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Introduction

The overall objective of this study is to analyze the economic losses that result from deer
overpopulation, including road traffic accidents; vegetation and landscaping; and tick-
borne disease prevention and care, specifically Lyme disease. This work is designed to
advance public policy initiatives with appropriate deer management strategies in
Connecticut and is sponsored by the Fairfield County Municipal Deer Management
Alliance (FCMDMA), in cooperation with the Connecticut Coalition to End Lyme
Disease (CCELD) and Connecticut Audubon. This study was conducted by Drs. Peter
Arno and Deborah Viola, health economists from New York Medical College School of
Health Sciences and Practice.

This document is intended to accompany a brief Excel worksheet prepared to reflect
estimated costs for each specific town in Fairfield County. The general categories of costs
include: Environment/Landscape; Motor-vehicle; Tick Control and Tick Borne Disease.
Expenditure and cost data reflect averages and are considered conservative estimates. As
indicated on the spreadsheet, additional costs for each category may be considered based
upon availability of local data. Further, categories not included in this analysis may also
be considered, again, allowing for availability of data and information. Examples include
but are not limited to: special education programs for children with Lyme disease
complications; lost use fees from Nature Centers; loss of agricultural crops; loss of bird
and wildflower species, or costs to towns for storm water damage and control from
erosion due to loss of the understory.

Environment/Landscape

The average expenditures in this category for damages to single family households are
comprised of four categories including: foundation or landscaping planting; vegetable
gardens; deer fencing/netting; deer repellants (including sprays and tie-on bags). The cost
and damage data are based in part on a comprehensive residential property survey
conducted in Bernards Township, New Jersey in 2003. We assumed an average deer
density of 62 deer per square mile, which includes a two-fold correction factor over the
observed number.? Data on single family households are based on the 2000 Census and
can be adjusted in the accompanying spreadsheet as more recent data become available.

Motor Vehicle

The average expenditures for deer-related motor vehicle damage are based on the number
of reported collisions (adjusted for under-reporting; correction factor, 8.6)% multiplied by
the cost per collision.*
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Tick Control

The average expenditures for tick control, which includes personal body and clothing
sprays and exterior landscape sprays, are based in part on the comprehensive residential
property survey conducted in Bernards Township® and a study by Gould et al.> The
estimated expenditure includes: number of single family households X cost of tick
control/household.

Tick Borne Disease

Our estimate for deer-related infectious disease is based exclusively on Lyme disease.
Other tick-borne diseases were considered, however, insufficient data are available for
reasonable estimates for these conditions. To compute the economic impact of Lyme we
considered the number of reported cases,’® adjusted for under-reporting (correction factor:
three-fold)’” multiplied by the cost per case. The cost per case is based on Zhang et al ®
and is adjusted for inflation. The figure used in our analysis (average of $10,652.74 per
case) is based on the cost of treating Lyme disease as reported by Zhang from the CDC,
as follows: “We calculated the following total costs of LD: 1) direct medical costs of LD
diagnosis and treatment, 2) indirect medical costs, 3) nonmedical costs, and 4)
productivity losses. Intangible costs (e.g., costs incurred because of pain and suffering)
were not incorporated.” ° Further, these costs are an average cost of both early and late
state stage cases of Lyme disease.
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