 per year discovered by wardens on patrol when
inland patrol was routine. Gut piles discovered out-of-season were
the usual evidence discovered (perscnal communication, Marty
Maytorena). For the last 3 years (87-89), the illegal take which
has been discovered has been 3-4 deer/year, see Table 9.

Development continues to encroach on prime deer habitat such as
Anaheim Hills, Dove Cyn./Starr Ranch, and the Plano Trabuco. Such
proximity of humans to deer areas could easily lead to increased,
undetected poaching. Sherry Meddick (persconal communication) of the
Rural Canyon Resident's Association has heard rumors of poaching
around Irvine Lake and Black Star Canyon utilizing off-road
vehicles. USFS patrol officers report a large amount of vehicle
activity at night along the North Main Divide road on the Trabuco

District. Few violations are made, but more are suspected. Without
increased patrol the exact extent of deer lost to poaching will
remain unknown. It is probably at least 2x that which is

discovered, and may be 3-4x greater.



A.6. Depredation

Record keeping has been less than adeqguate for depredation take
of deer in D15. The regional office in Long Beach does not keep
records for take by county (personal communication, Gordan Cribbs}).
Data is compiled in the Sacramento Wildlife Management Division from
tags returned. It is apparent that not all permits issued end up
reporting whether deer were taken. The figures obtained are
minimal, and a higher level of taken probably occurs (personal
communication, Rich Callas). Wardens contacted in Orange County
recalled from memory the permits issued since 1985 (personal
communication John Fallan, Marty Maytorena, Jan Yost). Warden
Maytorena recalls that prior to 1981, 200 permits per year were
issued to the Irvine Ranch for alleviating damage to avocado and
citrus tree orchards. The highest figure available for depredation
take is 62 deer in Orange County in 1981 (Santa Ana Mts. Deer Herd
Management Plan, 1985). However, Warden Ralph Sugg {personal
communication), recalls at least 80 deer taken during 1l year around
79-80, and believes it may have been as high as 100-120 deer. It is
also rumored that employees of Irvine Ranch were paid $10/deer
during this same time period as part of the depredation take. The
deer were taken by spotlighting and shooting (personal
communication, Marty Maytorena).

The majority of the deer were taken in the Loma Ridge/Limestone
Canyon area between Irvine Blvd. and Santiago Cyn. Rd. Lately, the
depredation take has been in the Coto de Caza area, around General
Lyon's estate; and from the plant nursery by Oso Reservoir. The
most recent take is listed in Table 10.

A1)l deer taken by depredation permit should be retained and
examined by Department biologists. Data should be gathered for
condition analysis, age, sex, weight, reproductive and general
condition, location of kill and time of year. In this way,
additional data of use to the overall herd health can be obtained
rather than lost. Issuance of depredation permits should be
strictly controlled and generally discouraged.

A.7. Road Kill Mortality

Road kill mortality occurs throughout the county due to the
large number of roads. Ortega Highway, Live Oak Cyn. Road, and
Santiago Canyon Road are the main mortality roads (personal
observation). The exact extent of the mortality is not known, but
approximately three deer per year have been reported to Department
biologists. The mortality can be expected to increase since plans
exist for development around Live Oak Cyn. Road and also for
widening Santiago Canyon Road. Additionally, 3 major freeways are
planned in the county. Hopefully, mortality will not be substantial
since Department personnel have been involved in the planning
process. Most importantly, the Department has requested a
radio-telemetry of the deer in the area of the Eastern
Transportation Corridor (ETC), the major freeway which will run
through the northern portion of the county adjacent to the Trabuco
District. Mitigation measures to minimize road kills and maintain
critical habitat areas should be implemented as a result of the
study. The Department has also requested that Orange County
participate in the study to broaden the scope and further reduce
impacts to the deer herd from development projects.
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B. NON-HUMAN EFFECTS ON DEER

1. Weather
a. Drought

The drought has probably reduced the amount of available forage
although guantitative data are not available. Acorn production has
been decreased and deer have probably suffered to some degree from
this reduction (personal observation). However, springs were still
active in the summer of 1989 and no unusual deer mortality was
reported. The deer appear to be well-adapted to dealing with the
drought situation. '

b. Early Storms

Early storms would be beneficial to the deer herd in this
region of the state due to the low average annual rainfall.
Sizable early storms have not occurred in at least the last 3 years.

c. Mild Winters

Winters are usually very mild in this part of the state. No
effect on the deer herd is apparent. High rainfall years would lead
to greater plant growth and positively benefit the herd.

B.2. Predators

The most significant predator on the deer herd is the mountain
lion. Coyotes and bobcats also take some deer, though their effect
does not seem to be as pronounced as lion predation. Orange County
has had a radio-telemetry study of the lion population for the last
3 years. The study only recently expanded from the Casper’'s
Park/RMV area and now includes the northern canyon area where the
ETC freeway is planned. If indeed the deer telemetry study gets
under way, and if the lion study is extended as requested, a golden
opportunity will exist for the study of the interaction of lions and
deer. This information will be extremely useful for long term
planning for the deer and lion populations.

A total of 31 lion-killed deer carcasses have been examined by
personnel from the CO-OP lion study (personal communication, Paul
Beier). The age and sex distribution of the deer is listed in Table
11. From the sample size of 31 animals, it appears the lion take is
slightly greater on fawns but not of a significant magnitude. The
distribution of take of older (1 year plus) deer appears evenly
distributed. Lions perform a valuable ecological role in the Santa
Ana Mountains region in keeping deer populations within the carrying
capacity of the environment. This role is probably most beneficial
in the unhunted lands of the foothills. The lion population is
reproducing successfully though mortality from road kills and
predators (lions) is high. Female lions from the foothills also
utilize to Trabuco District, and one lion has traveled over 24 air
miles from her capture site (Beier and Barrett, Quarterly Report,
CO-0P Mt., Lion Study, November 1989).
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Lion predation on deer is substantial, and this mortality
factor must be considered in planning for the deer herd. Ideally,
the lion study will be extended and perhaps expanded onto the
Trabuco District. Then, if the deer telemetry study occurs as
planned, extremely valuable data will be available for consideration
relative to long-term herd health. The lion and deer studies should
be one of the top priorities for Department biologists in the area.

B.3. Disease and Parasitism

Blood or tissue samples have not been taken of the deer, thus,
the extent of disease and parasitism can only be generally assessed.
Lion-killed deer have not shown outward signs of any severe disease
or parasite load (personal communication, Paul Beier). Department
biologist, Greg Gerstenberg (personal communication), has examined
hunter killed deer from the USFS land adjacent to Starr Ranch. The
deer have large tick loads, louse flies and bot flies, but appear
healthy from gross examination. Approximately 30-40 ticks each were
removed from 2 deer and examined by Orange County Vector Control for
Lyme Disease. The results were negative. At this time there
appears to be no significant problems with disease or parasitism in
the herd.

c. EFFECTS OF CURRENT DEER HUNTING'AND PROPOSED HUNTING STRATEGIES

1. Effects upon Species of Special Concern
a. Changes in local populations
No effect.
b. Changes in Regional and Statewide Populations
No effect.
2. Effects Upon Other Wildlife Species
a. Changes in local populations
No effect.
b. Changes in regional and statewide populations
No effect.

. Changes in Health, Condition and Age Class Structure of
Populations

o
No effect.
d. Changes in Mortality Factors

No effect.
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3. Changes in Public Use/Recreation
a. Hunting

Increasing the antlerless hunting season should increase hunter
success and thus satisfy a larger proportion of antlerless hunters.
Overlapping the buck harvest dates with the antlerless harvest dates
provides hunters with 2-deer tags the opportunity to take a buck or
a doe on the same day. This increased opportunity for success would
be desirable.

Changing the buck season to a later month (November), should
increase hunter satisfaction (due to the cooler weather), and may
slightly increase hunter numbers. This would be desirable since
hunter pressure has been declining. The decline could also change
with additional fires on the forest and increased rainfall. A more
accessible habitat and larger deer numbers would satisfy the hunters
and invite more individuals to participate.

Deer hunters would also have less of a chance of USFS gate
closures by hunting later in the year when fire danger is lower.

Hunters who pursue other species in the zone such as gquail,
band-tailed pigeons and doves should not be affected by the season
change. Only a very low level of hunting pressure occurs on the
district for these species.

C.3.b. Non-Consumptive Users

Bird watchers, hikers, mountain bikers, horseback riders,
photographers and picnickers should benefit from a later hunting
season. Interactions and potential conflicts between recreationists
and hunters will be reduced. The more common recreational times
occur in the warmer months of summer and fall, therefore, having a
later hunting season should separate the user groups and prove
beneficial to both.

C.4. Effects Upon Human Populations
a. Housing
No effect.
b. Transportation

Transportation is a major problem in the county and local
planners and legislators are always active in trying to improve
transportation. An unfortunate result of new roads and freeways is
increased housing and commercial development. Developers are
basically allowed to build high density residential units on their
property in exchange for paying for the road and transportation
improvements. Wildlife suffers from both the increased roads and
increased development. Large mammals such as deer and mountain
lions which require large areas of land are most vulnerable to this
fragmentation.
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The 3 major freeways proposed in the county could potentially
have devastating effects on the deer herd. As mentioned previously,
the Department has pursued a radio-telemetry study of the deer herd
in the area of the ETC freeway. Currently, the indications are
favorable that the study will be initiated in January 1990 or
shortly thereafter. Additionally, Orange County will most likely
participate in the study to help assess
potential impacts of additional proposed projects in critical deer
areas. The widening of Santiago Canyon Road could significantly
affect deer numbers through direct mortality, but the cumulative
impacts of the ETC, Santiago Rd. widening and the Irvine Lake
development are much more significant. Department biologists have
peen active in county planning in an attempt to secure adequate
quality and quantity of wildlife corridors to insure viable large
mammal populations. Constant vigilance is necessary in Orange
County where the economic development environment is favorable at
the expense of vast areas of open space.

c. Public Services

The potential exists for a landfill site to be located in
either Gypsum, Blind or Fremont Canyons. Loss of any of these
watersheds to a landfill would be a significant impact to deer and a
host of other wildlife. The Department has gone on record to the
Orange County Board of Supervisors against the consideration of
Fremont Canyon in particular, Dedication of a canyon watershed is
desired as part of the mitigation package, should one of these
canyons be chosen for the landfill site.

A dam is proposed for Verdugo Canyon on Rancho Mission Viejo
property in the south part of the county to provide an additional
domestic water supply for current and future development. The
project will impact deer habitat directly, but may potentially
provide a vital water source for wildlife. Mitigation measures
could possibly turn this project into a vital spot for wildlife.

d. Energy
No significant effect.
e. Human Health

According to Larry Shaw of Orange County Vector Control
(personal communication), there have been no reported cases of Lyme
disease in Orange County. Maintaining deer below the carrying
capacity of the environment through hunting should lower the
potential for disease transmission. Deer populations below carrying
capacity have higher quality and quantity of forage available, and
are therefore healthier and less prone to disease.
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f. Aesthetics

Sightings of deer by Orange County residents are important in
that it increases the quality of their outdoor experience. Under a
carefully monitored hunting program a healthy deer herd will remain
for public enjoyment. The urban setting of Orange County has
alienated the majority of the citizens from the natural world, thus,
a good segment of the public is opposed to hunting of any animal.
The public needs to be educated of the value of hunting and the
basic biological principles behind this wildlife management
technique.

g. Cultural Resources

No significant effect.

D. RANGE LANDOWNERSHIP

As discussed earlier, the 2 major landowners in the county,
Rancho Mission Viejo and Irvine Ranch have stopped or curtailed deer
hunting in the past few years. Irvine Ranch land has a variety of
major development proposals on the board for many important wildlife
areas such as Gypsum Canyon and Irvine Lake area. The native plant
society is working with The Nature Conservancy to acquire the Tecate
Cypress forest between Coal and Gypsum Canyon, but the cypress trees
are mainly on the slopes rather than the more important canyon
bottoms utilized by deer; though does have been seen in the chamise
vegetation scattered throughout the cypress forest {personal
observation). Additional habitat acquisition should be pursued in
order to secure critical habitat areas for deer.

Orange County still intends to acquire and develop regional
parks, however, once again, some level of development will be
allowed in exchange for granting the parkland. 1If the parks are
developed for active recreational use, their value to wildlife in
general will be low. Weir Canyon, Limestone Canyon, Black Star
Canyon and Trabuco Canyon have excellent potential as wildlife
areas, if left in a near-natural state. The Department should
pursue designating these areas as Wilderness parks so that wildlife
values can be maximized. Alternatively, canyons such as Black Star
and Trabuco should become part of the Trabuco District of the USFS,
and be managed by the USFS rather than by the County. Hunting is
not allowed within even a Wilderness Park, while hunting could be
allowed under USFS management.

The USFS is currently engaged in land exchange negotiations
with private landowners in an effort to consclidate forest lands
into contiguous areas, and eliminate the patchwork of private
inholdings (personal communication, Mike Rogers). This could have a
beneficial effect on wildlife in the future since fragmentation of
habitat and human disturbance would be reduced.

E. RANGE VEGETATION
1. Fire

See discussion of fire history in the Habitat Assessment for
the Trabuco District, Cleveland National Forest (Oct. 30, 1989).
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F. SUMMARY

There is a need for a radio-telemetry study of the deer herd in
the face of ever-increasing development pressure and habitat
degradation. Important habitat elements must be identified and
protected. Condition analysis is important in determining herd
health, and current data is needed. Combined with the extended and
perhaps expanded lion study, important data should be obtained which
will greatly aid the deer herd management process. Habitat
improvement on the Trabuco District is also of prime importance.
Controlled burns should be pursued, but must be large enough and
numerous enough to provide significant benefits.

Habitat acquisition is also of vital importance to long term
herd health. Black Star Canyon and Fremont Canyons are top
candidates.

The radio-telemetry study, habitat improvement and habitat
acquisition are key components of the deer herd plan, right along
with the hunt program. There is a bright future for deer of the
Santa Ana Mts. herd if advance planning is pursued and carried out
as outlined in this document and the accompanying Habitat
Assessment.



Tabhle 1 Buck Harvest by Landowner

YEAR
LOCATION 1985 1886 1987 1988
Trabuco District 33 47 26% 37
Irvine Ranch 30 19 27 g"
R.Mission Viejo 20 17 * *
Other Private Land 17 10 : 15 10
Unknowr: 2 1 0 0
Total 102 o4 68 55

(") Limited mmt on Irvine Ranch
(*) No hhmting on Rancho Mission Viedjo
(§} USFS gates closed halfway thru season due to Silverado Fire.

Table 2 Qrange County Buck Harvest 1985-19B88
Private vs. Public Lands

YEAR Private Lands Public lards TOTAL
1885 54 (68%) 25 (32%) 79
1986 39 (53%) 35 (47%) 74
1987 35 (M%) 14 (29%) 49

1988 0 (3%} 22 (69%) 32



Table 3

Age Composgition From Tooth Cementum Analysis
D15 Bucks 1585-1988

Sample Average

YEAR 1-2 years 2-3 years 3-4 years 4+ years Size Age
1885 11 {20%) 20 (37%) 9 {17%) 14 (26%) 54 3.2 yrs.
1986 14 (22%) 25 (40%) 13 (219 11 (17%) 63 3.2 yrs.
1987 1 (4%) 9 (41%) 3 (14%) 9 (41%) 22 3.9 yrs.
1988 -2 (20%) 2 (20%) 3 (30%) 3 (30%) 10 3.5 yrs.

TABLE 4

D15 Hunter Car Counts Opening Day Buck Season,

Santa Ana Mts. 1983-1989

YEAR DATE CONDUCTED S.ROUTE H.ROUTE TOTAL

1983 October 8 103 135 238

1984 October 13 119 84 203

1985 September 7 75 30 105

1986 Beptember & 64 -——— 64+

1987 September 5§ S0 44 134

1988 Beptember 3 46 23 69

1989 September 2 16 23 39

~-- Route not covered




TABLE 5 Antlerless (8-9) Take by Landowner, 1985-1988

LOCATION YEAR
1985 1986 1987 1988
Trabuco District 2 10 e 7
Irvine Ranch 20 9 19 1*
Rancho Mission Viejo 7 2 no hunt no hunt
Cther Private Land 0 0 2 1
Unknown Locations 4 1 0 0
TOTAL 33 22 27 9

* Limited hunt on Irvine Ranch

** USFS gates closed halfway thru season due to Silverado Fire

TABLE 6 Age and Sex Distribution of Antlerless (S5-%) Harvest, 1985-1988

1985 1886 1587 1988
Adult Female 28 8 15 2
Fawn Female 4 g 4 1
Fawn Male 1 5 3 2
TOTAL 33 22 22 9

NOTE: 1987 and 1988, no hunt on Rancho Migssion Viejo
1287 USFS gates closed halfway thru season due to Silverado Fire

1988 Limited hunt on Irvine Ranch



TABLE 7

YEAR
1985
1986
1987
1988

1985 and 1986 by helicopter.
1987 and 1988 by car.
1989 by spotlighting

Age Composition From Tooth Cementum Analysis,
Antlerless {(5-%) Deer 1985-198B
Sample
Fawn 1-2 years 2~3 years 3-4 years 4+ years Size
2 8 9 4 5 28
1 4 6 1 6 18
0 1 1 0 ) 2
Table & Crange County Herd Composition 19B5-198%
{Herd Goal 25:100:45)
DATE BUCKS :DOES : FAWNS SAMPLE SIZE
October 1985 28 : 100: 47 130
December 1886 45 : 100: 47 123
October 1987 38 : 100: 15 72
Decenmber 1988 35 : 100; S0 37
September 1989 29 : 100: 76 70

Average
Age

3.1 yrs
2.1 yrs
3.0 yrs

2.0 yrs



TABLE 9 POACHED DEER FROM SANTA ANA MTS. DEER HERD, AS REPORTED BY
FISH & GAME WARDENS 1986-1985

YEAR # DEER SEX ANTLERS LOCATIDN/TIME:

1986 1 Doe n/a Anaheim Hills-Weir Cyn./Out of season
1 Doe n/a San Joaguin Hills/Out of season
Total 2
1987 1 Buck 3x3 Coal Cyn/In season
1 _—— _— Coal Cyn/In season
1 -—— —— S.Main Divide(USFS8)/0Out of season
T - --- Silverado Cyn./Out of season ‘
Total 4 {USF5 reported shots and crippled deer running)
1988 1 Buck In2 Gypsum Canyon/In season
1 Buck 2x2 Bell Cyn./In season
1 —— - Trabuco Canyon/Cut of season
Total 3
1989 -- —— Coto de Caza/Out of season

3x2 Irvine Park, Weir Cyn./Out of season

'y
W
=3
0
=

Total



TABLE 10 HUMEER OF DEER TAKEN ON DEPREDATION PERMITS

(PART 1]} ORANGE, RIVERSIDE AND SAN DIEGO COUNTIES, 19B5-19B9~*
ORANGE CO. RIVERSIDE CO. EAN DIEGO CO.

YEAR Issued Returned Issued Returned Issued Returned
1985 (¢] 1) o

1986 4 0 2 0 0

1987 S 0 1 0 0

1988 ) 0 0

1589 0 0 0

* Data from CDFG, Wildlife Management Division, Sacramento

TABLE 10 NUMBER OF DEER TAKEN ON DEPREDATION PERMITS IN ORANGE

(Part 2) COUNTY, AS REPORTED BY LOCAL GAME WARDENS* 1586-1%889
YEAR # DEER SEX LOCATION OF TAKE

1985 Mo depredation permits issued.

1986 2 Unknown Hursery by 0so Reservoir

19B7 1 Female Lyon's Estate, Coto de Caza

1988 3 Female Lyon's Estate, Coto de Caza

1989 No depredation permits issued.

* Data from Orange County Fish & Game Wardens

Table 11 Age and Sex Distribution of Lion-Killed Deer
in Orange County 1989

Age of Deer
Fawn 1 year 2 years 3-5 years 6+ years Unknown
Males 3 3 2 6 1 1
Females 2 1 1 1 4 0
Sex unknown 5 0 1 0 1 i
Total 10 KN 'y T N 2

Total

33
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Santa Ana Mountains Deer Herd Plan Update

The Santa Ana Mountains Deer Herd (SAMDH) is included in
hunt zone D-15. During the 1994 deer season, there was an early
archery buck hunt( August 6 through August 28), a general buck
hunt {September 3 through Octeober 2), the Tenaja antlerless hunt
(December 2 through December 18), the Camp Pendleton elther-sex
hunt (October 1 through November 20), and the San Diego archery
either-sex hunt A-22 (November 4, 1994 through January 31, 1995) .
Not including Archery hunt A-22, a minimum of 2,015 tags were
available for the five hunts. A total of 1,2%4 permits were
issued for the season which resulted in a general season reported
succegs rate of 6%.

I. BRiological Information
A. Harvest

Based on 1994 tag returns, the Orange County general
season buck harvest was 26 compared to a buck harvest of
23 in 1993. Overall, 50 bucks were reported taken during
the general season from Zone D-15 compared to 42 in 1992.
The 1994 general season estimated buck harvest in Zone
D-1% was 106 with an estimated success rate of 15% when
the non-reported harvest was taken into account. An
additional 57 bucks were reported taken from Camp
Pendleton. The 1994 Tenaja antlerless hunt permit quota
was 35, with a total of six does and one buck reported
taken. An additional 47 does were taken from Camp
Pendleton. Five deer were also taken in D-15 during the
additional San Diego archery either-sex hunt.

Incisors were collected from a sample of the harvested
deer for age analysis. Results of analygig were not
available at the date of this report. Herd composition
counts were not conducted in 19393 oxr 1594.
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IT.

ITY.

cC:

Habitat Improvement Projects

No habitat improvement projects were conducted in 1994.
The Trabuco District of the U.S. Forest Service is
considering the possibility of conducting controlled burns
in 19%6. One wildfire consumed approximately 120 acres of
mixed grassland/chaparral on the west slope <f the Santa
Ana Mountains near Vulture Crags above Santiago Canyon.

Other Changes tc the Santa Ana Mountaing Deer Herd

Available deer habitat and public hunting

opportunities on private land continues to shrink due to
the continuation of widespread urbanization. 1In response
to this condition, efforts need to be established to
estimate the D-15 deer population and initiate

habitat improvement measures within remaining areas of the
range which have the capability of sustaining a healthy
deer peopulation. These efforts will be especially
challenging considering existing available resocurces and a
general hesitancy to improve deer range utilizing
prescribed burns in areas adjacent to encroaching

urbanization.

Scott Harris
Wildlife Biologist
Region 5

Larry Sitton

John Masgsie

Slader Buck (Camp Pendleton)

Mary Thomas (USFS - Trabuco District)



1995 Deer Herd Management Plan Update
for the Camp Pendleton Herd (G10)

Description of the Deer Herd Management Unit

T. Herd Condition

Overall, the herd is in good condition.

a. Individual animal condition

Fat indices are not available. Rody weight of harvested
animals has been collected for bucks and does {including

antlerless males).
as follows:

#Taken
Bucks 53
Does 37
Buck Juvenile 13
Doe Juvenile 9
All Males 66
All Females 46
Total 112

b. Herd health

Data from check station statistics are

Avg. WL, Wt. Range
93 # 64-135 #
76 # 60-96 #
43 # 28-60 #
44 # 37-54 §
83 # 28=135 #
70 # 37-96 #
78 # 28-135 #

Statistics on juvenile survival rates are not available and
statistics on age structure of the deer herd will be
available in January or February when cementum analysis data

are returned.

2. Population sigze

Herd size has not changed significantly in recent years. The
overall population has declined in the last 30 years from
increased development {i.e. habitat losg).

Harvest results

Total deer reported taken

Bucks
Does

Juveniles
*Does and Juveniles were
Hunter success based on:

Note: In 1990 the timing
to after the rut and tag

1994 1993 1992 1991 1990 1989 1988

112 90 114 120 112 153 154
53 34 46 41 28 74 81
37 31 45 48 70 79% /3%
22 25 23 31 14 * *

combined into Antlerless class
Tags = 30.8%, Actual Hunters = 41%

of the hunt was pushed later in the vear
type was changed from buck only and
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antlerless only to either sex. Prior to this change, some
hunters could take both a buck and antlerless deer. After

the change, hunters could only take one deer with a rifle (either
sex}. This and unknown other factors have lead to an overall
decrease in hunter effort. Buck kill numbers dropped at this
time. Archery hunting success has increased with the season
change which now has the archery only season occurring towards
the end of the rut.

Herd statistics
Herd composition counts are conducted bre season by helicopter.

This allows final adjustment of hunting strategy before rifle
season begins. Results from 1994 composition counts performed by

helicopter.
Bucks
iX1l 2¥2 3X¥3 4X4 Uncl. Does Juveniles Uncl. Total
10 25 8 1 1 &7 38 3 153

Juvenile/Doe ratio = 60:100, Buck/Doe ratio = 70:100

Deer Hunting
a. Past and current hunting strategies’ effects on:
1. Deer numbers

No effect on deer numbers due to past and current
hunting strategies.

2. Herd composition
Herd composition has remained stable.

3. Herd health
Herd health has remained stable.

b. Future and proposed hunting strategies’ effects on:

1. Deer numbers
Deer numbers should remain stable as no changes are
permitted to hunting regulations. Future proposed
changes to regulations will add one week to the season
for archery hunting. Low numbers of deer harvested by

archers will have little effect on population size and
may increase harvest from archery only areas.
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2. Herd composition

Herd composition should remain stable.
3. Herd health

No change is anticipated in herd health. Health should
remain stable. '

Illegal harvest
Illegal harvest occurs but at an unknown level.
Road kill

The number of road killed deer ranges from 20-30 aninals.

Non-human effects on deer

1.

Weather
a. Rainfall

There has not been drought for the last three years;
rainfall has been at or above normal. Deer are doing well
on increased forage quality based on size and general
appearance.

b. Early storns

Approximately one early storm occurs each vear. Early
storms are beneficial, providing more dispersed water
sources and earlier green up from dry summer/fall periocds.

C. Mild winters

In general, mild winters are common here, so there is no
effect on the deer herd.

Predators

Mountain lions appear to be increasing throughout San Diego
county, based on increased attacks, depredations and sightings.
This may have a regional effect on deer through increased kills.
Camp Pendleton has had mountain lions for a long time however,
and territoriality may limit the lion population increases’
effect on the deer herd size. Without focussed studies to
evaluate lion predation on Camp Pendleton deer, we must rely on
hunter kill numbers and composition count numbers to watch for
significant population declines.



3. Disease and Parasitism

No significant disease problems were noted during the 1994
season. = A 1992 collection did not reveal any significant
parasitism and none was noted in 1994, although internal parasite
data were not available as carcasses were field dressed prior to
inspection.

Effects of Current Deer Hunting and Proposed Hunting Strategies on
Cther Species,

1. Effects on Species of Special Concern

a.

Changes in local populations

Endangered/sensitive species on the Base include California
least tern, Stephens’ kangaroo rat, California gnatcatcher,
least Bell’s vireo, arroyo Southwestern toad, Southwestern
willow flycatcher, tidewater goby, Pacific pocket mouse,
Western snowy plover, California brown pelican, American
peregrin, light-footed clapper rail, San Diego button
celery, and Riverside fairy shrinmp.

Deer hunting occurs out of reproductive season, so the only
impact would occur from hunters damaging habitat needed by
these species. However, hunting does not occur in habitats
utilized by many of these species and hunter use in habitats
which the remaining species utilize is very limited, so any
effect would be negligible. Many populations of rare and
endangered species have increased in recent years in
conjunction with the long history of hunting on base.
Additionally, cutting of vegetation and offroad vehicle
operation is prohibited while hunting.

Changes in regional and statewide populations

There would be no negative effects on regional or statewide
populations because of deer hunting on Camp Pendleton.

General Statement Concerning C. 1-4:

Impacts of deer hunting are really negligible compared to
military training activities which involve tanks, vehicles,
large numbers of people, and often result in fire. On Camp
Pendleton there are year-round activities and continuous
human access into areas used by wildlife.
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Effects upon other wildlife species

a.

Changes in local populations

The only changes to other wildlife species would be if
incidental or illegal take occurred (e.dg. a hunter shooting
a bobcat during hunting activities).

Changes in regional and statewide populations

Camp Pendleton deer are non-migratory, so there would be no
effects on regional/statewide populations of other wildlife.

Changes in health, condition, and age class structure of
populations.

There would be no effect/changes in health, condition, or
age class structure of other populations.

Changes in mortality factors

This would only occur if incidental or illegal take
occurred during hunting activities.

Changes in public use/recreation

a.

Hunting

Civilian and military access for hunting is held at a
conservative level. The number of access permits issued
each season fluctuates with the condition and number of
animals harvested for each area of the base.

Nonconsumptive

Deer hunting occurs concurrently with limited other uses, so
no change would occur.
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c. Nonhunting

No changes would be anticipated.
Effects upon human populations

In general, because Camp Pendleton is a military base, all access
is controlled and all areas have specific use constraints.

a. Housing
Hunting is not allowed within 150 yards of housing: however,
all housing areas are geographically separated from deer
hunting areas.

b. Transportation

None.
. Public Services
None.

d. Human Health

None.



