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O
n May 31, the Pennsylvania Game 
Commission released its Urban Deer 
Management Plan designed to reduce 
deer-human conflicts in developed ar-
eas. The PGC merits commendation for 

moving forward to address this serious, expen-
sive and persistent problem that impacts so 
many Pennsylvania citizens. The Ecosystem 
Management Project is pleased that the Game 
Commission is committed to providing technical 
assistance, educational materials, and seminars 
on this issue and strongly supports its proposal 
to develop an advanced hunter education course 
and to facilitate communication between land-
owners, hunters and community leaders.  These 
programs along with the additional tools the 
Commission is proposing for hunters, such as 
extended seasons, extended shooting hours and 
baiting will improve the ability of hunters to 
play a role in urban deer management.
 We are, however, concerned that the Game 

Managing Urban Deer; Barriers or Bridges

The interests of all hunters are best 
served by the Game Commission, and 
the hunters they represent, offering 
their cooperation as partners, while 
yielding to communities the freedom 
to choose their own course.

Commission's strategy for urban deer manage-
ment affords too little control to local communi-
ties dealing with deer issues, and is unrealisti-
cally focused on recreational hunting. Comments 
by the agency’s press secretary reflect the narrow 
range of options available to residents and their 
communities: “Access is the issue,” he said. 
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“When access is granted, hunters have 
proven they can be very efficient manag-
ers of deer populations. All you’ve got to 
do is tell people you want them to come 
hunt your property. It’s that simple. And 
it does not cost a dime.”
 Unquestionably, recreational hunting 
is the most appropriate way to manage 
deer populations in most landscapes, in-
cluding rural Pennsylvania. Under regu-
lations designed for the realities of mod-
ern, urbanized environments, hunters 
may also play a significant role in reduc-
ing deer in some communities. However, 
to suggest that the solution to the prob-
lem of overabundant deer in residential 
communities is simply an issue of hunter 
access oversimplifies a complex social 
and ecological situation. There are nu-
merous examples of urban deer hunting 
programs that have failed to resolve 
deer/human conflicts, and little quanti-
tative evidence to support the claim that 
such programs are effective in a range of 
urban landscapes. Indeed, in response to 
a recent request for examples of urban 
hunting success stories, supported by 
quantitative data, the Commission de-

 One option is to use a Deer Control 
Cooperator. These individuals, organiza-
tions or businesses may, at the request of 
the community, conduct a deer removal 
operation at night, using bait, and su-
pressed, small caliber rifles. Such remov-
als are safe, efficient, and unobtrusive. 
Most residents do not know the remov-
als have occurred except to read about 
them in the paper. Deer Control Coop-
erators are licensed by the Maryland De-
partment of Natural Resources, which 
requires cooperators to pass a written 
test, meet marksmanship qualifications, 
and prepare a deer population manage-
ment plan that is acceptable to both 
DNR and the community. Communities 
are not forced to use recreational hunt-
ers and are free to select the program 
they consider most appropriate to their 
needs.
 As Debbie Plotnick (see interview in 
this issue) pointed out in her comments 
to the House Agriculture and Rural Af-
fairs Committee, “For many suburban-
ites, hunting is not a familiar or comfort-
able concept.” Nor is the use of firearms 
and the recreational killing of deer with-
in their community and around their 
homes an activity that is easily em-

MANAGING URBAN DEER 
(continued from page 1)

(continued on page 8)

People whose “social values” lead 
them to reject hunting in their 
neighborhoods do not necessarily 
oppose the concept of hunting in a 
broader, philosophical way. 
Forcing them to accept hunting 
near their homes, in order to 
address their deer problems may 
foster, rather than reduce, “anti-
hunting” sentiments and build 
new barriers between hunters 
and non-hunters.

clined to provide them.
 Game Commission policy, even under 
the newly released Urban Deer Manage-
ment Plan, requires communities to in-
clude recreational hunting in their deer 
management plan in order to qualify for 
non-hunting herd reduction options. But 
urban deer management is about deer 
control, not providing outdoor recre-
ation opportunity. Communities are in-
terested in methods to reduce deer/hu-
man conflicts that are safe, humane, un-
obtrusive, and effective. Many states 
have come to realize that the best way to 
address the urban deer challenge is to 
provide communities with as many man-
agement tools as possible and allow 
them to make their own decisions. In 
Maryland, the Department of Natural 
Resources, an agency funded in part by 
general revenue dollars, provides com-
munities with educational programs that 
outline the various deer management 
options and then allows the community 
to decide upon the most appropriate 
course of action for the local situation.
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RR: From your personal perspective, why 
are you concerned about over-abundant 
deer?
PlOtNICk: Until about 15 years ago the 
members of my community, Bryn Gweled 
Homesteads, considered it a privilege to 
catch a glimpse of a deer. But today a 
dozen or so deer, comprising multiple 
family groupings, regularly congregate 
on our front lawns, undisturbed, as we 
go about our lives. 
 Even when deer are not in view we are 
constantly reminded of their presence by 
the browse lines on the trees and shrubs, 
by the saplings and 40-year-old azaleas 
in cages, by the 12-foot high fence 
around our community garden, and by 
the absence of the community’s once 
prominent day lilies. 
 But it is the epidemic of lyme disease, 
which has accompanied the deer popula-
tion explosion, that causes my neighbors 
and myself the most concern. One of my 
neighbors recently told me that he is be-
ing treated for the ninth time. Almost 
every family in our community has been 
affected. It is not uncommon for families 
to have three or four members afflicted.

RR: In general terms, how do you feel 
about deer hunting?
PlOtNICk: I have no inherent objection 
to deer hunting. But that said, hunting is 
not an activity that fits comfortably into 
residential neighborhoods. Few hom-
eowners would be comfortable with 

Debbie Plotnick is president of Bryn 
Gweled Homesteads, a community of 75 
families, residing on 240 mostly wooded 
acres in Upper Southampton, Bucks 
County.  She and her husband have lived 
in the community for 25 years and raised 
their three children there.

strangers coming into their yards to pic-
nic or camp. Why is there then an expec-
tation that recreational hunting in or 
near people’s yards should be welcome? 
 
RR: Would you allow deer hunting on your 
property? 
PlOtNICk: For nearly our entire his-
tory, Bryn Gweled has had a prohibition 
against hunting. Allowing hunting has 
been the most difficult and controversial 
issue our 66-year-old, cooperative com-
munity has ever faced. And while a very 
large majority of our community did 
eventually vote to allow qualified bow-
hunters to kill deer last year, it was with 
great difficulty, and has resulted in much 
discord among neighbors. 

RR: Do you think hunting will/can resolve 
the urban deer issue?
PlOtNICk: No, I don’t think that recre-
ational hunting can, or should be expect-
ed, to adequately address the complexi-
ties of deer/human conflicts in urban or 
suburban areas. Urban and suburban 
areas do have large numbers of deer, but 
they are also densely populated with hu-
mans, and contain many residences and 

businesses. Neither hunters nor non-
hunters can reasonably expect that such 
a landscape is conducive to a recreational 
hunting experience. Following the cur-
rent regulations and traditions of sport 
hunting, it is difficult to remove enough 
deer to achieve an adequate population 
reduction.  

RR: What is your reaction to the urban 
deer program announced by the PGC on 
May 31?
PlOtNICk: First let me say that I am 
very pleased that the PGC is addressing 
the issue of deer overabundance in urban 
and suburban areas. I have met with of-
ficials of the PGC and been graciously 
received. The PGC plan does propose a 
number of changes and suggests some 
other potential solutions. Many of the 
proposed changes to existing regula-
tions, especially those being implement-
ed on an expedited timetable, are wel-
come and appreciated. 
 However, even where the plan ac-
knowledges that which I, and others, 
have been stressing, “that hunting is not 
always feasible in a developed land-

Debbie Plotnick standing by 4-poster feeder 
used as one part of an integrated program to 
reduce Lyme Disease within her community.

(continued on page 4)

An Interview with 
Debbie Plotnick, 
Community 
Conservationist
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PUBLICATION IN SECOND PRINTING
the Ecosystem Management Project publication,  Deer, Communities & 
Quality Of Life has been well received. Copies have been requested by commu-
nity associations, municipalities, environmental councils, universities and state 
agencies.  We are now into the second printing. If you or your organization would 
like copies contact us at:

The Ecosystem Management Project
554 Hillside Avenue
State College, PA 16803
telephone 814-278-7719
Email: emp@qcol.com
Web page: www.ecosysmp.com

The booklet examines lyme disease, im-
pacts on home gardening and landscap-
ing, highway safety and other issues 
surrounding Pennsylvania’s growing 
urban deer problem. Impacts on forest 
health and other wildlife are also dis-
cussed. The publication concludes with 
contact information readers can use to 
communicate their needs and ideas re-
garding deer to the state’s policy mak-
ers. 

scape,” this declaration is prefaced by the 
caveat that “hunting is the first and pre-
ferred option.” While the plan holds out 
the possibility of “non-traditional man-
agement techniques,” such as the possi-
bility of approving a petition to allow 
sharpshooters, or for a controlled hunt, 
these potentially permissible techniques 
are hunting methods nonetheless.   
 Consequently, my gratitude is tem-
pered by my disappointment that each of 
the “non-hunting options” outlined in 
the plan are merely hypothetical, offer-
ing only to “evaluate,” “develop,” iden-
tify,” “review,” and “revise.” 

RR: Do you think that citizens such as 
yourself, who live in densely populated 
areas but are not necessarily hunters are 
well represented on the PGC? 
PlOtNICk: to the best of my knowl-
edge, no non-hunters are represented on 
PGC. Until very recently few non-hunt-

ers voices have been heard by the PGC. 
And for those of us that are speaking 
up, and being received, we are always 
aware that because we don’t hunt, and 
therefore don’t purchase hunting licens-
es, we are not truly constituents of the 
PGC. 

RR: Do you think that suburban, non-
huntings citizens such as yourself are 
well served by PGC programs?
PlOtNICk: No, my neighbors and I are 
not well served by the PGC. This is of 
course understandable given that the 
PGC is almost entirely financed by hunt-
ing licenses. Therefore, their primary 
obligation is to their constituents—deer 
hunters.  
 And because PGC programs are by 
definition designed to promote recre-
ational hunting, they do not well serve 
communities seeking to develop and 
expand non-hunting options as we 
struggle with what has become more 
akin to an animal nuisance issue, than 
one of recreation or wildlife manage-

ment. 

RR: As a Pennsylvania citizen who does 
not hunt, would you be willing to help 
fund a state wildlife conservation agency 
with some contribution from your tax dol-
lars? 
PlOtNICk: I have always had a kinship 
with forested ecosystems and the crea-
tures therein. And while I don’t hunt, I 
know that hunters love the woods, and I 
understand why they do. I do too. And I 
would be more than willing to add my 
dollars to hunters’ dollars in order to 
conserve ecosystems, and manage all 
wildlife in Pennsylvania. 

RR: Why do you think the deer problems 
has gone on so long without resolution, 
both at the state and the local level?
PlOtNICk: In both rural and urban re-
gions, progress has been slow because 
people on all sides have not only been 
unable to agree on solutions, they have 
not even been able to agree on the prob-
lem. The good news is that The PGC does 
understand that deer overabundance is 
creating many conflicts. They are re-
sponding by changing and relaxing hunt-
ing regulations, which is welcome and 
helpful. The bad news is that urban/sub-
urban areas are still reluctant to even 
address the issue, largely because there 
exist no real, obtainable, legal, non-
hunting options for communities to em-
ploy.  

RR: What are your concerns/comments 
about the current regulation that re-
quires your community association to pe-
tition your municipality to apply for a 
deer control permit on the association’s 
behalf?
PlOtNICk: At the local level in urban/
suburban areas this issue is met with so 
much reluctance and such controversy, it 
is counter-productive to be required to 
re-visit, on a larger scale, in a bigger ven-
ue, the difficulties my local community 
has already endured as we reached the 
decision to include deer population re-
duction in our plan to control our lyme 
disease epidemic. 

DEBBIE PLOTNICK 
(continued from page 3)
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Reliability of Infrared Aerial Deer Counts 
Limited by Natural Factors

Recently, as both the Pennsyl-
vania Game Commission (PGC) 
and the Department of Conser-
vation and Natural Resources 

(DCNR) renewed commitments to base 
deer management decisions on deer im-
pacts rather than deer densities, DCNR 
released results of its second annual aeri-
al analysis of deer densities. The survey 
evaluated approximately 450,000 acres 
of primarily remote state forest and 
state game lands using “FlIR” (Forward 
looking Infrared) technology in an at-
tempt to count deer. to maximize areas 
surveyed and minimize costs, the Game 
Commission requested that flights over 
game lands use a 50% sampling scheme. 
 Results were highly variable. No deer 
were detected in some areas, while in 
other zones surveyors counted a mini-
mum of 55-70 and even 126-deer-per-
square-mile. The average densities de-
tected ranged from 8 to 18-deer-per-
square-mile. There is no measure of sur-
vey accuracy or precision, and survey 
results were qualified as minimum 
counts.
 Despite these cautionary words, press 
reports described the results as “showing 

very low numbers of whitetails in many 
of the traditional hunting-camp areas” 
and predicted that “the low averages in 
much of Pennsylvania’s traditional deer 
hunting range will not sit well with 
hunters.”
 Considering the public’s traditional 
fixation on the “number of deer,” and 
both the PGC’s and DCNR’s stated inten-
tion to shift the deer management focus 
away from counting deer and redirect it 
to deer impacts and habitat health, it is 
appropriate to examine the limitations 
of FlIR technology in large forested 
tracts. 
 Thermal infrared sensing technology 
is not new to the field of wildlife man-
agement. In fact, researchers have been 
studying its application since the late 
1960s. FlIR systems use a special camera 
mounted beneath an aircraft that can 

detect heat emitted by deer, other mam-
mals and birds. The aircraft flies a pre-de-
termined grid until a specified tract is sur-
veyed. Biologists then count observed deer 
to estimate deer density within the area.
 The advanced technology associated 
with this technique would suggest that it 
is widely used as a deer management 
tool. However, the wide variation in de-
tection rates (the percentage of deer ob-
served compared to the number actually 
present during the survey) typically limit 
its application to small areas.  Normally, 
the use of FlIR technology with white-
tailed deer is associated with urban or 
residential communities, parks and more 
open habitats where survey efforts can 
be more intensive. Its ability to detect 
deer under the conditions likely to be 
encountered in extensive Pennsylvania 
forested landscapes is known to vary 
dramatically. 
 It is widely recognized that one of the 
primary variables that can affect the de-
tection rate is tree canopy cover, because 
it can obstruct the camera’s “view” of an 
animal’s thermal image. Surveys are typ-
ically done during winter, when decidu-

The infrared aerial survey 
reported less than 1/3 of 
the deer present.
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INFRARED AERIAL DEER COUNTS 
(continued from page 5)

ous trees are bare, to reduce this influ-
ence. White-tailed deer, however, are 
adept at seeking out “micro-climates,” 
such as hemlock stands, rhododendron 
or mountain laurel thickets (all ever-
greens) where they can conserve energy 
in the sheltering cover. Thermal infra-
red sensing can miss deer hidden in 
such cover because the vegetation 
shields the body heat emitted by the 
deer. Researchers testing the efficiency 
of infrared sensing looked for a known 
number of deer inside a fence and found 
they needed four surveys to detect all 
the animals they had placed inside the 
enclosure. Only  73% of the penned area 
was forested. For most wildlife agencies, 
this type of intensive searching is im-
practical in most situations due to its 
high cost, difficulty in determining ac-
curacy and competing funding needs for 
other conservation priorities.
 Thermal contrast between the deer 
and its background is another factor 
that can affect the detection rate. In a 
Missouri study, researchers ran two sur-
veys over the same plot. Due to issues 
associated with thermal contrast, their 
detection rate was 31% in one test and 
89% in the other. They ran the two sur-
veys only hours apart, weather condi-
tions were similar, and deer tempera-
tures exceeded the background tem-
peratures by more than four times the 
sensitivity of the system. Because of the 
similarities in conditions, the research-
ers had expected deer to be highly ob-
servable and the detection rates of the 
two tests similar. Steep slopes and rug-
ged terrain can also influence the detec-
tion rate of deer. All these variables 
make it important to recognize the deer 
detection rate and any density estimate 
is a minimum estimate of the deer in 

the survey zone and can vary within a 
day, day to day and between years.
 Thermal imagery surveys alone have 
limited value for managers with a forest 
ecosystem perspective because the rela-
tionship between the estimated density 
and forest ecosystem health at the site 
is always unknown. For example, there 
are areas in Pennsylvania where deer 
densities are low (perhaps less than 10 
deer per square mile) but the forest hab-
itat may be so degraded that a higher 
population cannot be justified. Without 
on-the-ground knowledge of habitat 
conditions, managers might be moti-
vated, or pressured, to allow deer popu-
lations to increase. But in such areas the 
forest ecosystem may actually require 
even fewer deer.
 A good example of the techniques 
limitations was learned by a community 
in Pike County just this year.  Vision Air 
Research, Inc. the same firm used by the 
state, to survey the state forest and 
game lands, estimated 264 deer in 
March, 2004, 141 in March 2005 and 149 
in November 2005 after 89 deer had 
been removed by sharpshooters. 
 The sharp shoot eventually removed 
379 deer or more than 2 1/2 times the 
number of deer the aerial infrared sur-
vey reported were present. Following 
the sharp shoot removal a ground sur-
vey that sampled less than 50% of the 
community area counted an additional 
128 deer demonstrating that the prop-
erty had at a minimum 507 deer or 72 
deer-per-square-mile. The infrared aeri-
al survey reported less than 1/3 of the 
deer present.  The area sampled was far 
more level, with more open canopies, 
more open habitat and much less inter-
fering vegetation than most of the state 
forest and state game lands sampled by 
Vision Air Research, Inc. for the state 
agencies.
 A case could be made that the popula-

tion estimates derived from these sur-
veys are simply used to monitor the ef-
fectiveness of new hunting regulations 
or to ascertain that the deer population 
is actually being reduced. However, as 
outlined here, the unknown variability 
associated with the detection rate ren-
ders the data questionable for this pur-
pose since managers simply cannot tell 
what percentage of deer are missed from 
one survey to another or year to year.
 Managing deer from a forest ecosys-
tem perspective will require a suite of 
measurable vegetation indicators if the 
goal is to balance deer populations with 
their habitat while embracing ecosys-
tem management practices. DCNR has 
taken the first step in this direction 
with the Rapid Habitat Assessment 
Study currently underway. 
 So why are state lands being surveyed 
for deer with thermal imagery? A report 
by Game Commission biologists recom-
mended against the technique for pre-
cisely the reasons cited above. If manag-
ers of wildlife and public lands intend, 
as they have stated, to shift away from 
using deer density goals in management 
decisions, in favor of focusing on deer 
impacts on habitats, this technique 
would seem to be of little value. Few 
deer managers around the country be-
lieve the technique is refined enough to 
be used in large forested landscapes to 
monitor population numbers over time 
or to assess whether the population is 
increasing or decreasing. More impor-
tantly, the data derived tells Pennsylva-
nians nothing about forest ecosystem 
health. In addition, its high cost drains 
off substantial funds that might other-
wise be used to conduct forest restora-
tion studies needed to provide policy 
makers with practical, science-based 
information on the forest health vari-
ables our agencies agree are most impor-
tant.  

Few deer managers around the country believe the technique is refined enough 
to be used in large forested landscapes to monitor population numbers over time 
or to assess whether the population is increasing or decreasing.
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Hunters have a proud and suc-
cessful history in the conserva-
tion movement. Historically, 
we have lead the effort to res-

cue wildlife from the brink of extinc-
tion. As early as the 1890s, hunters and 
their leaders took on the challenge of 
stopping unregulated hunting and re-
storing wildlife populations.  
 And so it is understandable that over 
a century ago, when few others showed 
a concern for dwindling wildlife, the 
state designed, created and empowered 
the Pennsylvania Game Commission to 
oversee the wildlife recovery. That sys-
tem was built around a recreational 
model that utilized the willingness of 
hunters to pay fees in exchange for the 
Commission’s willingness to facilitate 
the production and equitable distribu-
tion of annual “crops” of game among 
hunters. Initially, it was a model for 
funding and facilitating wildlife conser-
vation that worked well. 
 Unfortunately, but under-
standably, as decades passed 
the PGC placed increasing 
emphasis on one species, 
white-tailed deer. Since 
over 90% of all Penn-
sylvania hunting li-
cense buyers have his-
torically been deer 
hunters, the PGC’s 
financial incentive to 
encourage high deer 
populations was, and 
remains, strong.  In-
tensifying the PGC’s 
imperative to keep deer 
herds large was the grow-
ing expectation by some 
hunters and legislators (who 
must approve hunting license fee 
increases), that it was the PGC’s respon-
sibility to annually provide “another 
record harvest” without concern for 
habitat condition or deer/human con-
flicts. The result of this century-long 

situation is broad agreement within the 
scientific community that much of the 
state’s forestland is in a seriously de-
graded ecological condition as a result of 
years of carrying high deer densities. 
Over-browsing has deteriorated forest 
habitats, not only for deer, but for the 
broader community of forest wildlife as 
well.
 Still, many hunters and some legisla-
tors continue to pressure Game Com-
missioners, as they have for over 100 
years, to adopt policies that would en-
courage deer numbers to rise.  
 Despite that intense pressure, a ma-
jority of commissioners at their April 
meeting made a historic decision to 
maintain largely intact the current deer 
management program, begun in 2000 
with the goal of balancing deer with 
their habitat. The Ecosystem Manage-
ment Project commends those commis-
sioners that supported this necessary 

and responsible decision. 
Through their actions they 

demonstrate their com-
mitment to the deer 

resource, its habitat 
and the long-term 
interests of the 
hunting tradition.
 The decision 
was not unani-
mous. Commis-
sioners Steve 
Mohr and Thomas 
Boop mounted an 

effort to reduce 
antlerless alloca-

tions in several Wild-
life Management Units 

but were voted down re-
peatedly by the other six 

board members. 
 “I know there are going to be ramifi-
cations from this vote and I hope the 
hunters realize they had a voice here,” 
Commissioner Steve Mohr said.
 “Hunters always have a voice here,” 

replied Commissioner John Riley, “This 
board has taken an oath to do some-
thing positive about this problem (over-
abundant deer). It has to stop or our 
grandchildren will never know what 
deer hunting is. Hopefully this meeting 
will go down in the history books as one 
where this board took its responsibili-
ties seriously.” 
 Commissioner Roxane Palone offered 
this perspective on the deer manage-
ment issue in Pennsylvania today: “The 
deer debate is changing. ten years ago, 
you didn't hear or see much written 
about deer, except in outdoor circles,” 
Palone said. “today, the topic of deer is 
on everyone's television and radio 
shows, in community, township, and 
borough meetings, and community sem-
inars, and the general public has begun 
really noticing deer. They speak as one 
voice, united, and various organizations 
are springing up to support their cause.  
They are sure to be a powerful force to 
be reckoned with regarding deer man-
agement. We hunters need to get back 
to our conservationist roots.” 

Game Commissioners Cast HistoriC Vote
 to Keep Deer proGram LarGeLy intaCt

Hopefully this 
meeting will go 
down in the 
history books as 
one where this 
board took its 
responsibilities 
seriously.

PhoTo: commissioner roxane Palone
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braced.  In residential landscapes the long-term 
interests of hunting and our hunting heritage 
are best served, not by forcing ourselves as hunt-
ers onto residents, but by unconditionally seek-
ing to solve the community's problem on its 
terms.
 The Game Commission’s newly proposed ur-
ban deer plan acknowledges the same concern 
expressed by Ms. Plotnick…“While traditional 
hunting is the most economical and effective way to 
manage deer populations, its application may be 
limited in some developed areas due to real or per-
ceived safety concerns, social values, and legal con-
straints (DeNicola et al 1997, DeNicola et al 2000).”
 Requiring communities to first implement 
recreational hunting in order to exercise other 
control options ignores the very “social values” 
acknowledged in the Commission’s own plan 
and may cause a “backlash” reaction against 
hunters, hunting, and the Game Commission. 
People whose “social values” lead them to reject 
hunting in their neighborhoods do not necessar-
ily oppose the concept of hunting in a broader, 
philosophical way. Forcing them to accept hunt-
ing near their homes, in order to address their 
deer problems may foster, rather than reduce, 

“anti-hunting” sentiments and build new barriers 
between hunters and non-hunters.
 If offered broad deer control options, and the 
freedom to choose the approach that best fits 
their needs, many communities may well decide 
to explore hunting as a lower cost option. The in-
terests of all hunters are best served by the Game 
Commission, and the hunters they represent, of-
fering their cooperation as partners, while yield-
ing to communities the freedom to choose their 
own course. Such a position will likely build 
bridges of cooperation and understanding be-
tween those of us who hunt and the much larger 
majority of the population who do not.  

DEEr ManagEMEnT chaLLEngE

There are areas in Pennsylvania where deer densities maybe low (perhaps 
less than 10 deer per square mile) but the forest habitat is so degraded that a
higher population cannot be justified. These photos show dense and diverse
forest growth within deer-proof fences, and scant growth outside on the
landscape. If these habitats are to recover, deer populations will need to be 
held to low densities for years to allow for habitat recovery. The upper photo 
was taken on state game lands, the lower on private property.


