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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
This report presents results from a pilot study, conducted in Ann Arbor natural areas 
from November 2015 through January 2017, focused on developing a clear metric for 
deer impacts to vegetation and assessing current levels of browse damage. We used 
an experimental approach of planting red oak “sentinel seedlings” across sites and 
tracking the proportion of experimental oak seedlings browsed by deer. This approach, 
established in the Cornell study (Blossey 2014), offers a useful indicator of current deer 
browse intensity, and comprises a clear metric that can be repeated annually to track 
how deer browse damage changes in response to deer management efforts.   
 
Key findings: 
 
• Deer damaged 61% of unfenced experimental seedlings overall, with browse 

rates ranging from 20–90% depending on the park. This level exceeds the 15% 
recommended by Blossey (2014) as likely to reduce forest regeneration. 
 

• Deer browse affected the largest proportion of seedlings, and was most 
intense (with repeated browsing), in Bird Hills, White Oak, Furstenberg, and 
Nichols Arboretum. Other sites with high browse damage include the Huron Hills 
Golf Course Nature Area and Huron Parkway Nature Area. 
 

• Deer did four times more damage than small mammals (including rabbits, 
chipmunks, and voles). Deer damaged a higher proportion of seedlings than small 
mammals in all except one park (Fritz). 

 
• Most deer browsing on oak seedlings occurred between April and December. 

 
• Unfenced seedlings accessible to deer were significantly more likely to die, 

and less likely to thrive (grow), than fenced controls.  
 
 
Recommendations for future monitoring 
 
While this pilot study offers a useful metric and important initial data, three minor 
changes to the methods could improve the data: Using container-grown seedlings for 
more standard initial conditions and better transplant success; planting seedlings in 
spring, so that transplant mortality can be assessed and compensated for; and 
discontinuing use of fenced control plots (which served their purpose of demonstrating 
that red oaks survive and grow in sites when protected from deer) in order to assess 
more sites. In addition, more species could be monitored to yield a broader perspective 
on how deer are affecting diverse plants, including spring wildflowers and those 
important to pollinators.                                                                                               1 
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BACKGROUND 
 
One component of the Ann Arbor deer management plan is to “establish a baseline for 
measuring the vegetative impact of deer in the City’s natural areas and establish an 
ecological goal” (http://www.a2gov.org/departments/community-services/Pages/Deer-Management-

Project-.aspx). This pilot study for the City of Ann Arbor comprises one method and 
presents data focused on two interrelated questions: 
 
• What are baseline levels of deer browse damage to vegetation in natural areas in 

Ann Arbor city parks as of 2015–2016? 
 

• What metric(s) can be used to periodically assess deer browse intensity and 
examine how deer management efforts are affecting it? 

 
After considering various study methods, the City chose to do an experimental planting 
of red oak seedlings across natural areas in 10 city parks, initiated in November-
December 2015. A preliminary report (October 2016) presented results from the first 9 
months of monitoring. This final report presents from a full year of monitoring and 
additional analyses to address deer browse intensity and seedling survival and growth. 
 
EXPERIMENTAL METHOD: RED OAK SEEDLINGS AS BROWSE INTENSITY 
INDICATORS  
 
Several major methods are available for assessing deer impacts on diverse plant 
species over time (outlined in an earlier report, Courteau 2015). We selected an 
experimental browse intensity indicator or “sentinel seedling” method—planting red 
oak seedlings across a range of sites and monitoring them for browse damage over the 
course of the year (Blossey 2014). This method offers a clear and repeatable metric 
with the following characteristics: 
 
• Provides initial local and site-specific data on deer browse intensity. 
 
• Offers standardized measurement in a single clear metric across various sites. 
 
• Distinguishes deer damage from other sources of vegetation change. 
 
• Can be repeated annually to assess how deer management efforts are altering deer 

impacts on vegetation. 
 
The experimental design used in this study was developed by Blossey and others for 
use in Ithaca (the “Cornell study,” Blossey 2014), and have been applied in various 
other communities and park systems. We previously used similar methods to assess 
impacts of deer and other mammalian herbivores on two native tree species (Courteau 
2005). 
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Why use red oaks? 
 
Red oak (Quercus rubra) was selected as the experimental species for several reasons: 
 
• The species naturally occurs in all city natural areas assessed. 

 
• It comprises an ecologically meaningful measurement because it represents a key 

Ann Arbor ecological community (oak/hickory forests) and important ecological 
functions (tree and forest regeneration, habit, food source for many species). 

 
• Oak regeneration has been declining in much of Michigan and the northeastern 

U.S., concerning many forest scientists and conservation managers (Lee & Kost 
2008, Abrams 2003). 

 
• Red oak is a species of intermediate deer preference—not the first and most 

nutritious food to be browsed by deer, so it doesn’t represent the most sensitive 
species (MI DNR), but not the last food either (Blossey 2014). Because this species 
is not highly preferred, it offers a somewhat conservative indicator. 

 
• Nursery seedlings and acorns of Michigan genotype are readily available. 
 
 
Deer browse damage on oak seedlings can be distinguished from small mammal 
damage. 
 
While deer browse may affect many wildflower species that are also of interest for their 
ecological importance (providing resources for pollinators including butterflies and bees, 
as well as various species of birds), the advantage of using a woody species, such as 
red oak, is that deer browse damage on woody stems can be readily distinguished from 
browse damage by other mammals that eat tree seedlings (Salmon & Passof 1989, UK 
Forestry Commission 2017). 
 
• Deer lack upper front teeth (incisors), so their browsing leaves a ragged edge with a 

“shreddy” appearance. Browsing most often occurs at heights of 2–3 feet, but may 
be done at heights as low as 2” or as high as 6.’ 
 

• Rabbits and woodchucks have large and sharp incisors that leave clean cuts, 
generally at a 45° angle. Browsing most often occurs at heights of 3–16”, but may be 
done at heights of up to 3’ in years with heavy snow cover. 

 
• Voles and mice chew on bark, and voles may chew through whole stems, within 3” 

of ground level or below-ground, leaving small tooth marks less than 1/8” wide. 
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Figure 1. Deer browse in comparison to rabbit and vole damage. Deer produce 
“shreddy” cut, in contrast to clean, clearly angled rabbit (or woodchuck) damage (upper 
photo) and the toothy gnawing by voles and mice (lower photo).  
 

  

 
 
Photo credits: Deer vs. rabbit browse, http://octrackers.com/analyzingtherabbittrack.htm; vole damage, 
Missouri Botanical Garden (http://www.missouribotanicalgarden.org/gardens-gardening/your-garden/help-
for-the-home-gardener/advice-tips-resources/pests-and-problems/animals/voles.aspx). 
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Figure 2. Deer vs. small mammal damage in Ann Arbor experiments.  
a) Deer browse with characteristic shreddy edge. b) Rabbit browse with angled edge.  
c) Seedling gnawed through by vole, near ground level; stem left behind. 
 

a.    b.    c.  

Photos: J. Courteau.  
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How does deer browsing affect red oak seedlings? Why is the proportion of 
seedlings browsed important? 
 
Numerous studies over the past two decades have reported that deer browsing leads to 
forest regeneration declines.1 Although many plant species can tolerate moderate levels 
of herbivore damage, deer browse on woody plant buds and branch tips is likely to 
affect the apical meristem tissue key to plant growth (Reznicek, pers. comm., June 
2015). Mammalian browse damage makes seedlings more susceptible to drought, 
disease, and insect attacks. My previous research has shown that browsing on tree 
seedlings by any mammalian herbivore (generally, when full stems are clipped) leads to 
a significant increase in mortality in the following season (Courteau 2005). Others have 
found that browsing that affects 50% or more of woody sapling buds or branches is 
likely to lead to mortality (Winchcombe 2016). 
 
The proportion of tree seedlings that are browsed each year is a key indicator of forest 
regeneration impacts. As noted by Blossey (2014), tree regeneration declines when 
more than 15% experimental seedlings in a given site are browsed per year: 
 

An individual oak seedling may need 10–20 years to grow out of reach of a deer under a forest 
canopy, and even longer to get into the canopy. In many instances, seedlings/saplings need to spend 
extended periods in the understory waiting for their chance to grow should the overstory be damaged 
(or harvested). Considering this early life history, more than an occasional browsing event on oak 
sentinels (damage to >3 of 20 [15%] seedlings) in any given year would indicate deer populations in 
the area are too high to achieve forest regeneration. 

 

Therefore, the metric used in this report—the proportion of experimental oak seedlings 
browsed by deer—provides a useful indicator of current deer browse intensity and offers 
a clear metric that can be repeated annually to track how browse intensity responds to 
deer management efforts.   
 
Oak seedlings may be a conservative gauge of deer browse damage on the full suite of 
forest species. As noted in the Blossey (2014) report,  
 

…[M]ore preferred and browse-sensitive species, such as red and white trilliums (Trillium erectum 
and Trillium grandiflorum, respectively…), are severely browsed even in places where we see good 
survival of oak seedlings. 

 

Blossey (2014) monitored existing trillium populations, rather than experimental 
plantings, as have many studies in urban areas and parks including Montgomery 
County, Maryland (1995), Swarthmore College (Latham 2013), and Cuyahoga Valley 
National Park (National Park Service 2015). A separate study to assess deer browse 
damage on trillium in Ann Arbor natural areas was initiated in spring 2016, and 
preliminary results will be available in summer 2017. 

1 Several major studies and reviews that describe deer impacts on forest vegetation and other wildlife species include 
Strohmayer & Warren 1997, Rooney & Waller 2003, Rawinski 2008, Rawinski 2014, Frerker, Waller & Sabo 2014, 
and Pendergast et al. 2016. 
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PILOT STUDY METHODS 
 
SITE SELECTION AND SEEDLING INSTALLATION 
 
We planted 370 red oak seedlings in 10 city park natural areas from November 30–
December 16, 2015, as shown in Figure 3 and Table 1. One city park natural area (Bird 
Hills) was large enough that seedlings were planted in 2 separate areas of the park, 
indicated as Bird Hills Newport (near M-14 and the Newport Road park entrance) and 
Bird Hills Bird Road (near Huron River Drive and the Bird Road park entrance).  
 
In addition to city parks, University of Michigan Nichols Arboretum (Bob Grese, director) 
contracted a separate study of deer impacts in the Arb using the same monitoring 
protocol with 50 red oak seedlings, and they have generously agreed to share their 
data. This report shows results for both studies, a total of 420 seedlings.  
 
Sites were selected with several criteria:  
 
• to encompass a range of large and smaller parks, including those with high-quality 

natural areas (such as Bird Hills, Mary Beth Doyle, Black Pond Woods);  
 

• to represent areas found in the 2015 aerial survey to have higher and lower deer 
densities; and  

 
• to achieve geographical coverage of the city.  
 
Natural areas are not evenly distributed throughout the city, and we were not able to 
assess any natural areas in Ward 4, which lacks public spaces with mature oak forests 
other than Pioneer Woods (which is owned by Ann Arbor Public Schools). 
 
Within each natural area, we selected planting sites in mature oak forests (typically 
dominated by red and/or white oaks, and occasionally black oak), on level to moderately 
sloping ground, where ground vegetation was open enough to permit access by deer 
(and by researchers). We aimed to place seedlings at least 15’ from trails to minimize 
human impacts, but a few seedlings are closer to trails in the smaller parks. 
 
The general goal was to plant 40 seedlings per site in paired plots (half fenced and half 
unfenced) so that there would be 20 unfenced seedlings to assess for each natural 
area. We planted more seedlings in larger sites (Bird Hills Park and Nichols Arboretum).  
Fewer seedlings were planted in the three smallest parks (Fritz, Huron Hills Golf Course 
Nature Area, and White Oak), and in the Bird Road section of Bird Hills.  
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Figure 3. Experimental planting sites (monitoring locations).  Map: Natural Area Preservation. 

  
 
Table 1. Sites and seedling numbers. Seedlings were planted at 9 Ann Arbor natural areas (2 
sites within Bird Hills) and the University of Michigan Nichols Arboretum.  
 

WARD SITE TOTAL OAK 
SEEDLINGS 

    #     
FENCED 

# 
UNFENCED 

1 Bird Hills/Bird Road 20 10 10 

1 Bird Hills/Newport 50 25 25 

1 Black Pond Woods 40 20 20 

1 White Oak 20 10 10 

2 Arboretum 50 25 25 

2 Furstenberg 40 20 20 

2 Huron Hills Golf Course 20 10 10 

2 Huron Parkway 40 20 20 

3 Mary Beth Doyle 40 20 20 

5 Fritz 20 10 10 

5 Hansen 40 20 20 

5 Lakewood 40 20 20 

 TOTAL 420 210 210 
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FENCED CONTROL PLOTS 
 
For this pilot study, one half of the 420 seedlings were fenced to protect them from deer 
but allow access by small mammals, so that survival and growth of seedlings affected 
by deer could be compared to a control group. Fences were 18” diameter by 4’ tall 
cylinders of 2” X 4” welded wire mesh, secured to 3’ garden fence posts. Within each 
seedling pair, seedlings were randomly selected for fencing. Seedlings were placed in 
paired plots at roughly 15’ intervals along a transect, with the direction and distance 
from the transect randomized (within 5’ to 12’), to avoid creating a discernible pattern, 
and unfenced seedlings were not marked with flags or tags that deer could learn.  
 
Fences did not completely exclude deer: 13% of fenced seedlings showed evidence of 
deer browse on seedlings at or just inside the fence edge. However, damage was less 
extensive on fenced seedlings with fewer twigs and buds, or only leaves browsed.  
 
 

EXPERIMENTAL SEEDLINGS 
 

Red oak experimental seedlings were nursery-grown Michigan genotype seedlings in 
the 12-18” size class, obtained as bare-root stock from Cold Stream Nursery in Free 
Soil, Michigan. Seedlings in the height class varied considerably in age, diameter, and 
branching patterns, and many had signs of pruning as well as previous browse damage 
by deer and/or rabbits. To distinguish initial damage from browsing that occurred after 
planting, initial damage was marked with water-resistant paint and all seedlings were 
photographed at planting time for comparison to later assessments. Seedlings were 
paired by size and branching patterns to the extent possible.  
 
Seedling condition was difficult to assess accurately during the winter dormant state, 
and it was not possible to determine transplant mortality (death within the first month) 
during the winter or compensate for it by replanting once the ground had thawed.  
 
 
MONITORING  
 

Seedling planting locations and initial height were documented on the ArcGIS Collector 
app, and photos were taken to show initial condition and allow for comparison to later 
measurements (Figure 4). Seedlings were monitored five times during 2016 to evaluate 
survival and condition during a full year, and to assess browse damage (Table 2).  
 
All browsed seedlings were measured to characterize browse damage (height, number 
of branches browsed) and examined carefully using a 10X hand lens to identify the 
browser (deer vs. small mammal, including rabbits/woodchucks, voles/mice, and 
squirrels/chipmunks) and a photo was taken. Additional notes were taken on insect 
damage, wilt or dieback (likely from drought), and damage from other sources (including 
fallen tree limbs and vandalism). 
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Figure 4. Seedling monitoring: Before and after photos of experimental red oak 
seedling: a) At planting time, December 2015. b) At second monitoring time, April 2016. 
Red arrows indicate the deer-browsed branch. In photo b), shredded bark is just visible 
at edge where deer browsed buds and part of stem (dotted line), and seedling lacks the 
sharp angle characteristic of rabbit or woodchuck browse.  
 

a.       b. 

 
Photos: J. Courteau. 

 
Table 2. Planting and monitoring dates for red oak experimental seedlings. 
 
Planting: Nov 30–Dec 16  2015 
Monitoring 1: Jan 6–Feb 5  2016 
Monitoring 2: Mar 14–April 6  2016 
Monitoring 3: May 29–Aug 1 2016 
Monitoring 4: Aug 4–Sept 21 2016 
Monitoring 5*: Dec 9–30, Jan 9, 19 2016–17 

 

* The final monitoring aimed to assess seedlings one year after planting, and most sites were measured 
within one year ± 2 weeks. Technical difficulties delayed final measurements at two sites to 3–5 weeks. 
 
DATA ANALYSIS 
 

Data compiled in Collector was exported to Excel for compiling descriptive statistics 
(averages, totals, cumulative totals) and comparing browse proportion across sites. 
Data on survival, condition, and growth were not continuous and normally distributed, so 
they were analyzed with a Chi-square analysis, rather than Student’s t-test or analysis 
of variance (ANOVA). 
 
This report includes data for all 420 seedlings are analyzed for survival, condition, and 
growth, as well as overall mammal damage. However, all analyses of browse damage 
focus on the 210 unfenced seedlings. Deer browse damage on fenced seedlings is not 
included that analysis because the experiment was set up to compare unfenced vs. 
fenced seedlings.  

Photos:
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KEY FINDINGS 
 
HOW MUCH BROWSING DID DEER DO? 
 
Deer browsed 61% of unfenced experimental red oak seedlings. 
 
Overall, 61% of seedlings accessible to deer (unprotected by fencing) were browsed by 
deer at least once. Browse damage ranged from 20%–90% across sites. More than half 
of the sites had 60% or more seedlings browsed. Browse of more than 15% of 
seedlings per year is likely to interfere with forest regeneration (Blossey 2014).  
 

Figure 5. Proportion of experimental red oak seedlings browsed by deer. The 
dotted red line indicates the 15% annual browse level above which forest regeneration 
is unlikely to succeed (Blossey 2014). This figure shows data only for unfenced 
seedlings; it does not show the 28 fenced seedlings that were browsed by deer. 
 
 

 
Ward 1   Ward 2      Ward 3        Ward 5 
 
 
*NOTE: Monitoring in the Arboretum was a separate study, commissioned and paid for by University of 
Michigan Matthaei Botanical Gardens & Nichols Arboretum (UMBGNA); data are included here for 
reference, courtesy of Bob Grese and UMBGNA.  
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WHERE DID DEER DO THE MOST DAMAGE? 
 
Browse intensity (repeated browsing) was highest in Bird Hills, White Oak, 
Furstenberg, and Nichols Arboretum. 
 
Any browse damage can make tree seedlings more susceptible to drought, insects, and 
other stressors, but the greater the browse damage, the harder it can be for seedlings to 
recover; browse damage levels of 50% or more of the branches or buds on a tree 
seedling are likely to lead to mortality (Winchcombe 2017). Although this pilot study was 
focused on whether seedlings were browsed, rather than how much, the 2015–16 data 
provide an initial indication of browse intensity. At each monitoring period, new browse 
damage was recorded, so the number of browse incidents can be tallied.2  
 
Of seedlings that were browsed by deer, most were browsed once or twice during the 
year (88% of unfenced deer browsed seedlings, Figure 6). However, 12% of seedlings, 
in 5 sites, were browsed 3 or 4 times. Natural areas in the Northeast and Northwest 
sections of the city (Wards 1 and 2, including Bird Hills, White Oak, Furstenberg, and 
Nichols Arboretum), had the highest browse intensity. 
 
A comparison of browse proportion (Figure 5, above) and browse intensity (Figure 6, 
below) shows that, in most cases, sites where seedlings were browsed repeatedly by 
deer were those where a high proportion of seedlings were browsed. One exception to 
the pattern is Bird Hills/Newport Road, where around 30% of seedlings were browsed, 
but half of them were browsed 2 or 3 times. This suggests that within the larger Bird 
Hills site, deer were browsing in certain areas more than others. Rawinski (2014) has 
noted that the spatial distribution of deer browse (“herbivoclines”) may be due to 
proximity to roads and trails, steep slopes, presence of people, and other factors.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

2 Initial seedling condition was highly variable and it was not possible to assess (on dormant seedlings) 
how many living branches were available to be browsed in order to calculate the % of browse damage on 
each plant. However, the number of browse incidents (# of times browsed) serves as an indicator of 
browse intensity.  
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Figure 6. Browse intensity: number of times unfenced seedlings were browsed by 
deer. For those seedlings that were browsed by deer, this figure shows the proportion 
of seedlings that were browsed 1, 2, 3, or 4 times. 
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HOW DID DEER BROWSE COMPARE TO DAMAGE FROM OTHER HERBIVORES? 
 
Overall, deer browsed 4 times as many seedlings as did small mammals. 
 
Oak seedlings may be browsed by various mammalian and insect herbivores, so we 
assessed and compared browse damage from deer to damage by other herbivores— 
small mammals and insects. This study found damage to woody stems of oak seedlings 
from a range of small mammals, including rabbits/woodchucks, voles/mice, and 
squirrels/chipmunks.3 Insect damage on leaves was assessed separately. 
 
Both deer and small mammals damaged the experimental red oak seedlings, but deer 
damaged 4 times as many seedlings. Out of 210 unfenced experimental seedlings, 151 
(72%) showed signs of any mammal damage. Deer alone damaged 52% of seedlings, 
while another 9% of browsed seedlings were affected by both deer and small mammals 
(Table 3), for a total of 129 seedlings (62%) browsed by deer. Small mammals alone 
were responsible for damage on 13 seedlings (6%); with the 19 seedlings (9%) that 
were also browsed by deer, 32 seedlings (15%) showed small mammal damage.  
 
 

Table 3. Number of seedlings browsed by deer compared to other mammalian 
browser. A total of 151 out of 210 unfenced seedlings were browsed at least once by a 
mammalian browser. Some seedlings were browsed more than once, either by deer, by 
deer and small mammals, or in a few cases, by different small mammals. The “Other” 
category includes cases in which the cause of the damage could not be classified with 
certainty, including several cases that were likely deer browse or deer trampling but for 
which browse marks were ambiguous. 
 

110 52% 72.8% 
19 9% 12.6% 
13 6% 8.6% 
9 4% 6.0% 

151 72%  

3 Small mammals that chewed on experimental seedlings included rabbits/woodchucks, squirrels/ 
chipmunks, and mice/voles. Rabbits and woodchucks, as well as squirrels and chipmunks, may clip off 
woody stems and branches with sharp incisors. Mice and voles nibble bark of woody stems, and voles 
may chew through whole stems at ground level or below. Rabbit and woodchuck damage are grouped, as 
are squirrel and chipmunk damage, because browse damage is similar in pattern and impact, and hard to 
differentiate based on browse scars alone. Droppings and other signs suggest that the rabbit/woodchuck 
damage was primarily by rabbits, while squirrel and chipmunk signs were both observed. Damage by 
insects on leaves was categorized separately; caterpillars (such as gypsy moths) and sap-sucking aphids 
can chew through or mine leaves, potentially defoliating significant portions of tree seedlings. 
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Deer damaged more seedlings than did small mammals in all except one site.  
 
Overall, the proportion of seedlings damaged by small mammals was much lower than 
the proportion browsed by deer damage (Figure 7). Some small parks (such as Fritz, 
Huron Hills Golf Course, and White Oak) had relatively larger proportions of seedlings 
damaged by small mammals. Fritz was the only site where damage by small mammals 
was greater than damage by deer.  
 
Some seedlings were browsed by both deer and small mammals. In many cases where 
this occurred, rabbits browsed seedlings over the winter, the seedlings resprouted in the 
spring, then deer browsed the resprouts. 
 
 
Figure 7. Proportion of experimental red oak seedlings browsed by deer vs. small 
mammals. The dotted red line indicates the 15% annual browse level above which 
forest regeneration is unlikely to succeed (Blossey 2014). 
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OTHER FINDINGS 
 
The incidence of deer browse was more than 4 times higher than that of other 
mammalian herbivores. 
 
All new browse damage was recorded at each monitoring period as a “browse incident”; 
a seedling could have multiple browse incidents if browsed more than once or by 
different animals. In all, 238 browse incidents were observed on the 210 unfenced 
seedlings.  
 
Deer browse incidents comprise 81% of the total, more than four times as many as from 
all types of small mammals combined. Rabbits make up 10% of the total, 
squirrels/chipmunks were 3%, and voles/mice were just over 1% of the total. The 
“Other” category includes cases in which seedlings may have been trampled by people 
as well as several in which the cause of the damage could not be classified with 
certainty, including several cases that were likely deer browse or deer trampling but for 
which browse marks were somewhat ambiguous. 
 
(This analysis is focused on damage to unfenced seedlings and does not include the 28 
fenced seedlings that were browsed by deer.) 
 
Figure 8. Proportion of browse incidents on unfenced seedlings by deer 
compared to small mammals. Any new browse damage noted during a monitoring 
period was counted as a “browse incident.”  
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WHEN DID BROWSE DAMAGE OCCUR? 
 
Most seedlings were browsed by deer between April and December rather than 
during the winter.  
 
The seasonal patterns of deer browsing varied somewhat across parks. In general, at 
parks with the highest overall browse intensity, seedlings were first browsed relatively 
soon after planting and early in the year, while at some parks, seedlings were browsed 
throughout the year (Figure 9). Small mammal browse (not shown here) showed a 
different pattern, with most rabbit damage occurring during winter (January through 
April), and squirrel/chipmunk occurring during summer (late May through September). 
 
Figure 9. Cumulative deer browse damage over time. Proportion of the 210 
unfenced seedlings browsed over the course of the different monitoring periods. 
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SEEDLING SURVIVAL AND GROWTH IN OPEN VS. FENCED CONTROL PLOTS 
 
Fences did not completely prevent deer from browsing seedlings, and somewhat limited 
small mammal access. However, the experimental design of paired plots, with fenced 
seedlings serving as a control with deer mostly excluded, allows for comparisons of 
seedling survival and growth.4  
 
Unfenced seedlings open to deer were more likely to die than fenced controls.  
 

Total seedling mortality across all sites where deer were allowed was 44%, compared to 
20% for fenced controls (Figure 10). A chi-squared analysis shows that this difference is 
significant (p<0.01; χ2=29.63, d.f.=1), with a probability of less than 1% that the result is 
due to random chance or natural variability.  
 
Figure 10. Total proportion of survival and mortality of fenced vs. open seedlings. 
Totals for the 210 fenced seedlings compared to the 210 open (unfenced). 
 

 
 

Insects and drought may have contributed to mortality, but effects would have been 
similar across fenced and unfenced seedling pairs (6–20 feet apart). Leaf damage by 
caterpillars (likely gypsy moths) was notable in May and June. Estimated damage on 
most seedlings was less than 10% of total leaf area, but 8% of seedlings had 50% or 
more leaf area removed. There was limited rainfall during the growing season: although 
drought was not officially declared, the months of April through July 2016 all had below-
average rainfall, and there was no rain at all for 5–6 straight weeks during July and early 
August. Many experimental seedlings (and other plants at study sites) showed drought 
stress, including severe wilt and dieback. Several seedlings were also damaged by 
vandalism (2–3 fences were smashed and seedlings broken) and by trees or large limbs 
that fell during storms and high winds (8–10 seedlings bent, but only 1 broken). 

4 There were 28 deer browse incidents on fenced seedlings (13%), where seedlings either leaned against 
the fence or deer pushed through fence openings, but damage was typically less than on unfenced 
seedlings. Bird Hills/Bird Road, Furstenberg, and Huron Hills Golf Course Nature Area all had 20% of 
fenced seedlings browsed by deer. Fences were designed to allow access by small mammals, but 
somewhat reduced their activity: small mammal browse incidence was lower inside than outside fences 
(10 browse incidents vs. 45). Small-diameter fences with 2X4” mesh were used to reduce costs and site 
disruption. 
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Seedling mortality was higher in unfenced deer-accessible vs. fenced control 
plots in all but one site (Fritz Park). 
 
Seedling mortality ranged from 30–56% by site of unfenced seedlings accessible to 
deer, and from 0–35% by site where seedlings were fenced, except at Fritz Park, where 
both fenced and unfenced seedlings had a mortality rate of 70%.   
 
Figure 11. Seedling mortality of unfenced (open) vs. fenced seedlings by site. 
 

 
 
 
Variation in seedling mortality across sites could have been due, in part, to poor initial 
seedling condition: the bare root seedlings shipped and planted on different dates 
appeared to vary in vigor, although condition can be hard to accurately assess when 
seedlings are dormant. A summary analysis of seedling condition at first monitoring 
period vs. survival did not show clear patterns across fenced and unfenced plots. 
 
Analyses of whether initial condition was linked to the likelihood of browse damage, and 
whether browse intensity was correlated with higher mortality did not show clear 
patterns or significant chi-squared results, for several possible reasons: seedlings in 
poor initial condition may have been less likely to be browsed (vigorous plants are likely 
more nutritious and preferred by deer) but still likely to die; assessment of initial 
seedling condition during dormancy was difficult; and browse incidence (number of 
times browsed) may not fully indicate amount of browse damage on seedlings with 
varying branch patterns and diameters.   
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Unfenced seedlings were less likely to grow than fenced controls. 
 
Of the oak seedlings that survived, some thrived and grew in height over the season, 
while others persisted with no change in height, and many died back (the height to living 
buds was lower at the end of the growing season than initial height when planted).5  
 
Among survivors, unfenced seedlings were significantly less likely to grow than fenced 
seedlings: 12% of 115 surviving unfenced seedlings showed growth, while 22% of the 
151 surviving fenced seedlings grew. A chi-squared analysis shows that this level is 

significant (p<0.05, χ2=4.63, d.f.=1), indicating there is a probability of less than 5% that 
this result occurred by random chance. In terms of proportion of all seedlings planted, 
7% of unfenced seedlings grew, while 18% of fenced seedlings did. 
 
Figure 12. Total number of 210 oak seedlings that died, persisted, and grew 
across all fenced and open (unfenced) plots. Seedlings that thrived were those that 
grew over the season; those that persisted either did not grow or partly died back. 
 

 

5 Height is not always the best indicator of growth but is the only measurement available for this study. 
Other measurements, such as change in biomass and diameter, were not practical and/or would not be 
meaningful given the variable initial seedling size. Height can increase more when plants are shaded—
paradoxically, stems may elongate in shady conditions as plants attempt to grow toward light, even while 
lower resources lead to lower biomass gain—but shading was similar for paired plots, so it should not 
affect the overall comparison of height changes between open and fenced seedlings. 
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SUMMARY 
 
This pilot experimental study, in which red oak seedlings were planted and monitored in 
10 city parks (and in a separate study at the Arboretum), found that deer browsed a 
total of 61% of the oak seedlings, ranging from 20–90% across 11 sites—levels that 
exceed the 15% recommended in existing scientific literature as allowing for sustainable 
tree regeneration (Blossey 2014).  
 
Although many studies in the literature have found that intense deer browsing can lead 
to declining forest regeneration levels, the 15% level proposed by Blossey (2014) is the 
only published figure to date that gives a specific number for the proportion of seedlings 
browsed per year that indicates that deer browse is too high to achieve tree 
regeneration. Waller (2016) notes that this is an area of active research and additional 
results will likely be published soon; he suggests that because site conditions vary, the 
acceptable level of browsing could be somewhat higher in some sites—but could be 
lower in others. However, the proportion of seedlings browsed by deer per year still 
serves as a useful metric for gauging whether deer management is resulting in less 
vegetation damage, and the accumulation of Ann Arbor data over time will allow us to 
understand browse impacts on tree regeneration in local sites. 
 
Various mammals can damage tree seedlings, but deer did the most damage. Deer 
alone were responsible for 73% of the damage on the 151 unfenced seedlings that were 
browsed, with an additional 13% browsed by both deer and small mammals, for a total 
of 86% of browsed seedlings damaged by deer. A total of 9% of seedlings were 
browsed by small mammals only; including the seedlings also browsed by deer, 22% of 
seedlings showed evidence of small mammal browse. 
 
Unfenced deer-accessible seedlings were significantly more likely to die than fenced 
controls protected from deer. For those seedlings that survived, unfenced seedlings 
were significantly less likely to grow in height than fenced controls.  
 
Red oaks were chosen as experimental browse damage indicators because they are 
intermediate in browse preference. Thus, the levels documented here may not fully 
indicate the browse damage on more sensitive species, such as trilliums and other 
spring wildflowers. Trilliums are being assessed in a separate study established in 2016 
for which preliminary data will be available in 2017. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE MONITORING 
 
This pilot study demonstrated that experimental plantings of red oak seedlings offer a 
clear metric—proportion of seedlings browsed by deer—for gauging deer browse 
intensity. This protocol can be repeated annually to gauge how deer management 
efforts are affecting deer damage on vegetation. 
 
Future studies could benefit from a few small modifications to the methods used in the 
pilot study. Four recommended changes include seedling source and initial condition; 
planting dates; and use of fenced experimental controls. In addition, more species could 
be monitored for a broader perspective on how deer are affecting diverse plants, 
including spring wildflowers and those of importance to pollinators. 
 
Seedling source and initial condition: use 1–2 year-old container-grown seedlings 
Due to timing of study approval and data needs, we used bare-root rather than 
container-grown seedlings for this pilot study because that was all that was available. In 
general, bare-root seedlings have lower transplant survival than container-grown 
seedlings, but it was difficult to assess seedling condition and transplant mortality during 
the winter dormant period. In addition, the bare-root seedlings in the 12–18” size class 
were highly variable in age, diameter, and form. Using first- or second-year container 
grown seedlings would offer more standard initial conditions and easily quantifiable 
browse damage amounts. First-year seedlings are shorter than the bare-root seedlings 
used in this pilot study (typically 4–8” rather than 12–18”), so they may be less likely to 
be discovered by deer, potentially leading to somewhat lower future browse levels 
compared to this pilot year. However, the Cornell study (Blossey 2014) used first-year 
seedlings in this size class.  
 
Planting dates: consider planting in spring rather than winter. 
During the pilot study, we planted seedlings during late November and December to 
ensure that data would be available by fall of 2016. However, transplant mortality could 
not be assessed while plants were dormant. Planting oak seedlings during spring (April 
or May) instead would allow for transplant mortality to be assessed. Seedling condition 
can be accurately assessed as soon as plants break dormancy and leaves emerge in 
May and June; seedlings that die or are in poor condition following transplanting (due to 
transplant shock rather than mammal damage) can be replaced within the first month. 
This would allow a clear analysis of connections between browse damage and mortality.  
 
If seedlings are planted during the spring, a full year of monitoring would not be 
complete by the time deer management decisions are being made in the fall (October-
November). However, analysis of the seasonal distribution of browse damage during 
this pilot year showed that most deer browsing at most parks occurred during the 2nd 
through 4th monitoring periods (April through September)—a total of 120 out of the 156 
deer-browsed seedlings (77%) were first browsed during that time (Figure 9, above). 
Data for a shorter time period can be interpreted with this in mind. 
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Fenced experimental controls: not needed for future studies 
This pilot study established that seedlings in fenced control plots had higher survival 
and growth than those in unfenced plots open to deer. However, the fences were costly 
and time-consuming, and did not fully protect seedlings from deer, effective control 
fences would have to be larger and costlier. The Cornell study (Blossey 2014) 
discontinued the use of fences after demonstrating the higher survival rates of fenced 
seedlings during the first year or two. Discontinuing the use of fences in future Ann 
Arbor studies would allow for planting more seedlings in more sites and focusing on the 
primary metric: proportion of seedlings browsed across sites.  
 
To fully understand how deer management affects vegetation within and across the 
city’s natural areas, more red oak seedlings could be planted and tracked at more 
locations within the larger parks (a need suggested by the differences within Bird Hills) 
and across more parks. In particular, Ward 4 should be represented in the survey, but 
was not because the major natural area within the ward (Pioneer Woods) belongs to the 
Ann Arbor Public Schools, rather than the city parks. A collaborative effort with the 
schools or Friends of Greenview could cover Pioneer Woods with the aim of 
understanding forest regeneration and furthering environmental education in areas 
where deer will not be managed—areas that can serve as a comparison for areas 
where deer populations are reduced. 
 
Study species: Consider additional species beyond red oak seedlings. 
This study focused on documenting current browse intensity with straightforward 
measurements in a clear, timely way. Because red oaks are of intermediate browse 
preference, they do not indicate damage to the most sensitive species. Future 
monitoring could be expanded to include more species and more sensitive species, 
such as trillium, either in experimental plantings or by using browse damage surveys on 
existing plants, to supplement the standard metric provided by red oaks. A preliminary 
study is underway to assess trillium in 4 parks, but this effort could be expanded to 
include an experimental approach with several species (e.g., wildflowers of importance 
to pollinators). 
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INGHAM COUNTY PARKS & RECREATION COMMISSION 
 

Meeting of July 24, 2017 
 

MOTION TO RECOMMEND A MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING WITH MID- 
MICHIGAN MOUNTAIN BIKE ASSOCIATION (MMMBA) 

 
To Recommend a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with Ingham County Parks and Mid-
Michigan Mountain Bike Association (MMMBA) through January 1, 2022.  The purpose of the 
MOU is to continue the high degree of cooperation between MMMBA and Ingham County Parks 
for mutually beneficial programs, projects and bicycling activities at the county level. 
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 
between 

Mid-Michigan Mountain Biking Association (MMMBA) 

and 

The County of Ingham acting on behalf of the Parks Department  

 
This MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING is hereby made and entered into by and between the Mid-

Michigan Mountain Biking Association, hereinafter referred to as MMMBA, and the COUNTY OF INGHAM, 

a municipal corporation and political subdivision of the State of Michigan (hereinafter referred to as the 

“County”) acting on behalf of the Ingham County Parks Department.  

 

PURPOSE: 

This MOU is intended to provide a written framework extending the collaboration between MMMBA 

and the County. for the continuation of mutually beneficial programs, projects and bicycling activities at 

the county level. These programs, projects and activities comprise part of the Ingham County Parks 

multiple use mission and serve the public.  

 

NOW, THEREFORE, for and in consideration of the mutual covenants hereinafter contained, IT IS HEREBY 

MUTUALLY AGREED, as follows: 

 

A. STATEMENT OF MUTUAL BENEFIT AND INTERESTS:  

Ingham County Parks’ benefits include an active partnership with MMMBA to plan, build, maintain and 

promote designated mountain bike trails for the expanded use and enjoyment of mountain bike riders on 

Ingham County Parks trail systems.    

 

This cooperative effort is provided through the strategic planning of trail development and provides a 

public service to all trail users.  

 

B. Ingham County Parks may: 

1. Work with MMMBA to identify opportunities (trail projects, education and assistance) and 

jointly pursue such projects with the mountain bike community.  

2. Make Ingham County Parks lands available for mountain biking and related activities, 

subject to applicable laws, regulations, policy, plans and other management direction.  

3. Include and utilize MMMBA technical expertise in Ingham County Parks programs as they 

relate to mountain biking and trail development. Provide to the public the appropriate rules 

and regulations pertaining to mountain biking on county property. 

4. Under the supervision of park staff and when prior authorization has been granted, hand tools 

may be made available for volunteers working on trail maintenance. Such tools include but 
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are not limited to:  shovels, leaf rakes, iron rakes, Mattocks, McLeod’s, rogue hoes, bow-

saws, folding hand-saws, machete, pruning shears, loppers, wheel barrels, etc.  

5. Promote awareness and bicycle access throughout the Ingham County Parks trail system 

through social media, web forums, ride events and other channels. 

6. Help identify and advocate for mountain bike current trends as part of the 5 year master plan 

public input and stake holder process by being responsive to user needs. 

7. Works collaboratively with MMMBA in the development of way finding and signage design, 

concepts, and implementation program for Ingham County Trails.  

 

C. MMMBA may: 

1. Work with Ingham County Parks to identify appropriate partnership opportunities (trail 

projects, promotion and education programs) and jointly pursue such projects in conjunction 

with the mountain biking community and the Ingham County Parks.  

2. Provide technical assistance with projects, educational activities, grant application, and 

mountain biking activities and management.  

3. Under the direction of Ingham County Parks staff, assist in coordinating trail development 

and maintenance using volunteers.  

4. Utilize IMBA (International Mountain Biking Association) best-practices for trail 

development and maintenance. This includes a focus on rider safety, environmental 

protection and sustainability.  

5. Monitor the bicycle accessible multi-use trails designated for mountain bike use and to make 

alterations as needed to counter erosion problems as well as to improve the trail as deemed 

appropriate by Ingham County Parks trail managers.   

6. Monitor the trail system and assist in removing incidental debris such as leaves, limbs, sticks, 

etc., on the mountain bike trails.  

7. Organize volunteer trail maintenance events to assist in maintenance of the mountain bike 

accessible trails within the confined resources of the MMMBA.  

8. Perform regular inspection of all built trail structures that are specific to the mountain bike 

accessible trails. This will be completed once a month using a comprehensive 

checklist/worksheet (attached) to ensure that all structures are in good condition. These 

inspections will be completed in season when mountain bike accessible trails are open. 

Needed repairs will be made as soon as is reasonable; whenever they are discovered or 

reported by riders or park personnel. MMMBA and Ingham County Parks to coordinate when 

necessary on larger trail maintenance projects.  

9. Obtain Ingham County Parks approval prior to implementation of any new trail development, 

outside trail line improvements and other major maintenance beyond basic trail care.  

10. Encourage safe and courteous trail use and responsible bicycling.  

11. Promote awareness and bicycle access throughout the Ingham County Parks trail system 

through social media, web forums, ride events and other channels. 

12. Help identify and advocate for mountain bike current trends as part of the 5 year master plan 

public input and stake holder. 
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13. Provide available hand tools for use by volunteers for trail maintenance.  Such tools include 

but not limited to:  shovels, leaf rakes, iron rakes, Mattocks, McLeod’s, rogue hoes, bow-

saws, folding hand-saws, machete, pruning shears, loppers, wheel barrels, etc.  

14. Work collaboratively with Ingham County Park staff in the development of way finding and 

signage design, concepts, and implementation program for Ingham County Trails.  

 

D. LIABILITY: 

1. All liability to third parties, loss or damage as a result of claims, demands, costs, or 

judgments arising out of activities, such as direct service delivery, to be carried out by the 

MMMBA in the performance of this Agreement shall be the responsibility of the MMMBA, 

and not the responsibility of the County, if the liability, loss, or damage is caused by, or 

arises out of, the actions or failure to act on the part of the MMMBA, any volunteer, 

subcontractor, or anyone directly or indirectly employed by the MMMBA. Further, this 

agreement shall not serve as a waiver of any defense that the MMMBA may have to any 

potential claim, including the extension of governmental immunity to the MMMBA as a 

government contractor or quasi-government agency.  

 

2. All liability to third parties, loss, or damage as a result of claims, demands, costs, or 

judgments arising out of activities, such as the provision of policy and procedural direction, 

to be carried out by the County in the performance of this Agreement shall be the 

responsibility of the County and not the responsibility of the MMMBA if the liability, loss, 

or damage is caused by, or arises out of, the action or failure to act on the part of any County 

employee or agent, provided that nothing herein shall be construed as a waiver of any 

governmental immunity by the County or its employees as provided by statute or court 

decisions. 

3. In the event that liability to third parties, loss, or damage arises as a result of activities 

conducted jointly by the County and the MMMBA in fulfillment of their responsibilities 

under this Agreement, such liability, loss, or damage shall be borne by the County and the 

MMMBA in relation to each party’s responsibilities under these joint activities provided that 

nothing herein shall be construed as a waiver of any governmental immunity by the County 

or its employees, respectively, as provided by statute or court decisions. Further, this 

agreement shall not serve as a waiver of any defense that the MMMBA may have to any 

potential claim, including the extension of governmental immunity to the MMMBA as a 

government contractor or quasi-government agency.  

 

 

 

E. INSURANCE:   

1. MMMBA shall purchase and maintain insurance not less than the limits set forth below.  All 

coverages shall be with insurance companies licensed and admitted to do business in the State of 

Michigan and with insurance carriers acceptable to the County and have a minimum A.M. Best 

Company’s Insurance Reports rating of A or A- (Excellent). 
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2. General Liability Insurance on an “Occurrence Basis” with limits of liability not less than 

$1,000,000 per occurrence and/or aggregate combined single limit.. General aggregate, products, 

personal and adv. injury are included in the MMMBA insurance policy. This is a standard 

mountain bike association insurance policy underwritten by one of the few companies who write 

such policies. 

3. Proof of Insurance - MMMBA shall provide to the County at the time the Agreements are 

returned by it for execution, two (2) copies of certificates of insurance for each of the policies 

mentioned above.  

 

F. NONDISCRIMINATION.  The MMMBA, as required by law, shall not discriminate against a person to 

be served or an employee or applicant for employment with respect to hire, tenure, terms, conditions or 

privileges of employment, or a matter directly or indirectly related to employment because of race, 

color, religion, national origin, age, sex, gender identity, disability that is unrelated the individual’s 

ability to perform the duties of a particular job or position, height, weight, or marital status.  The 

MMMBA shall adhere to all applicable Federal, State and local laws, ordinances, rules and regulations 

prohibiting discrimination, including, but not limited to the following: 

1. The Elliott-Larsen Civil Rights Act, 1976 PA 453, as amended; 

2. The Persons With Disabilities Civil Rights Act, 1976 PA 220, as amended; 

3. Section 504 of the Federal Rehabilitation act of 1973,  P.L. 93-112, 87 Stat 355, and regulations 

promulgated thereunder; and 

4. The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, P.L. 101-336, 104 Stat 327, as amended, and 

regulations promulgated thereunder. 

Breach of this section shall be regarded a material breach of this Agreement.  In the event MMMBA is 

found not to be in compliance with this section, the County may terminate this Agreement effective as of 

the date of delivery of written notification to MMMBA. 

 

G. IT IS MUTUALLY UNDERSTOOD AND AGREED BY AND BETWEEN THE PARTIES THAT:  

1. FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT (FOIA).  Any information furnished to the Ingham 

County Parks under this instrument is subject to the Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C. 552).  

2. MODIFICATION. Modifications within the scope of the instrument shall be made by mutual 

consent of the parties, by the issuance of a written modification, signed and dated by all parties, 

prior to any changes being performed.  

3. PARTICIPATION IN SIMILAR ACTIVITIES. This instrument shall be made by mutual 

consent of the parties, by the issuance of a written modification, signed and dated by all parties, 

prior to any changes being performed.  

4. TERMINATION. Any of the parties, in writing, may terminate the instrument in whole, or in 

part, at any time before the date of expiration.  

5. PRINCIPAL CONTACTS. The principle contacts for this instrument are:  

 

Ingham County Parks 

Contact 

MMMBA Contact 

Contact: Jeff Gehl, Burchfield Park 

Manager 

Contact: Jared Steffen, MMMBA President 

Phone: 517-676-2233 Phone:  
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E-mail: jgehl@ingham.org E-mail:  

Ingham County Parks 

Administrative Contact 

MMMBA Administrative Contact 

Contact 

 

Tim Morgan- Director of Parks  

 

Contact 

 

Anne Grofvert, MMMBA  

 

Phone: 517-676-2233 Phone: (517) 881-7616 

E-mail: tmorgan@ingham.org E-Mail: speedychix@comcast.net 

 

6. NON-FUND OBLIGATING DOCUMENT. This instrument is neither a fiscal nor a funds 

obligation document. Any endeavor or transfer of anything of value involving reimbursement or 

contribution of funds between the parties to this instrument will be handled in accordance with 

applicable laws, regulations, and procedures including those for Government procurement and 

printing. Such endeavors will be outlined in separate agreements that shall be made in writing by 

representatives of the parties and shall be independently authorized by appropriate statutory 

authority. This instrument does not provide such authority. Specifically, this instrument does not 

establish authority for noncompetitive award to the cooperator of any contract or other 

agreement. Any contract or agreement for training or other services must fully comply with all 

applicable requirements for competition.  

7. COMMENCEMENT/EXPIRATION DATE. This instrument is executed as of the date of last 

signature and is effective through January 1, 2022 at which time it will expire unless extended.  

8. WAIVERS.  No failure or delay on the part of either of the parties to this Agreement in 

exercising any right, power or privilege hereunder shall operate as a waiver thereof, nor shall a 

single or partial exercise of any right, power or privilege preclude any other or further exercise of 

any other right, power or privilege. 

9. AGREEMENT MODIFICATIONS.  All modifications to this Agreement must be mutually 

agreed upon by the parties, and incorporated into written amendments to this Agreement after 

approval by the County’s Board of Commissioners, and signed by their duly authorized 

representatives. 

10. PURPOSE OF SECTION TITLES.  The titles of the sections set forth in this Agreement are 

inserted for the convenience of reference only and shall be disregarded when construing or 

interpreting any of the provisions of this Agreement. 

11. COMPLETE AGREEMENT.  This Agreement contains all of the terms and conditions agreed 

upon by the parties hereto and no other agreements, oral or otherwise, regarding the subject 

matter of this Agreement or any part thereof shall have any validity or bind any of the parties 

hereto. 

12. SEVERABILITY.  If any part of this Agreement is found by a Court or Tribunal of competent 

jurisdiction to be invalid, unconstitutional or beyond the authority of either party to enter into or 

carry out, such part shall be deemed deleted and shall not affect the validity of the remainder of 

this Agreement which shall continue in full force and effect. If the removal of such provision 

would result in the illegality and/or unenforceability of this Agreement, this Agreement shall 

terminate as of the date in which the provision was found invalid, unconstitutional or beyond the 

authority of the parties.  
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13. CERTIFICATION OF AUTHORITY TO SIGN AGREEMENT.  The people signing this 

Agreement on behalf of the parties hereto certify by their signatures that they are duly authorized 

to sign on behalf of said parties and that this Agreement has been authorized by said parties. 

  

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this agreement as of the last written date below.  

 

 COUNTY:      MMMBA: 

 

___________________________________  _________________________________ 

Sarah Anthony – Chairperson    Jared Steffen, President 

Ingham County Board of Commissioners                  Mid-Michigan Mountain Biking 

Association  

  

 

Date Date:   

  

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM  

FOR THE COUNTY OF INGHAM:      

COHL, STOKER & TOSKEY, P.C.               

 

 

____________________________  

Mattis D. Nordfjord 
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INGHAM COUNTY PARKS & RECREATION COMMISSION 
 

Meeting of July 24, 2017 
RESOLUTION #  -17 

 
RESOLUTION TO RECOMMEND AUTHORIZING THE CREATION OF A TRAILS & PARKS 

MILLAGE PROGRAM COORDINATOR FOR THE PARKS DEPARTMENT 
 
 
WHEREAS, Board of Commissioners Resolution #16-103 authorized staff to develop a job description 
for a staff person who would specifically work on the trails and parks millage, contingent upon approval 
by the Board of Commissioners in a future resolution; and 
 
WHEREAS, an analysis of information provided by the Parks Department resulted in the creation of a 
new position titled Trails & Parks Millage Program Coordinator; and 
 
WHEREAS, Human Resources has evaluated the proposed new position, and new job description and has 
established the appropriate salary grade level; and 
 
WHEREAS, the position will be a Managerial Unit (MCF) at a level 10 ($61,615.26 - $73,958). 
 
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Ingham County Parks & Recreation Commission recommend the 
Board of Commissioners authorizes a new position titled Trails & Parks Millage Program Coordinator in the 
Managerial Unit (MCF) at a level 10 ($61,615.26 - $73,958). 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Ingham County Parks & Recreation Commission recommend the 
Board of Commissioners authorize funding this position from the trails and parks millage. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Trails & Parks Millage Program Coordinator position will be posted 
and filled with the assistance of the Human Resources Department. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Controller/Administrator is authorized to make the necessary 
adjustments to the budget and position allocation list in accordance with this resolution. 
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County of Ingham 
HUMAN RESOURCES DEPARTMENT 

5303 S. Cedar Street, Suite 2102 
Lansing, MI 48911-3895 

          Administration: 517. 887.4327                                                         Employment: 517.887.4328      
          Employee Services: 517.887.4373                                                     FAX Number: 517.887.4396    
          Internet: www.ingham.org      

                                                       
                             
                    
 
 
 
 

 
 
TO:  Tim Morgan, Parks Director 
  
FROM: Joan Clous, Human Resource Specialist  
 
DATE:  July 19, 2017 
 
RE: Memo of Analysis for creation of a new position within the Parks Department – Trails & Parks 

Millage Program Coordinator 
 
 
The Parks Department is in need of a new position to enhance their ability to serve residents of Ingham 
County. 

 
An analysis of information provided by the Parks Department resulted in the creation of a new position 
titled Trails & Parks Millage Program Coordinator.  It will be placed in the Managerial Unit (MCF) at a 
level 10 ($61,615.26 - $73,958). 
 
Please use this memo as acknowledgement of Human Resources’ participation.  You are now ready to complete 
the final steps in the process:  contacting Budgeting, writing a memo of explanation and preparing a resolution 
for Board approval.     
 
If I can be of further assistance, please email or call me (887-4374).   
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INGHAM COUNTY 
JOB DESCRIPTION 

 
TRAILS & PARKS MILLAGE PROGRAM COORDINATOR 

 
General Summary:  Under the general direction of the Parks Director this position is the primary 
contact for the Ingham County Trails and Parks Millage Program and is responsible for the coordination 
and monitoring of grants for non-motorized trails for the duration of each project, including blue ways, 
green ways and special projects, which requires highly technical oversight, management, and tracking 
and compliance assurance for these programs.  Will communicate and interface with the Park Director, 
Deputy Controller, Staff and other local governments to allocate and track grant dollars appropriately 
and in accordance with the current millage plan.  Works with communities on helping with local match 
from various state, federal and private grant programs. This position will analyze and evaluate data, 
manage funding from budgeting and programming through project implementation and financial 
closeout and have the ability to prepare reports, charts, maps and other graphs to display data and have 
background in GIS mapping and data collection.   
 
Essential Functions:   
1. With oversight from Director receives and reviews applications for Ingham County’s Trails 

applications for all rounds of the Ingham County Trails Parks Program and ensures they are 
complete and correct. Provides all necessary information to the Park Commission, Parks Director 
and Board of Commissioners including funding recommendations. 

2. Coordinates and accounts for the appropriate reimbursements and financial information from local 
municipalities with the Financial Services Department.  Assists the Parks Director in financial 
reporting through the development and modification of various forms for applicants and 
reimbursements to the millage program.  Review contracts entered in MUNIS for accuracy, calculate 
and approve initial payments per contact language, monitor the Trails and Parks fund for accuracy, 
establish necessary general ledger accounts and projects, track and keep current fund balance and 
fund balance projections, develop and maintain spreadsheets, review reimbursement forms from 
other agencies and recommend payments.  

3. Initiate changes to policies and procedures to expedite the obligation and expenditure of grant 
program funds. 

4. Provide assistance to municipalities, and non-profit public entities regarding grants, trail and blue 
way planning, development, funding, management issues and completing application. Work with all 
communities to encourage and promote millage funded projects when they are awarded, started and 
completed.  Coordinate and assist with scheduling special dedications, press releases, and social 
media for promotion of millage projects. 

5. Develops and maintains effective relationships with the Board of Commissioners, Parks 
Commission, various agencies, trail user groups, volunteers, and local organizations and media 
representatives for trail and blue way development.  Assists Director with presentations to boards, 
commissions, civic groups and the general public as necessary. 

6. Implements Ingham County Board of Commissioners approved Trails and Parks master plans, 
following standards for management and maintenance for all trails and blue ways.  Provides 
information to Park Commissioners, Board of Commissioners, Director and consultant as directed 
and necessary for the millage program, as well as communication with attorney’s office and Board 
of Commissioners office. Communicates official Board of Commissioners resolutions, plans, 
policies and procedures to staff and the general public. 

7. Assists Director with project management for millage funded capital improvement projects, 
assisting with soliciting for grants both public and private for the Ingham County Parks Capital 
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Improvement Program and annually assisting with updating the major action program items as part 
of the Five-Year Ingham County Park Master Plan. 

8. Prepares and maintains daily, monthly and annual reports and records of the millage as assigned. 
9. Coordinates and attends stakeholder meetings and takes minutes at these and any other special 

millage related meetings, and coordinates temporary construction signage and permanent plaque 
delivery and ordering, as well as communicating with various government entities in regard to 
millage and financial funding items and questions related to the millage. 

10. Responsible for routine monitoring of existing trails and blue ways via foot and bicycle and kayak 
or canoe to assess the present conditions as well as access potential critical connections that may be 
developed. 

 
Other Functions: 
 Performs other duties as assigned. 
 
(An employee in this position may be called upon to do any or all of the above tasks. These examples do 
not include all of the tasks which the employee may be expected to perform.) 
 
Employment Qualifications: 
 
Education:  Bachelor’s Degree in Parks & Recreation Administration, Natural Resource Science, 
Resource Management, Resource/Land or Trails Planning, Engineering, Recreation, Environmental 
Studies, Tourism or a related field. 
 
Experience:  One to two years of experience managing grants and project management.  Grant writing 
experience preferred. 
   
Other Requirements:   
 Must have certification or be able to obtain certification to perform PASER ratings. 
 Must be able to load and unload and operate a bicycle, kayak and/or canoe. 
 Maybe be required to lift up to 100 pounds. 
 
(The qualifications listed above are intended to represent the minimum skills and experience levels 
associated with performing the duties and responsibilities contained in this job description.  The 
qualifications should not be viewed as expressing absolute employment or promotional standards, but as 
general guidelines that should be considered along with other job-related selection or promotional 
criteria)              
  
Working Conditions:  

 
1. This position works in both an indoor and outdoor environment.  While indoors, there is no planned 

exposure to notable lights, noises, odors, temperatures or weather conditions.  While outdoors, 
exposure to lights, noises, odors, temperatures or weather conditions cannot be controlled and may 
be extreme. 

2. This position operates a variety of vehicles including cars, trucks, bicycles, canoes/kayaks, etc.   
3. This position is required to travel for meetings and appointments.  
4. This position is provided, and required to use, Personal Protection Equipment to minimize the risks 

associated with the working conditions listed above.    
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Physical Requirements:  
 This position requires the ability to sit, stand, walk, traverse, climb, balance, twist, bend, 

stoop/crouch, squat, kneel, crawl, lift, carry, push, pull, reach, grasp, handle, pinch, type, endure 
repetitive movements of the wrists, hands or fingers.   

 This position’s physical requirements require regular stamina in sitting, standing, walking, 
traversing, climbing, twisting, bending, stooping/crouching, squatting, kneeling, crawling, lifting, 
carrying, pushing, pulling, reaching, grasping, handling, pinching, typing and enduring repetitive 
movements of the wrists, hands or fingers 

 This position performs heavy work requiring the ability to exert more than 50 pounds of force in the 
physical requirements above.  

 This position primarily requires far visual acuity to perform tasks significantly beyond arm’s reach 
such as making general observations about buildings, people or situations, etc.   

 This position requires the ability to communicate and respond to inquiries both in person and over 
the phone. 

 This position requires the ability to operate a PC/laptop and to enter & retrieve information from a 
computer. 

 This position requires the ability to handle varying and often high levels of stress. 
 
(This job requires the ability to perform the essential functions contained in this description.  These 
include, but are not limited to, the requirements listed above. Reasonable accommodations will be made 
for otherwise qualified applicants unable to fulfill one or more of these requirements.) 
 

 
   

MCF 
Pay Grade 
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June - Parks Office Monthly Report 
 
Communications, Training & Research 
 
Schedules and agendas for numerous meetings were coordinated with staff and the park 
commission. Motions and resolutions were prepared.   
 
Customer Service  
 
We received 1,284 phone calls in the month of June. 142 park visitors made a picnic shelter 
reservation in June. Staff responds to multiple general inquiries regarding passports each month 
and in addition we accepted 32 U.S. passport applications in June. We have received 68 requests 
for 2017 special events in the parks office.  Office staff assists the event coordinators with the 
event application, park reservations and coordinates the application process with park mangers 
for approval.   
 
Burchfield Park Day Camp 
 
Registration for day camp at Burchfield Park continued. The remaining sessions are completely 
filled and overall a total of 158 campers have signed up. 
 

Staffing 
 
We welcomed Eric as our new office intern.  He has been training on 
phones, how to use our reservation system, and other office duties. Eric and 
Cindy also toured the parks. Next month, Eric will start training to become a 
passport agent.  
 
 

 
Accounting/Budget/Payroll  
As requested by the controller’s office we have been busy entering contracts into the new Munis 
contract module.  We have added 27 contracts to Munis in the last month.  The controller 
recommended capital improvement list for 2018 was received.    
 
Marketing 
Camp marketing for summer 2017 – plus more program variety 
and the ability for campers to attend multiple sessions is working!  
We have registered 52 more campers than in 2016. 

 
Our big push right now is to obtain 
ownership/control of the maps and information 
that pop up online when customers Google one of 
our park names.  We are making good progress on 
this project. 
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Ingham County Parks Budget Status
6/30/2017

ORIGINAL
2017

BUDGET

ANNUAL
AMENDED
BUDGET

2017
ACTUAL

2017
VARIANCE

+ / -

2017
Percent

Used

PRIOR YEAR 
2016

VARIANCE
+ / - 17/16

Park Administration
  Revenue
     Passport Revenue 16,000 20,000 14,110 (5,890) 70.6% 12,854 1,256
     Misc Revenue 2,000 1,000 816 (184) 81.6% 356 460
     Carry Over Surplus Used 0 0 0 0.0% 0
     Rev trf in F101 671,598 628,398 335,799 (292,599) 53.4% 574,041 (238,242)
     Rev trf in F228 50,750 50,750 25,375 (25,375) 50.0% 12,500 12,875
     Rev trf in (Cap Imp) F101 0 1,000 500 (500) 50.0% 4,000 (3,500)
            Total Revenue 740,348 701,148 376,600 (324,548) 53.7% 603,751 (227,151)

Expenditures
   Personnel Services 408,650 372,850 184,019 188,831 49.4% 155,011 29,008
   Controllable Expenses 201,446 195,046 72,710 122,336 37.3% 51,809 20,901
   Non-Controllable Expenses 130,252 130,252 72,156 58,096 55.4% 58,998 13,158
          Total Expenses 740,348 698,148 328,885 369,263 47.1% 265,818 63,067

Net Cost Park Administration 0 3,000 47,715 (44,715) 337,933 (290,218)

Burchfield Park
  Revenue
     Shelter Fees 15,800 15,800 11,881 (3,919) 75.2% 10,612 1,269
     Disc Golf Fees 22,000 22,000 15,020 (6,980) 68.3% 14,393 627
     Pedal Boat Rental 5,000 2,000 410 (1,590) 20.5% 589 (179)
     Canoe/Kayak Rental 34,500 42,500 11,954 (30,546) 28.1% 16,972 (5,018)
     Ski Rental 7,000 7,000 646 (6,354) 9.2% 3,241 (2,595)
     Food Concessions 2,500 2,500 1,075 (1,425) 43.0% 1,454 (379)
     Parking Fees 44,665 44,665 28,684 (15,981) 64.2% 24,581 4,103
     Snow Tube Rental 4,000 4,000 244 (3,756) 6.1% 1,602 (1,358)
     Day Camp 15,000 10,000 12,711 2,711 127.1% 6,202 6,509
     Rev trf in F101 311,427 319,172 155,713 (163,459) 48.8% 77,337 78,376
          Total Revenue 461,892 469,637 238,338 (231,299) 50.7% 156,983 81,355

Expenditures
   Personnel Services 393,126 399,204 160,036 239,168 40.1% 245,231 (85,195)
   Controllable Expenses 58,766 60,433 27,837 32,596 46.1% 32,632 (4,795)
   Non-Controllable Expenses 10,000 10,000 4,688 5,312 46.9% 5,727 (1,039)
          Total Expenses 461,892 469,637 192,561 277,076 41.0% 283,590 (91,029)

Net Cost Burchfield Park 0 0 45,777 (45,777) (126,607) 172,384

Lake Lansing Parks 
  Revenue
     Shelter Fees 20,550 20,550 18,250 (2,300) 88.8% 17,005 1,245
     Boat Rental 7,500 7,500 3,365 (4,135) 44.9% 3,335 30
     Boat Launch Fees 17,000 17,000 8,130 (8,870) 47.8% 11,295 (3,165)
     Food Concessions 13,650 13,650 8,858 (4,792) 64.9% 7,719 1,139
     LL House 9,600 9,600 5,600 (4,000) 58.3% 4,800 800
     Parking Fees 84,335 84,335 41,005 (43,330) 48.6% 43,383 (2,378)
     Inflateable Rental 1,000 1,000 690 (310) 69.0% 225 465
     Rev trf in F101 305,747 328,690 152,873 (175,817) 46.5% 69,614 83,259
          Total Revenue 459,382 482,325 238,771 (243,554) 49.5% 157,376 81,395

Expenditures
   Personnel Services 374,047 392,323 204,833 187,490 52.2% 141,798 63,035
   Controllable Expenses 72,335 74,002 34,612 39,390 46.8% 28,976 5,636
   Non-Controllable Expenses 13,000 16,000 5,273 10,727 33.0% 7,093 (1,820)
          Total Expenses 459,382 482,325 244,718 237,607 50.7% 177,867 66,851

Net Cost Lake Lansing Parks 0 0 (5,947) 5,947 (20,491) 14,544

Hawk Island Park
  Revenue
     Shelter Fees 30,150 30,150 24,496 (5,654) 81.2% 21,462 3,034
     Boat Rental Fees 13,000 13,000 4,998 (8,002) 38.4% 3,522 1,476
     Food Concessions 29,000 29,000 15,084 (13,916) 52.0% 13,846 1,238
     Parking Fees 176,000 173,000 107,691 (65,309) 62.2% 96,872 10,819
     Snow Hill Tubing Fees 50,000 50,000 31,529 (18,471) 63.1% 40,841 (9,312)
     Dog Park Revenue 10,000 10,000 6,971 (3,029) 69.7% 5,829 1,142
     Rev trf in F101 308,607 321,119 154,304 (166,815) 48.1% 74,578 79,726
          Total Revenue 616,757 626,269 345,073 (281,196) 55.1% 256,950 88,123

Expenditures
   Personnel Services 470,492 484,338 234,672 249,666 48.5% 184,441 50,231
   Controllable Expenses 97,471 99,137 42,319 56,818 42.7% 27,068 15,251
   Non-Controllable Expenses 48,794 45,794 21,565 24,229 47.1% 11,501 10,064
          Total Expenses 616,757 629,269 298,556 330,713 47.4% 223,010 75,546

Net Cost Hawk Island Park 0 (3,000) 46,517 (49,517) 33,940 12,577

Grand Total Revenue 2,278,379 2,279,379 1,198,782 52.6% 1,175,060 23,722
Grand Total Expenses 2,278,379 2,279,379 1,064,720 46.7% 950,285 114,435
Net Change in Fund Balance 0 0 134,062 224,775 (90,713)

Fund Balance, Beginning of Fiscal Year 2017 ¹ 414,441 2

Projected Fund Balance End of Year 548,503

¹ The 208 fund is closed for 2016. $92,148 was added to the 208 fund balance.
2 $15,000 of the fund balance is designated for CIP projects.
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Item Original
Budget

2017
Adjusted
Budget

Encum-
brance

2017 Actual 
Cost Balance Status *   Staff Notes

Disc Golf Store Inventory- BUR  (2016)
245-75299-726010 3,598 3,598 Consider other Use

Carry to 2017
Cross Country Ski Equip.- BUR  (2016)
245-75299-726010 4,000 4,000 Getting Quotes

Carry to 2017
Shoreline Stablization- LL Boat Launch
245-75299-743000   (2016) 13,197 4,029 9,168 In Progress Carry to 2017

Reforestation - LLS
245-75299-976000  (2015) 1,575 1,575 Complete Carry Forward 2016             

Security Cameras & Alarms- All Parks
245-75299-976000   (2016) 15,000 12,500 4,379 8,121  Carry to 2017

Path Repair-HI(2015)  Parking Lot(2017)
245-75299-974000 10,000 53,485 3,048 50,437 In Progress Transferred millage approved funds 

to the 245 fund.

Master Plan    (2015)
208-75200-967000-86000 1,403 1,403 0 Complete

Total 48,773 65,985 0 12,859 76,899

McNamara Accessible Launch
228-75999-976000       (2016) 151,200 151,200 Grant

Awarded

$45,360 Match or $75,600 Match 
MNRTF or LWCF Grant

Carry to 2017

Overlook Shelter Roof/Restrooms
245-75299-976000   (2016) 159,500 159,500

Passport
Grant

Awarded

$20K 2016 CIP, $94,500 Millage, 
$45K Passport /  Carry to 2017

Magic Carpet - Hawk
228-75999-978000 (2016) 16,860 4,089 12,771 In Progress Carry to 2017
Service Boat Trailer & Motor - Burch
228-75999-978000-7P01 16,000 16,000 Requires PO
Pump House Building - HI
228-75999-976000-7P02 25,000 6,387 18,613 PO Issued 

Parking Lot Repairs - HI
228-75999-974000-7P03

50,000 -40,985 9,015 0 Funds transferred to HI Path Repair
Project Line

Stone Chip Road - Burch
228-75999-974000-7P05   (2017) 10,000 10,000
Restroom Refurbishment - HI
228-75999-976000-7P07 15,000 7,974 7,026
Grills & Tables - All Parks
228-75999-734000-7P08 10,000 9,573 427 Complete
Beach & Volleyball Sand - All Parks
228-75999-974000-7P09 6,500 6,105 395 Complete
Trail Signage/Wayfinding - Burch
228-75999-974000-7P10 10,000 10,000 Requires PO

Total 470,060 -40,985 12,492 30,651 385,932

228 Trails & Parks Millage Fund 

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT & PROJECTS/EQUIPMENT 
Status Report as of June 30, 2017

245 FUND
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Item Original
Budget

2017
Adjusted
Budget

Encum-
brance

2017 Actual 
Cost Balance Status *   Staff Notes

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT & PROJECTS/EQUIPMENT 
Status Report as of June 30, 2017

Band Shell Roof - LL
228-75999-976000 (2016) (millage) 8,000 (8,000) 0 Canceled RFP costs exceeded budget. 

Requesting again in 2018 budget.
Rental House Roof - LL
228-75999-976000  (2016)  (millage) 14,500 (14,500) 0 Canceled Status to be Determined

Roof White Restroom - LLN  (2015)
245-75299-931000 1,836 (1,836) 0 Complete

Roof Picnic Area Restroom - LLS (2015)
245-75500-931000 8,000 (8,000) 0 Complete

Beach Roof House- HI  (2016)
245-75299-976000 20,000 15,255 35,255 Need BOC 

Approval
Maintenance Building Roof- HI
245-75299-976000  (2016) 20,000 (20,000) Canceled RFP costs exceeded budget. 

Requesting again in 2018 budget.
228-75999-976000-7P04  (2017)
(millage) 20,000 37,429 57,429 Need BOC 

Approval

Total 92,336 348 0 0 92,684

Gravel/Road Maintenance - LLS  (2015)
208-75200-974000 7,000 0 7,000 On Hold Carry Forward 2016

Carry forward to 2017
Gravel/Road Maintenance - BUR (2015)
208-75200-974000 7,000 7,000 On Hold Carry Forward 2016

Carry forward to 2017
Road Millings - LLN & Bur
228-75299-974000   (2016) (millage) 20,000 20,000 On Hold Carry to 2017

228-75999-974000-7P06  (2017)
(millage) 30,000 30,000 On Hold In the 2017 Budget

64,000 64,000

Golf Carts
664-80000-978000 13,500 13,300 200 Complete

Dump Truck - LL
664-80000-978010-C7350 40,000 40,000 2017 order date passed. Order 

January 2018.
Blower - LL & Burch
664-75299-978000 8,000

8,000 Requires PO

Boat Wash Station - LL
245-75299-974000 5,000

5,000

Pedal Boats - All Parks
245-75299-735100 8,000

7,704 296 Complete

74,500 53,496

2017 Capital Improvement

Combined List of Roof Projects  -  Requires RFP & Contract

ADA Road Funds Burchfield & Lake Lansing - Passport Grant Application - Due 4/1/17

69



2015 2017 6/30/2017

REVENUE
FY 2015 actual $3,353,305
FY 2016 actual $3,488,275
FY 2017 YTD $3,438,671
TOTAL TO DATE: $10,280,251

2015 17 EXPENSES & PREPAID EXPENSES
2015 16 Expenses Consolidated $172,823
Property Tax Refunds $4
Parks Projects/Equipment (BOC Res 16 198) $312,484
Parks Equipment encumbered (BOC Res 16 198) $3,099
Asphalt Round (BOC Res 16 257) $197,216
Signage (BOC Res 16 258) $4,996
Bridge Round (BOC Res 16 328) $1,178,954
Parks Police & Supplies (BOC Res 16 444) 2017 $23,375
Parks Capital Improvement (BOC Res 16 444) 2017 $73,934
Spicer/Millage Consultant (BOC Res 16 524) 2017 $27,394
2017 Millage Funds (BOC Res 17 109) $411,746
TOTAL EXPENSES: $2,406,025

BALANCE AFTER EXPENSES & PREPAID EXPENSES $7,874,226

BOARD OF COMMISSIONER RESOLUTIONS Balances
Resolution 16 198 Parks CIP FY 2016 (balance) $228,863
Resolution 16 257 Asphalt (balance) $591,647
Resolution 16 258 Signage (balance) $5,004
Resolution 16 328 Bridges (balance) $3,557,918
Resolution 16 444 Parks Police & Supplies 2017 (balance) $27,375
Resolution 16 444 Parks 2017 CIP (balance) $118,566
Resolution 16 524 Spicer/Millage Consultant 2017 (balance) $67,812
Resolution 16 524 Spicer/Millage Consultant 2018 (balance) $97,641
Resolution 17 106 Parks Passport Grant Match ADA Burchfield $175,700
Resolution 17 107 Parks MNRTF Grant Match ADA Lake Lan North $80,400
2017 Millage Funds (BOC Res 17 109) $2,581,059

BOARD OF COMMISSIONER FUNDING TOTAL (balance) $7,531,986

BALANCE AFTER EXPENSES and DESIGNATED FUNDS $342,241

TRAILS AND PARKS MILLAGE
Multiple Year Summary
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