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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
WHITE-TAILED DEER MANAGEMENT PLAN 

GETTYSBURG NATIONAL MILITARY PARK 
EISENHOWER NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE 

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) assesses the environmental impacts 
of a proposed deer management plan for Gettysburg National Military Park and 
Eisenhower National Historic Site. These parks were established for their historic 
significance. Management objectives for maintaining the landscapes of the parks were 
developed so visitors could better understand the events that took place at each park. 
Certain components of the landscapes are being adversely affected by white-tailed deer 
browsing which, in turn, is keeping the parks from meeting their management 
objectives. The parks propose to manage the level of deer browsing so they may meet 
their landscape management objectives. 

Some alternatives were dismissed from further analysis for reasons explained in the 
FE IS. Alternatives fully considered included: 

1 No Action 
2A Deer Population Management Through Capture and Transfer 
28 Deer Population Management Through Direct Reduction (authorized personnel 

shooting deer in the parks) 
3 Reproductive Intervention (sterilization or contraception) 
4 Cooperative Management (increasing public hunting outside the parks by 

cooperative efforts of private landowners, the Pennsylvania Game Commission, 
and the National Park Service) 

5 Combination Management (a combination of Alternatives 28 and 4) 

Alternative 5 Combination Management is the preferred alternative. The proposed 
action would reduce the deer population by shooting deer in the parks and increasing 
public hunting outside the parks. These methods would be used annually to maintain 
the deer population at a predetermined density. The Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) discussed the environmental consequences of these alternatives. 

The public review period for the DE IS began November 30, 1994, and ended 
February 10, 1995. The FE IS contains the publ ic comments on the DE IS and the NPS 
responses. Following publication of the notice of availability of the FEIS in the Federal 
Register, there will be a 30-day no-action period. 

For additional information contact: 
Superintendent 
Gettysburg National Military Park 
97 Taneytown Road 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 
(717) 334-0909 
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SUMMARY 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: 
WHITE-TAILED DEER MANAGEMENT PLAN 

GETTYSBURG NATIONAL MILITARY PARK 
EISENHOWER NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE 

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 

I 

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) proposes management of I 
white-tailed deer browsing within Gettysburg National Military Park (NMP) 
and Eisenhower National Historic Site (NHS), Adams County, 
Pennsylvania. The purpose of the EIS is to provide National Park Service 
decision makers, other officials, and members of the public with information 
on the environmental effects of several deer management alternatives 
being considered so that the most informed decision possible could be 
made before action is taken. 

The 5,733-acre Gettysburg NMP preserves the battlefield at Gettysburg 
and interprets its significance as one of the most eventful battles of the 
American Civil War. Eisenhower NHS lies next to Gettysburg NMP and 
interprets the life and career of President Dwight D. Eisenhower and the 
important events that occurred on the property. This 690-acre park 
includes the Eisenhower farm and adjacent parcels of land. 

The landscape of the sites is critical to the interpretation of the events that 
took place in these parks. The landscape at Gettysburg NMP reflects the 
pre-battle 1863 rural agricultural environment that is essential for the 
visitors' perspective and understanding of the battle. The landscape at 
Eisenhower NHS is preserved so visitors can experience the historic, 
scenic , rural , and agricultural character of the farms during the 
Eisenhowers' occupancy from 1950 to 1969. The condition of the cultural 
landscapes of the parks is important for achieving the management 
objectives for interpreting the sites to park visitors. 
Note: The vertical line in the right margin identifies text that has been modified in this environmental impact statement and differs 
from the co"esponding text in the draft environmental impact statement. 
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Summary 

Deer population surveys have been conducted annually since 1987 to 
determine their number in the parks. The April1994 survey estimated that 
the study area had an average of 853 deer. April mean population 
estimates the previous 4 years (1990-1993) were over 1 ,000 deer or 
90 deer per square mile. 

Intensive deer browsing is preventing the parks from meeting specific 
management objectives for woodlots and cropfields, two elements of the 
cultural landscapes. Scientific research and monitoring have documented 
deer browsing effects on the woodlots and interpretive crops. Management 
action is proposed to control the browsing effects of white-tailed deer so 
the parks can meet their management objectives. 

ALTERNATIVES 

The National Park Service considered a range of alternatives to directly 
and indirectly control the level of deer browsing in the parks. A deer 
density goal was established for those alternatives which propose to 
control the level of browsing through managing the number of deer in the 
parks. The goal is directly tied to the level of deer browsing that would 
enable the parks to meet their objectives for woodlot and cropfield 
management. 

The National Park Service examined the effects of known deer densities on 
·croplands and forested areas to estimate the deer density that would have 
an acceptable level of browsing. The National Park Service established an 
initial April mean deer density goal of 25 deer per forested square mile for 
the deer study area. The April 1994 mean population estimate for the 
study area was 853 deer. Using the initial deer density goal means the 
April population level for the study area would be an average of 80 deer. 
The initial goal would be raised or lowered based on how close the 
conditions of the cropfields and woodlots are to the objectives after the goal 
is reached . The woodlots, cropfields, and deer population would be 
monitored throughout the process to determine what density would enable 

iv 



-
-
-
-

-

-

-

-

the parks to achieve their objectives for cropfield and woodlot 
management. 

Alternatives considered but eliminated from further consideration include 
releasing predators; using repellents, deterrents, or poison; installing 
fencing; converting the cropfields to native grasses; permitting hunting in 
the parks; selling the deer; and giving nearby landowners "rights" to the 
deer. The last three alternatives are not legal under current federal or 1 
Pennsylvania law. The following alternatives are proposed to control the 
level of white-tailed deer browsing in the parks. 

Alternative 1: No Action. No management action would be 
undertaken to reduce the level of white-tailed deer browsing in the parks. 

Alternative 2: Deer Population Management. The deer population 
would be reduced and maintained at or near a predetermined density. 
Initially, this would require a reduction of the present deer population in the 
parks to reach an April mean population of 25 deer per square mile of 
forested study area. An average annual reduction in the population of 
40 percent for three years would be required to reduce the population to 
this density. At the time of the management action, the most recent 
population estimate would be used to establish the number of deer to be 
removed from the parks. After the predetermined density was reached, 
deer would be removed from the parks annually to keep the deer 
population at or near the predetermined density. Two methods to reduce 
the deer population to the predetermined density and maintain it at that 
level are proposed. 

Alternative 2A: Capture and Transfer. Deer would be captured 
and relocated to a predetermined site outside the parks. Deer could 
be captured by using traps, nets, or immobilizing drugs fired from a 
dart gun. The deer would be transported by vehicle to the relocation 
site for release. Permits from the Pennsylvania Game Commission 
would be required to release deer on non-federal public land or to a 
private facility. 
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Summary 

Alternative 28: Direct Reduction--Shooting. National Park 
Service personnel or authorized agents would shoot deer in the 
parks. Personnel trained in public safety and skilled in the use of 
firearms would shoot the deer with a high-velocity rifle. Deer would 
be shot during the day and night from October through April. Bait 
stations would be used in predetermined areas to concentrate the 
deer, reduce the shooting time, and increase safety. Night shooting 
would only occur at bait stations. The carcasses would be processed 
and donated to a food service organization. 

Alternative 3: Reproductive Intervention--Sterilization or 
Contraception. Deer would be sterilized or contraceptives would be 
administered to control deer reproduction. Surgical sterilization of deer 
could be performed in the field and would be permanent. Steroids or 
immunocontraceptives would be given to deer through bait, surgical 
implantation, or injection. The effects of steroids and 
immunocontraceptives are believed to be reversible. Approval must be 
granted by the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) for the use of 
steroids or immunocontraceptives for deer population management. 

Alterna ive 4: Cooperative Management--Private 
Landowners, Pennsylvania Game Commission, and 
National Park Service. An agreement would be developed among 
private landowners near the parks, the Pennsylvania Game Commission, 
and the National Park Service to cooperatively reduce the deer population 
in the parks. This cooperative agreement would increase hunter access 
and opportunity to kill deer outside the parks which would reduce the 
number of deer that move into the parks. Scaring deer out of the parks 
would be the only action to occur in the parks. A .. controlled .. public hunt, 
where all aspects of the hunt would be highly managed, could be held 
outside the parks. In a controlled hunt, selected hunters meeting a 
minimum proficiency level with a firearm or bow would be assigned a 
hunting location. Hunters could keep the deer carcass or donate it to a 
food service organization. 
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**Preferred Alternative** Alternative 5: Combined 
Management-A Combination of Alternative 28 Direct Reduction 
and Alternative 4 Cooperative Management. A combination of National 
Park Service personnel or authorized agents shooting deer in the parks 
(Alternative 28) and public hunting outside the parks (Alternative 4) would 

I 

be used simultaneously to reduce the deer population in the parks. These 
two alternatives would be repeated as needed and appropriate, annually 
from October through April until the number of deer required to reach the 
predetermined deer density was removed. Once the deer population was 
reduced to this density, either or both of the alternatives may be used to I 
maintain the deer population at or near the predetermined density. 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Eisenhower NHS and Gettysburg NMP are parts of the Gettysburg 
Battlefield Historic District and are listed in the National Register of Historic 
Places. Gettysburg NMP has one of the largest collections of historic 
outdoor monuments and memorials in the United States. Historic 
structures and many natural elements collectively make up the cultural 
landscape of the parks. Most of the vegetation in the parks is managed as 
part of the cultural landscape of each park. Almost two-thirds of the 
wooded areas of the battlefield are historic woodlots. The remaining 
woodlands are maintained in a natural state. The cropfields in both parks 
are farmed by permittees under the Agricultural Special Use Permit 
Program. 

Private land within and surrounding the parks is mostly agricultural land. 
Agriculture is an important part of the economy although residential and 
commercial development surrounding the parks is occurring. Six highways 
and approximately 40 miles of avenues provide access to the battlefield 
and Eisenhower NHS. Over one million people visit the parks annually. 
Most of the visitors come in April through October. Deer viewing and 
photographing are popular activities. Visitors, battlefield guides, park 
employees, and permittees are active throughout the parks. 
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Summary 

The deer in the parks are in good health and are reproducing well. The 
deer are free-ranging and move in and out of the parks on a daily and 
seasonal basis. Some movement into the parks may be a result of hunting 
pressure outside the parks. Hunting is prohibited by law in the parks. 
Management of the deer in the parks has been limited to responding to 
deer/vehicle collisions and deer accidents. The National Park Service has 
the authority to manage the wildlife in the parks without the consent of the 
state and by methods contrary to state law. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

The deer population in the parks would be reduced to and maintained at or 
near the predetermined deer density by Alternative 5: Combined 
Management. An approach which adapts to changing situations and 
opportunities would be most successful in managing the free-ranging deer 
pooulation in the parks. Initially a large number of deer would be ki ll ~~d 

ec. ·· year to reduce the deer population to the predetermined density. 
Aft.., r the populatiC" was reduced, fewer deer would need to be killed 
annually to maintain the population at that density. I 
Historical structures may be damaged from stray bullets. The possibility of 
this occurring is low because personnel would be trained in the use of 
firearms and safety. The use of bait to bring deer to a particular area away 
from historical structures would further protect these resources. The 
woodlot and cropfield management objectives of the parks would be met 
when the deer population was reduced to the predetermined density. 
Herbaceous and woody vegetation would increase in abundance and 
diversity because of reduced browsing by deer. The presence and 
ab'Jndance of some wildlife species would respond to the change in 
vegetation. The level of deer browsing on private land and the incidence of 
deer/vehicle collisions would be reduced. 

Access to portions of the parks may be restricted during the management I 
action. Shooting deer at night when the parks are closed would not affect 
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I visitor use. The sights and sounds of the management action would 
detract from some visitors' experiences at the parks. The reduction in the 
number of deer in the parks would eliminate the pleasure some people gain 
from viewing large numbers of deer. Although maximum safety 
precautions would be taken, injury or death of an individual from a stray 
bullet is a remote possibility. No cumulative impacts would be expected I 
from combining the individual alternatives. 
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Pho~o 1. The Gettysburg Cyclorama painted by 
Paul Philippoteaux shows the fierce 
fighting at the Angle. 

Photo 2. President Eisenhower and the First Lady 
on the farm. 
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Chapter 1 

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 

Gettysburg National Military Park and Eisenhower National Historic Site 
were established because of their historic significance. Management 
objectives for maintaining the landscapes of the parks have been 
established to enable visitors to understand the events that took place at 
each park. Certain components of the landscapes are being adversely 
affected by white-tailed deer browsing which is keeping the parks from 
meeting their management objectives. According to the April 1994 
population survey, the free-ranging deer population within and in the 
vicinity of the parks numbers about 853 deer. This chapter describes the 
parks, their management objectives, and the effects of the deer browsing. 
Terms in this text that may be unfamiliar are in bold print the first time they 
are mentioned and are, along with other terms, included in the glossary. 

1.1 Park Purpose and Significance 

1 .1 .1 Gettysburg National Military Park 

A small town in Adams County in south-central Pennsylvania was the site 
of one of the most eventful battles of the American Civil War (Figure 1 ). 
This three-day battle between the Union and Confederate armies began 
July 1, 1863, and resulted in about 50,000 casualties, thus making 
Gettysburg the bloodiest battle of American history. To many battle 
veterans, Gettysburg became famous as the turning point in the Civil War 
and represented the "high water mark of the Rebellion." Within weeks of 
the battle, local citizens and state groups took steps to begin preserving the 
battlefield. 

Gettysburg National Military Park (NMP) was officially established on 
February 11, 1895, (28 Stat. 65; 16 U.S.C. g.) "to ascertain and definitely 
mark the lines of battle of all troops engaged in the battle of Gettysburg" 
(Sec. 3) . The Secretary of War was a~thorized and directed to acquire 
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Chapter 1 

lands "to preserve the important topographical features of the battlefield" 
(Sec. 4). An Executive Order in 1933 transferred Gettysburg NMP from the 
War Department to the National Park Service. The Organic Act of 1916, 
which created the National Park Service, charges this agency to conserve 
"the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wild life therein 
and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such 
means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future 
generations" (16 U.S.C. Sec. 1 ). 

The boundary of Gettysburg NMP was redrawn in 1990, adding land that 
had historic importance to the battle (Figure 2). The 5,733-acre park 
includes within its boundary 114 landowners owning 1 ,696 acres of private 
land . Also included in the boundary are 22 acres of the Gettysburg 
National Cemetery, which President Abraham Lincoln dedicated. Most of 
the lands of Gettysburg NMP nearly encircle the Borough of Gettysburg. 
The East Cavalry Battlefield lies 1.5 miles east of the town and 
encompasses about 450 acres, including 150 acres of private land. 
Six highways converge at Gettysburg and traverse the park. 
Approximately 1,400 monuments and memorials and approximately 
400 artillery pieces stand tribute along 40 miles of avenues through the 
park. The park has approximately 117 historic farm buildings and ruins 
(e.g ., building or foundation remains) . Almost a quarter of the park is 
wooded. 

1.1.2 Eisenhower National Historic Site 

Eisenhower National Historic Site (NHS) lies on the southwestern side of 
Gettysburg NMP and shares a common boundary. President Dwight D. 
Eisenhower and his wife Mamie donated their 230-acre farm to the United 
States on November 27, 1967. Life tenancy was reserved for the General, 
as he preferred to be called. Following the General 's death in 1969, the 
National Park Service assumed management, granting use of the home 
and 14 acres to Mrs. Eisenhower who died in 1979. The site was opened 
to the public in 1980. By that time, three adjacent parcels of land had been 
added to Eisenhower NHS, bringing the total area to 690 acres. The 
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Chapter 1 

Superintendent of Gettysburg NMP administers Eisenhower NHS. 
Four lanes, presently used for residential, park, and farm traffic only, and 
one township road pass through Eisenhower NHS. 

General management, in keeping with the 1967 Order of Designation which 
created the park, is designed to preserve the cultural and natural 
resources of the Eisenhower farm and home. Secondly, the setting is 
managed "to interpret the life and career of Dwight D. Eisenhower and the 
events of far-reaching importance which have occurred on the property" 
(Eisenhower NHS, Statement for Management 1992). The Secretary of the 
Interior assured Congress in 1968 that the federal government would 
"maintain the hayfields, the General's garden, and the Black Angus cattle." 

Eisenhower NHS contains cropfields and pastures around four separate 
building complexes, with a farmhouse and barn at the center of each. 
Seven miles of historic fence are maintained. Eighteen acres of the site 
are wooded. 

1.1.3 Gettysburg Battlefield Historic District 

Hereafter, Gettysburg NMP and Eisenhower NHS will be referred to 
collectively as the parks. The parks are part of the 11 ,000-acre Gettysburg 
Battlefield Historic District and are listed on the National Register of 
Historic Places as part of that historic district and as separate entities. 
This affords the parks protection under the provisions of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966. All actions affecting the parks, including 
proposed deer management, must comply with the legislation of this act. 

1.2 Park Management Objectives and the Cultural 
Landscape 

The legislation that established each unit and past management history 
and goals form the basis for the current management objectives for the 
parks. These objectives serve to guide management in fulfilling the 
purposes of the parks which are to preserve and interpret the parks. 
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One management objective for Gettysburg NMP is to maintain the park as 
a memorial landscape (Gettysburg NMP, Statement for Management 
1991 ). This landscape "reflects the pre-battle 1863 rural agricultural 
environment and includes the superimposed post-battle elements" (e.g., 
monuments, avenues, interpretive devices, and facilities) which are 
necessary for commemoration and visitor understanding of the battle. 
Maintaining the historic visual setting of the battlefield and the post-war 
commemorative features is integral to the visitors' perspective and 
understanding of those first three days in July 1863. Appendix A lists the 
management objectives for Gettysburg NM P. 

One management objective for Eisenhower NHS is "to promote 
conservation of the setting so that visitors can experience the historic, 
scenic, rural, and agricultural character of the farms during the period of the 
Eisenhowers' occupancy, 1950 to 1969" (Eisenhower NHS, Statement for 
Management 1992). The resource management objective for the 
Eisenhower farm complex is to "preserve significant features of the 
cultural landscape to reflect the general character of the farm at the time 
of its donation in 1967." The condition of the landscape of the setti g 
influences the ability to achieve the management objectives for interpre tng 
the site. Appendix B lists the management objectives for Eisenhower NHS. 

Primary elements of the cultural landscape at the parks are the collective 
landscape patterns that include open fields, woodlots, vegetation, building 
clusters, fence and boundary lines, circulation systems, monuments, and 
many other elements. Two components of the cultural landscape, the 
woodlots and cropfields, are being browsed by deer. The woodlots 
(Figure 3) and cropfields (Figure 4} are managed according to standards 
developed by the National Park Service to aid the parks in reaching their 
interpretive objectives. Some of the management objectives and standards 
are given below. More specific management objectives and standards are 
presented in a 1992 document produced by the National Park Service 
titled, "Evaluation of Alternatives for Managing the Appearance of 
Cropfields and Woodlots" (Appendix C). 
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Chapter 1 

1.2.1 Woodlot Management Objectives 

Approximately 1,300 acres of Gettysburg NMP are wooded. Many wooded 
areas in the parks are landscape features essential to the historic scene. 
Of particular importance are 25 historic woodlots on the battlefield totaling 
approximately 800 acres (Figure 3). These woodlots were important 
sources of lumber, fence material, firewood, and wood for making furniture 
and tools for 19th-century farmers. During the battle, the woods and 
woodlots provided the setting for some of the actual fighting and were used 
for shelter and troop movements. The woodlots have been classified into 
two categories: (A) those associated with significant battle action and (B) I 
those significant to battle movements and positions. The National Park 
Service has decided that the important characteristics for which it wil l 
manage the woodlots are the overstory height, understory density, and mix 
of deciduous and coniferous trees . 

Only three historic woodlots are classified category A and viewed as a high 
priority for restoration. Restorat ion is based on a 1990 study by 
Fairweather and Cavanaugh of historical photographs and records and will 
reflect the historic appearance of the battlefield. Evaluation of historic 
photographs indicates that an average of 25 percent of the trees in these 
woodlots were composed of trees 1 to 4 inches in diameter at breast 
height, and 35 percent were in the 5-inch to 8-inch class. Maintenance of 
these relative percentages for the small diameter understory tree densities 
in category B woodlots is of lesser importance. One woodlot, actually 
three separate areas, in Eisenhower NHS is also managed as a category B 
woodlot. Relative percentages of understory tree densities in th is woodlot 
are also of lesser importance. 

Perpetuation of the historic category B woodlots in Gettysburg National 
Military Park and Eisenhower National Historic Site, according to their 
landscape objectives and standards, depends in part on the natural 
establishment of adequate numbers of tree seed lings to provide new 
growth and recruitment into the overstory. In the late 1970s, resource 
managers at the parks noticed increasing evidence of deer browsing in the 
Note: The vertical line in the right margin identifies text that has been modified in this environmental impact statement and differs 
from the corresponding text in the draft environmental impact statement. 

9 



Purpose and Need for Action 

woodlots. They believed there were fewer seedlings and saplings (trees up 
to 5 inches in diameter at breast height) in these woodlot areas compared 
to previous years. In the 1980s, research scientists documented this 
scarcity of woody seedlings in Gettysburg NMP which they believed was 
due, in part, to heavy browsing by the large population of deer (Fairweather 
and Cavanaugh 1990). Storm et al. (1989) found that browsing by deer on 
woody stems at Gettysburg NMP was considerably greater than reported 
for Valley Forge National Historic Park and for six national forests in the 
northeast United States. Overstory shading of the forest floor may also be 
contributing to the low number of seedlings and saplings. Research is 
currently being conducted to learn the role different levels of shading of the 
understory may be playing in the establishment of understory vegetation 
and its comparison to the effects of deer browsing (Bowersox et al. 1992). 
Preliminary analysis of fenced and unfenced plots, after two growing 
seasons, shows that regardless of the amount of shade, deer are having 
an effect on herbaceous vegetation. Under different levels of shade but 
inside fenced plots, herbaceous vegetation has an increase in size, 
volume, and number of species compared to vegetation in unfenced plots 
(T. Bowersox, pers. com. 1994). The National Park Service has not, 
however, este~ lished management objectives for the herbaceous 
vegetation in the woodlots. It is too early to quantify the impacts to the 
woody vegetation. 

Another management concern related to deer browsing of the seedlings is 
the perpetuation of the current mix of oak and hickory species that 
historically dominated the woodlot overstory. Although the woodlot 
management objectives do not specify management for particular tree 
species, maintenance of this mix in the woodlots is desired to perpetuate 
their historic appearance. In the long term, changes in the overstory tree 
composition may result from selective browsing of seedlings by deer 
(Storm et al. 1989). There is some evidence that this may be occurring at 
Gettysburg NMP. Tzilkowski et al. (1993) reported that ash and black 
cherry may be stronger competitors than oaks and hickories. They are 
faster growing species that have a better chance of growing b~yond the 
reach of deer. The slower growing white oak is important in the historic 
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scene in some woodlots. Tzilkowski has stated that white oak will likely 
disappear from the woodlots unless some management actions are taken 
to ensure oak regeneration (Tzilkowski, et al. 1993). 

1.2.2 Cropfield Management Objectives 

The agricultural setting is another feature of the cultural landscape. A 
management objective of each park is to reflect historic field patterns and 
to grow crops compatible in general appearance with the parks' historic 
periods. This includes maintaining historic field sizes and vegetative 
textures, groupings, and patterns. Much larger field sizes are required to 
accommodate the use of modern farming techniques and machinery than 
what the 19th-century farmers worked in the area which is now Gettysburg 
NMP. The cropfields on the battlefield are, therefore, not presently being 
maintained to their historic size and do not reflect historic field patterns. 

The National Park Service uses an Agricultural Special Use Permit 
Program to maintain the agricultural landscape on 1 ,841 acres of cropland 
(1994 figures) in the parks. Although it is difficult to use modern farm 
machinery to maintain the historic field patterns on the battlefield, the 
National Park Service wishes to maintain the Agricultural Special Use 
Permit Program as long as it is viable. The program ensures that the 
agricultural landscapes in the parks are maintained at little cost to the 
government. This program and the 15 permit holders enable the National 
Park Service to keep the land in active agricultural production. 

It is believed that 19th-century farmers grew traditional crops of hay, wheat, 
oats, barley, rye, and corn on the battlefield. Maintaining the rural 
agricultural landscape in Gettysburg NMP is important for interpreting the 
events that took place during the battle. Some fields (216 acres) of lower 
interpretive or historic significance, however, can be maintained in grass 
and provide an acceptable cropfield appearance. 

Corn, milo, soybeans, small grains, and various species of hay were grown 
when the Eisenhower farm was active. It is essential to grow the same 
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crops so that the former president's conservation philosophy, management 
strategies, and agrarian use of the farm are properly understood. The 
types of crops grown are an integral interpretive component of the 
agricultural landscape at Eisenhower NHS. 

To achieve a setting which can adequately interpret the parks' stories, park 
management has determined that 75 percent of the plants in an agricultural 
field must grow from seed and reach maturity where harvest is possible, 
unless prevented from doing so by uncontrollable environmental 
cond itions . This means that a maximum of 25 percent crop loss is 
acceptable (Evaluation of Alternatives for Managing the Appearance of 
Cropfields and Woodlots). This will ensure that the crops in the fields will 
have an appearance similar to that of the historic period. In addition, crops 
are to be planted in the same relative percentages or patterns as existed 
during the historic time period. 

As in the case with the historic woodlots, the large population of white­
tailed deer adversely affects the historic agricultural landscapes at the 
parks. Deer are causing heavy damage to the farm crops (Storm et al. 
1989). The deer have had the most effect on Eisenhower NHS and the 
southern section of Gettysburg NMP (Storm et al. 1989). Research 
scientists have stated that this may be due to the greater amount of 
wooded land in the southern end that provides cover for the deer. Corn 
has not been grown on the southern portion of Gettysburg NMP since 1986 
and on Eisenhower NHS since 1989 because it could not reach maturity. 
In many cases, stalks of corn were eaten to ground level. Because deer 
prevented corn from reaching maturity, milo (a type of grain sorghum 
similar in appearance to corn) has been planted as a replacement since · 
1989. Although deer initially found milo less appetizing, they now browse 
the milo crop. The parks' wheat crops are also heavily browsed by deer 
(Vecellio et al. 1994). 

The parks' objectives and standards, as stated in the "Evaluation of 
Alternatives for Managing the Appearance of Cropfields and Woodlots," 
cannot be met due to the effects of deer browsing. The present agricultural 
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operation, which the National Park Service uses to perpetuate the 
agricultural setting of the landscape, is failing. For example, a permittee 
who has a 15 percent grain crop reduction because of deer damage the 
previous year can request a wafver of fees. Two permittees, one of whom 
farms all of Eisenhower NHS, have had fees waived for four years (1991 to 
1994) on approximately 900 acres of cropfields. Because these farmers 
still have expenses for seed, fertilizer, fuel, and their time, some permittees 
may no longer be able to participate in the agricultural program because of 
severe crop damage by deer. 

1.3 Need for Action 

Perpetuation of the woodlots and the rural agricultural scene, according to 
management objectives and standards of the parks, and the agricultural 
program is not possible given the current level of deer browsing. 
Therefore, a management action is needed to control the browsing effects 
of white-tailed deer in the parks. 

This environmental impact statement provides relevant information and 
analysis of the environmental impacts of a range of alternatives for 
managing deer browsing in Eisenhower NHS and Gettysburg NMP. This 
environmental impact statement will contribute to helping the National Park 
Service determine the best alternative that will enable the parks to meet 
their management objectives. Chapter 2 describes the range of 
alternatives and mitigation measures to reduce potential impacts. 
Chapter 3 describes the current environment in each park. Chapter 4 
analyzes and documents the potential effects on the environment of each 
alternative. 

1.4 White-Tailed Deer in the Parks and Management 
Guidance 

Extensive cutting of the forests and unrestricted hunting nearly 
exterminated the white-tailed deer in Pennsylvania during the latter part of 
the 19th century. Observations of deer in the area of the parks at that time 
were rare. There are no recorded sightings of deer during the battle era or 
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for nearly eight decades after that. Within 20 years the deer population in 
the area grew so fast that in 1964, National Park Service and Pennsylvania 
Game Commission personnel met to discuss deer management strategies. 
Management of deer in the state is the responsibility of the Pennsylvania 
Game Commission. The National Park Service, however, has the authority 
to manage the deer in the parks in fulfillment of its enabling legislation, 
the Organic Act (16 U.S.C. 3). 

The present agricultural land interspersed with the forested land of Adams 
County is excellent habitat for white-tailed deer (Palmer and Lang 1987). 
The free-ranging deer population has a large and nutritious food source 
and uses the agricultural cropfields and woods in and out of the parks 
(Storm et al. 1989). Population surveys of the free-ranging deer have 
occurred since April 1987. Surveys are conducted in the parks (excluding 
the East Cavalry Battlefield) and on some adjacent private land (Figure 5). 
Surveys have revealed that deer are not evenly distributed on park lands. 

The April 1988 study area survey found 93 percent of the estimated deer 
population south of Route 116, which is 76 percent of the total study area 
(Storm et al. 1989). For 4 years (1990 to 1993), the April mean population 
estimate for the study area was more than 1,000 deer (Figure ·6) . This is 
an average of over 90 deer per square mile for the mix of forest and 
cropland of the study area. 

Residential and commercial development around the parks has steadily 
increased. The increase in single family homes in the Gettysbu -g area 
replaces deer habitats and generally reduces the amount of land available 
for hunting. Some of the new landowners enjoy seeing wildlife on their 
property and do not allow hunting on their land. 

The legislation that created Gettysburg NMP specifically forbids hunting 
within the park (28 Stat. 65, Sec. 7). Although no mandate against hunting 
exists in the legislation creating Eisenhower NHS, neither is there 
legislation specifically allowing hunting. The Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR) state that hunting is prohibited in national park areas where the 
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GETTYSBURG NATIONAL MILITARY PARK 
EISENHOWER NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE 

Figure 5. Deer Study Area 

15 

~ 
~ 

Miles 

Gettysburg NMP and 
Eisenhower NHS 

Deer Study Area 

Major Roads 



Purpose and Need for Action 

1600 

1400 

1200 

1000 

800 

600 

400 

200 

0 

1441 

1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 

-NUMBER OF DEER 

Count• were not conducted In 1888 

FIGURE 6. DEER POPULATION ESTIMATES 
FOR THE GETTYSBURG DEER STUDY AREA 

legislation does not mention hunting but "shall be allowed in park areas 
where such activity is specifically mandated by federal statutory law" 
(36 CFR 2.2). Therefore, public hunting is not permitted at either site. 

National Park Service policies and guidelines direct management of natural 
resources including wildlife. National Park Service Management Policies 
(4:2) "'pacifies that management of natural resources will support cultural 
reso~J rce objectives at historic parks such as Gettysburg NMP and 
Eisenhower NHS. At these parks, the primary resource management 
objectives are to preserve and foster appreciation of the cultural resources . 
which include cultural landscape features (e.g., woodlots and cropfields). 
Getty"burg NMP's General Management Plan (U.S.D.I./NPS 1982) 
specifically states that wildlife management activities are to follow or 
support these primary goals. 
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1 .s Other Management Concerns Relating to Deer 

The large population of deer affects other aspects of park management in 
addition to the woodlots and cropfields. Concerns regarding other cultural 
landscape components, deer/vehicle collisions, private lands, and deer 
viewing by visitors would be affected by any action to control deer 
browsing. These management problems, however, are not the reason this 
environmental impact statement has been prepared. 

ORCHARDS AND GARDENS: Other elements are important to the 
cultural landscape of both parks but have not had specific management 
objectives and standards established. The orchards in Gettysburg NMP 
were features of the historic rural landscape and some were sites of 
significant battle action. Few historic orchards currently exist, but 
replanting is planned. In the early 1980s, the historically important Sherfy 
"peach orchard" was replanted with 135 seedlings. The seedlings were 
planted without protection from browsing which resulted in the loss of 
1 00 seedlings due to deer browsing. The following year, 1 00 seedlings 
were planted in the same orchard, and all plantings were individually 
fenced. This resulted in no loss of seedlings due to deer browsing. With 
the current level of deer browsing, protection of orchard seedlings would be 
required until the trees grow above deer browse height. The protection I 
devices, however, would not be historically accurate. 

Two critical components of the Eisenhower farm are the General's garden 
and Mrs. Eisenhower's rose bushes. Although soap is hung around the 
vegetable garden and rose bushes to repel deer, the park manager reports 
damage from deer browsing each year. 

DEER/VEHICLE COLLISIONS: In 1985, resource managers estimated 
that 50 deer were killed on highways within the deer study area (Figure 5). 
This increased to an estimated 150 deer in 1993. Most of these collisions 
occurred in the southern section of Gettysburg NMP. These accidents 
usually caused inconvenience to the driver and passengers of the vehicles 
and led to vehicle damage. Drivers and passengers have been injured and 
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some required a visit to a hospital. National Park Service Management 
Policies (4:6) authorizes control of animal populations "when they present a 
direct threat to visitor safety." 

PRIVATE LANDS: Park managers have received complaints from private 
landowners regarding deer consuming garden and ornamental plants, fruit 
trees, and crops on their land. The deer in the parks are part of the 
region's free-ranging deer population and move in and out of the parks on 
a daily and seasonal basis. Migration and dispersal are normal movement 
patterns for deer. Female deer generally return to an area whereas male 
deer do not. Storm et al. (1989) documented deer movements in their 
study. Radio-collared female deer traveled up to 7 miles, and marked 
males moved 1 0 to 14 miles from the study area. The average home 
range size, where a deer spends 95 percent of its time during one year, 
was estimated to be 0.5 to 0.7 square miles. 

DEER VIEWING: Due to the large number of deer and system of road.s in 
the parks, deer can easily be seen in the open fields. The deer in the parks 
are not tame, but they have beqome accustomed to close association with 
humans and vehicles. Paved pull-offs exist for viewing battlefield sites and 
other cultural resources; however, visitors often pull off the road in 
undesignated locations where deer are spotted. In some places this has 
led to damage to road shoulders, monument berms, and vegetation, and 
concerns for traffic safety. 

1.6 Issues and Concerns Identified Through the Seeping 
Process 

Seeping is a process to define the extent and influence of a proposed 
activity (Appendix D). The purpose is to identify the issues and concerns 
that relate to the proposal and to provide a way for concerned agencies 
and individuals to participate in the decision. 

As part of the seeping process for the preparation of the draft I 
environmental impact statement, two public meetings were held at the 
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Gettysburg Junior High School regarding the proposal to control the effects 
of deer browsing in the parks. Approximately 130 people attended an 
informational meeting held on February 27, 1993. At this meeting, 
information related to park management objectives and the effect of deer 
on the parks' ability to meet these objectives was provided. A second 
meeting, attended by about 195 people, was held on March 27, 1993. 
People attending this meeting were given the opportunity to identify issues 
and concerns in deciding the options for controlling the effects of deer 
browsing in the parks. In addition, the National Park Service received 
49 written comments from interested individuals and groups. 

This seeping process identified both public and government agency issues 
and concerns. Broad categories relating to the main issues are listed 
below and are the points of discussion for evaluating the alternatives for 
managing the effects of deer browsing. 

Human Safety: the safety of any person near or in the parks at the time of 
the management action, including the participants in the management 
action 

Visitor Use: possible effects on the 1.5 million annual visitors who use the 
parks 

.QQ.s.t: the cost to the government to carry out the management action 

Deer Population Management: the probability of successfully managing 
the level of deer browsing in the parks over time 

Cultural Landscape: the effect on certain cultural landscape elements over 
time 

Deer/Vehicle Collisions: the possible effect on the number of deer/vehicle 
collisions within the deer study area during and after the management 
action 
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Private Lands: the possible effects on the level of deer browsing on private 
land (i.e., croplands, orchards, and ornamental plantings) near and within 
the boundary of the parks 

Effects on Deer: the possible effects of the management action on deer 
(e.g., death, injury, and stress) 

1.7 Policy and Legal Compliance 

The National Park Service is governed by the fol lowing laws, regulations, 
and management plans before, during, and fol lowing any management 
action related to this environmental impact statement. 

National Environmental Policy Act, 1969, as Amended. 
Section 1 02(2)(c) of th is Act requ ires that an environmental impact 
statement be prepared for proposed federal actions that may significantly 
affect the quality of the human environment. The Council on I 
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR 1508.2784) further defines an 
effect as anything likely to be highly controversial. 

Endangered Species Act of 1973, as Amended. This act requires all 
federal agencies to consult with the Secretary of the Interior on all projects 
and proposals having potential impact on federally endangered and 
threatened plants and animals. 

The Historic Sites Act of 1935. This act declares as national policy the 
preservation for public use of historic sites , buildings, objec s, and 
properties of national significance. It gives the Secretary of the Interior 
broad powers to protect these properties, including the Secretary's 
authority to establish and acquire nationally significant historic sites. 

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as Amended. 
Sectior 16 of this act requires federal agencies to consider the effects of 
their un· ertakings on properties listed on the National Register of Historic 
Places. All actions affecting the parks' cultural resources must comply with 
this legislation. 
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The Organic Act of 1916, as Amended. This act declares the key I 
purpose of the National Park Service. 

Code of Federal Regulations, 1992. Title 36 Chapter 1 provides 
the regulations "for the proper use, management, government, and 
protection of persons, property, and natural and cultural 
resources within areas under the jurisdiction of the Nati~mal Park Service." 
Title 16 Sec. 414 states that "every person who shall trespass upon any 
national military parks for the purpose of hunting or shooting, or who shall 
hunt any kind of game thereon with gun or dog, or shall set trap or net or 
other device whatsoever thereon for the purpose of hunting or catching 
game of any kind, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, punishable by a fine." 
Title 16 Sec. 3 stipulates that the Secretary of the Interior may also provide 
in his discretion for the destruction of such animals and of such plant life as 
may be detrimental to the use of any of said parks, monuments, or 
reservations." 

The Redwood National Park Act of 1978, as Amended. All National 
Park System units are to be managed and protected as parks, whether it is 
a recreation area, an historic site, or any other designation (16 U.S. C. 
1 C(b)). "Protection, management, and administration of these areas shall 
be conducted in light of the high public value and integrity of the National 
Park System and shall not be exercised in derogation of the values and 
purposes for which these various areas have been established, except as 
may have been or shall be directly and specifically provided by Congress." 

Management Policies, U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park 
Service, 1988. Management Policies is the service-wide policy document 
of the National Park Service. It states the conditions or processes that 
must be undertaken, considered, or followed before taking a management 
action. Management Policies provides the general direction and foundation 
for management actions of the National Park Service. 

Natural Resources Management Guideline, NPS-77, 1991. The purpose 
of this document is to provide guidance. to park managers for all natural 
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resource management activities planned and ongoing at parks. Managers 
must follow all federal laws, regulations, and policies. This document 
provides the guidance on which park management may design, set up, and 

·evaluate a comprehensive natural resource management program. 

Statements for Management, Gettysburg National Military Park, 1991, 
and Eisenhower National Historic Site, 1992. These documents contain 
information about the purpose of each park, the nature and significance of 
its resources, th·e legislative and administrative requirements for its 
management, and the influences on park resources. The management 
objectives for the parks are presented. These objectives describe the 
conditions that need to be achieved to realize the parks' purposes 
consistent with National Park Service policy. Major issues and problems 
that need to be addressed are identified. The effects of white-tailed deer 
browsing are discussed in both park documents. 

General Management Plans, Gettysburg National Military Park, 1982, 
and Eisenhower National Historic Site, 1987. Each park has a General 
Management Plan which sets forth a management concept for the park and 
identifies strategies for resolving issues and achieving management 
objectives over a 1 0-year plan. 

~.esources Uanagement Plans, Gettysburg National Military Park, 
1994, and Eisenhower National Histor_ic Site, 1984. These working 
documents contain a description of the current programs for managing the 
natural and cultural resources of each park. 
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ALTERNATIVES 

A primary objective at both Gettysburg NMP and Eisenhower NHS is to 
create and maintain landscapes that help visitors understand the events 
that took place at the sites. The "Evaluation of Alternatives for Managing 
the Appearance of Cropfields and Woodlots" (Appendix C) defines the 
landscape objectives and standards for woodlots and certain elements of 
the cropfields for each park. Browsing by white-tailed deer is preventing 
the National Park Service from achieving the objectives statmd in this 
document. Several alternatives are described to manage the level of deer 
browsing so these objectives can be achieved. Section 2.4 summarizes 
the environmental consequences of implementing each alternative. 

2.1 Process Used to Formulate Alternatives and Deer 
Density Goal 

The National Park Service determined an environmental impact statement 
would be needed to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) . The public and other government agencies were contacted to 
define the issues and concerns (Chapter 1) and alternatives for managing 
the deer browsing were drafted. A list of alternatives was created from 
suggestions received during the scoping process, from National Park 
Service personnel , and by reviewing the available literature . All 
alternatives received were considered as possible solutions for managing 
the level of deer browsing in the parks. Agencies and individuals with 
relevant knowledge and expertise were consulted during the evaluation of 
each alternative (Chapter 5). 

Two broad categories of alternatives have been identified to bring deer 
browsing to an acceptable level. One is to indirectly control the deer to 
discourage browsing and reduce its effects on the parks' woodlots and 
agricultural crops. This could be accomplished by blocking access to 
vegetation or by making the vegetation less appetizing to the deer. The 
second is to directly manage the deer to reduce the population in the parks 
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and thus reduce the level of browsing. The second category of alternatives 
required setting a deer density goal. The goal is directly tied to the level of 
deer browsing that would enable the parks to meet their woodlot and 
cropfield management objectives. The specific deer density to accomplish 
this is unknown, however, a starting point has been established by 
reviewing available literature and talking to experts. 

The National Park Service has decided that 25 deer per· forested square 
mile would be the initial deer density goal for the alternatives that propose 
to directly manage the number of deer in the parks. Appendix E describes 
the process used to establish this initial goal. The April 1994 mean 
population estimate for the study area was 853 deer. Using the initial deer 
density goal means the April population level for the study area, which has 
3.2 square miles of forest, would be 80 deer. The woodlots, cropfields, and 
deer population would be monitored throughout the process to determine 
what density would enable the parks to achieve their objectives for 
cropfield and woodlot management. The initial deer density goal would be 
changed, if necessary, to achieve the cropfield and woodlot objectives. 

2.2 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed 
Study 

A range of alternatives to directly and indirectly control the deer and 
manage the level of deer browsing in the parks was considered. Direct 
control of the deer includes lethal and nonlethal methods. Some 
alternatives presented involve the participation of citizens. These 
individuals would have to comply with the laws governing game and wildlife 
in Pennsylvania which are covered in the Pennsylvania Game and Wildlife 
Code found in Title 34 of the Pennsylvania Consolidated Statute (1986). 
The Pennsylvania Game Commission enforces these laws. 

After reviewing the current literature and consulting with experts in the field, 
the following alternatives were rejected based on the best professional 
judgement of National Park( Service managers. Each was rejected 
because it conflicted with National Park Service laws or regulations, would 
result in substantial negative social or environmental impacts, or would not 
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sufficiently reduce the level of deer browsing in order to meet the objectives 
and standards for the woodlots and cropfields. Following the description of 
each alternative is an explanation of why it was rejected. 

1. Restore predators. Predators such as wolves, coyotes, 
mountain lions, or bobcats would be released in the parks to 
prey on the deer. Although some studies have shown that predators 
do not limit deer numbers, other studies have shown that predators 
can cause high fawn mortality and limit deer numbers when the ratio 
of predators to prey is high (Connolly 1978). Some predators, such 
as wolves and mountain lions, are highly mobile and require a large 
territory away from humans for survival (Belden and Hagedorn 1993, 
Fritts et al. 1985). This environment does not exist in Adams County. 
Such predators would also prey on other native animals and pets. 
Coyotes and black bear are present in small numbers in Adams 
County and do prey on fawn populations. Their effect on the parks' 
deer population is unknown but probably minimal. Predators, if 
introduced in the parks, would have a limited influence on the deer 
population and could not maintain a reduced number of deer. 

2. Deterrents. Audible scare devices, such as alarms, firecrackers, 
and exploding devices, or domestic dogs would be placed in the 
parks to scare deer. Various devices are designed to discourage 
deer from inhabiting an area by scaring them away. Free-ranging 
dogs are not allowed in the parks; however, dogs on a long run could 
keep deer out of a limited area. These deterrents would have a 
negative influence on adjacent landowners and would detract from 
visitors' experiences at the parks. The number of deer on adjacent 
lands could temporarily increase as the deer in the parks stayed 
away from the deterrents. Deer would likely become accustom_ed to 
these deterrents and, in the long run, the level of deer browsing 
would not decrease (Matschke et al. 1985}. Also, the deer browsed 
areas in the parks which the park wishes to protect are too large for 
scare tactics alone to be effective. 
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3. Repellents. Area or contact repellents would be used on park 
vegetation to repel deer from the woodlots and cropfields of the 
parks. Repellents, such as Roepel™, Hinder™, and soap are 
designed to make a food source taste bad or to repel animals by odor 
(Craven and Hygnstrom 1986, Sullivan et al. 1985). Purchase and 
maintenance of equipment for storing and dispensing the repellent 
would be required. Continuous applications would be needed due to 
weathering and new vegetative growth. Visitors to the parks could be 
disturbed by the noise and visual distraction of the ongoing spraying 
activities. Although presently used at Eisenhower NHS to protect the 
garden and individual trees, repellents are not practical over large 
forested areas, such as the woodlots in Gettysburg NMP. The 
effectiveness of repellents for protecting a preferred food source is 
questionable and quickly declines under heavy deer browsing 
pressure (Conover 1984). It is not recommended to apply repellents 
to plant parts intended for human or livestock consumption (Craven 
and Hygnstrom 1986). The use of repellents could cause an initial 
and temporary movement of deer to adjacent private lands. 

4. Poison. Poisonous compounds would be applied to bait and 
distributed throughout the parks to kill deer. A poison, when 
mixed with feed grains to entice deer to eat the mixture, would kill 
them. This alternative poses significant public and wildlife health 
concerns. Poisoned deer, which wandered out of the parks, could be 
shot and eaten by hunters. The poison would also be lethal to any 
animal that eats the bait or carcass of a poisoned animal, including 
domestic pets that wander into the parks. There are no poisons 
registered for deer control and poisoning of deer with any product for 
any reason is illegal. 

5. Public hunting or a controlled public hunt. Both parks would be 
open to public hunting or a controlled public hunt during the 
deer hunting seasons to reduce the number of deer in the parks. 
The laws and regulations that govern the .::i.tional Park Service 
would be broken under this alternative. The public would be allowed 
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to hunt in portions of the parks during Pennsylvania's deer hunting 
seasons. Alternatively, a controlled public hunt could be held where 
a predetermined number of hunters would be selected by lottery from 
the licensed deer hunting population of Pennsylvania. This 
alternative would provide hunters access to more land in Adams 
County, increase hunter opportunity to shoot a deer, and reduce the 
deer population in the parks. The safety of local residents, park 
employees, and visitors would be a concern. Monuments and other 
cultural resources could be damaged from stray bullets, and human 
injury from ricocheting bullets could occur. A controlled public hunt 
would provide an element of safety compared to a general public 
hunt because all aspects of the hunt could be regulated. 

According to 36 CFR 2.2, public hunting is allowed in national park 
areas only where specifically mandated by federal statutory law. 
Gettysburg National Military Park's enabling legislation specifically 
prohibits public hunting, so special legislation would be required to 
permit it in that park. To change Gettysburg National Military Park's 
enabling legislation, a legislative environmental impact statement 
proposing public hunting must first be completed. This statement 
would be part of the legislative proposal to Congress to serve as the 
basis for public and Congressional debate. 

The legislation for Eisenhower National Historic Site is silent on the 
hunting issue. To legally allow hunting at that park, legislative I 
authority would have to be granted by Congress. 

The National Park Service has a legislative mandate to preserve the 
cultural landscapes of the two parks and to provide a setting for 
visitors to understand the history of the two sites. It does not have a 
mandate to allow public hunting in these two parks. At this time, the 
National Park Service intends to exhaust all other possible 
alternatives before it attempts to change its governing laws, 
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regulations, or policies due to concerns that such actions may have 
negative impacts on the resources of other parks in the National Park 
System. 

6. Fencing. The cropfields and woodlots would be fenced to keep 
the deer out. There are 26 woodlots totaling about 800 acres and 
approximately 1,841 acres of cropland (1994) in the parks. 
Installation of fencing such as an 8-foot high woven-wire or snow 
fence or a S-wire electric fence around these areas would restrict 
deer access. Fences would need to accommodate roads and 
avenues of the parks and provide visitor access. They would also 
require ongoing inspection and repairs. An archaeological 
investigation or assessment would be required before ground 
breaking for fence construction to ensure no archaeological 
resources would be affected. 

Fencing could be used to protect small areas such as specific 
specimen trees or orchards. Because fencing would decrease the 
amount of food available to deer, the level of deer browsing in 
unfenced areas of the parks and private lands could increase. In 
time, all of the woodlots and cropfields may need to be fenced to 
meet park objectives. 

Installation of an electric fence could pose a hazard to human safety. 
The parks wou ld not meet their cultural management objectives by 
installation of non historic fencir, ;~ . It is not possible to build a fence in 
the parks that would effectively exclude deer on the 2,641 acres of 
cropfields and woodlots and at the same time meet the historic 
landscape objectives of the National Park Service (Evaluation of 
Alternatives for Manc'"li ng the Appearance of Cropfields and 
Woodlots 1992). 
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7. Conversion of cropfields to pasture or hay and grasses. The 
agricultural cropfields would be used as pasture or planted to a 
mixture of various native grasses to create the appearance of an 
agricultural landscape. Planting grasses of different colors and 
textures in the agricultural lands could create checkerboard field 
patterns to give the appearance of different agricultural crops. This 
would eliminate the existing deer damage to agricultural crops. 
Conversion of the cropfields to mixed grass, hay, or sod would 
reduce or eliminate the use of pesticides and fertilizer needed for 
crop production. Maintaining the fields in grasses or pasture would 
be easier if historic field sizes were reestablished by the 
reconstruction of historic fence lines on the battlefield. 

A conversion of cropfields to native grasses, whether permanent or 
temporary, would not provide the desired height and texture features 
for acceptable cropfield appearance (Evaluation of Alternatives for 
Managing the Appearance of Cropfields and Woodlots 1992). 

Accurate interpretation of the Eisenhower farm would not be possible 
without maintenance of all the characteristic historic crops and field 
sizes. At Gettysburg NMP, fields of lower interpretive or historic 
significance may be planted in permanent grass and have acceptable 
cropfield appearance. The 216 acres of cropland designated as 
such, however, are located in areas with the least crop damage from 
deer. Deer browsing on woodlots and private lands would continue 
at the present level or possibly increase. This option does not 
support the objectives and standards for cropfield appearance at 
Gettysburg NMP and Eisenhower NHS (Evaluation of Alternatives for 
Managing the Appearance of Cropfields and Woodlots 1992). 

8. Deer as a commodity. Deer would be sold to reduce the number 
of deer in the parks. The deer in the parks would be considered a 

- product and offered for purchase in Commerce Business Daily. The 
selected bidder would remove the deer from the parks either by live 
trapping or killing the deer. This alternative would reduce the number 
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of deer in the parks and provide income to the government. It is not I 
legal under Pennsylvania law, however, for any person to buy, sell, or 
barter deer or deer carcasses (34 Pa.C.S. Sec. 2312). 

9. Landowner privilege. Within a prescribed area of the parks, 
landowners would have the privilege of using or selling the deer. 
Private landowners within a designated area around the parks would 
be allowed to shoot as many deer as they wished and use or sell the 
carcasses for profit. ·The number of deer in the parks may be 
reduced by this alternative. Pennsylvania law would have to be 
changed to permit this activity. It is not legal under current 
Pennsylvania law for any person to buy, sell, or barter deer or deer 
carcasses (34 Pa.C.S. Sec. 2312). 

2.3 Description of Alternatives 

The following alternatives are proposed to control the level of white-tailed 
deer browsing in the parks. These alternativ~s could be used individually 
or in some combination as would be appropriate for each park or areas 
within each park. The alternatives could also be selected to be a series of 
actions. In all cases, monitoring of the cropfields, woodlots, and deer 
population would continue to determine if management objectives for 

.. 1terpreting the sites are being met. 

Alternative 1: No Action. The no action alternative in this document 
means that no management action would be undertaken to control the 
effects of deer browsing in the parks. An exhibit to educate and inform 
the public about deer ecology and management policies and objectives 
would be created and displayed in the parks. 

Regeneration in the woodlots would continue to be limited by deer 
browsing of seedlings. Trees in the woodlot understory would not be 
present in the same numbers as during the time of the battle. The 
objectives and standards for all of the woodlots would not be met. 
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Photo 3. High densities of white-tailed deer are preventing the park from maintaining the historic landscape of the 
battlefield (Jack Hubley). 



Photo 4. Traditional fences are inefficient barriers to white-tailed deer (Jack Hubley) . 
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The larger grain crops, particularly in Eisenhower NHS and in the southern 
section of Gettysburg NMP, would continue to have less than 75 percent of 
the plants in a field reach maturity. The crops could not be grown in the 
percentages specified to meet the cropfimld management objectives for 
interpreting the parks without sustaining unacceptable crop damage. As a 
result, the Agricultural Special Use Permit Program might not remain viable 
due to continual heavy crop losses. If this occurred, the National Park 
Service would take over the planting, care, and harvest of the agricultural 
fields. However, even under these circumstances, cropfield management 
objectives would still not be met (Evaluation of Alternatives for Managing 
the Appearance of Cropfields and Woodlots 1992). 

Alternative 2: Deer Population Management. These alternatives 
would reduce and maintain the deer population at or near a 
predetermined density to reduce the level of deer browsing in the 
parks. Initially, this would require a reduction of the present deer 
population in the parks to reach an April population of 25 deer per square 
mile of forested study area (see section 2.1 and Appendix E). An average 
annual reduction in the population of 40 percent for three years would be 
required to reduce the population to this density. At the time of the 
management action, the most recent population estimate would be used to 
establish the number of deer to be removed from the parks. The 
population would be kept at or near the predetermined density once it was 
decreased to that level. Because of reproduction, an annual removal of 30 
to 40 percent of the population may be required to maintain the population 
near the predetermined density (Storm et al. 1989, Matschke et al. 1984). 
The management action would take place only on federal land. Two 
methods to reduce the deer population to the predetermined density and 
maintain it at that level are proposed. 

Alternative 2A: Capture and Transfer. Deer would be captured 
and relocated. National Park Service Management Policies (4:6} 
states that for controlling wildlife populations, highest priority would 
be given to encouraging public hunting outside the parks (see 
Alternative 4) and live trapping within parks for transplanting 
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elsewhere. An exhibit to educate and inform the public about the 
capture and transfer program would be created and displayed in the 
parks. The public would be notified of the potential dangers of deer 
crossing roadways during the management action. Visitor access to 
some areas may be restricted to maximize human safety (36 CFR 
1.5). Capture and transfer would be best conducted during fall and 
winter when deer density in the parks is highest. 

A Pennsylvania Game Commission permit would be required to 
release deer in another location. The Pennsylvania Game 
Commission believes that all suitable white-tailed deer range in the 
state is occupied at present. Relocation out of state would require 
special permits for transporting across state boundaries, testing each 
animal, an0 possible quarantine before release. Deer could be 
relocated tc private land if the landowner has the proper permits, 
sufficient fenced land, and suitable holding facilities. 

Capture techniques could incl\ude the use of box, corral , or clover 
traps; cannon (rocket), drop, or drive netting; or net or dart guns. Bait 
placed in or under each trap would be necessary to attract the deer to 
the site. The use of several methods of capture would be best 
because a particular deer may be more susceptible to one method 
than another. Capture devices would be used in areas of the parks 
where the deer concentrate. 

Previous trapping at the parks for the deer population study (Storm 
et al. 1989) used clover traps, drop nets, and dart guns. Clover traps 
were used in woods along deer trails . This experience resulted in 
several problems: deer were unwilling to enter traps, other animals 
were caught, and traps were suc::ceptible to tampering by people. In 
addition, time to set up, monitor, and reset traps made this the least 
effective method to capture deer. Drop nets could only be used in 
the open but had the advantage of capturing multiple deer at a time. 
Deer captured in a trap or under a net may need to be sedated 
before transport. 
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Of the three methods used in the Storm et al. (1989) study, darting 
deer with an anesthetic or immobilizing drug from a vehicle, tree, or I 
stand proved to be the best method for capturing deer. This method 
was the most effective and efficient, in part, because it enabled the 
researchers to select adult-sized females. Storm used an injection 
rifle with a range of 30 yards and estimated that two people would be 
needed for two months to dart 1 00 deer (G. Storm, pers. com. 1993). 
Use of an injection rifle with a longer range could reduce the man­
hours required for capture. Capturing deer by darting requires getting I 
within shooting range of the rifle to accurately deliver the drug. This 
ability could prove more difficult as time progressed and the deer 
became more wary. Although an animal would be injected with an 
anesthetic, some time could pass before the(drug took effect. 
Meanwhile, the animal would remain mobile and could leave the 
immediate area. Drugged deer would need to be located and their 
health monitored by a veterinarian or experienced biologist. 

Dosage instructions for drugs approved by the U.S. Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) for use in capturing deer prohibit the use of the I 
drug 30 days prior to and during the hunting seasons. This time 
frame gives sufficient time for the drug to pass out of the animal's 
body before it could be used for food. The Pennsylvania deer 
hunting seasons start in early October and end in late January. One 
or more of the other methods of capturing deer could be used during 
this time frame. 

Once captured, deer would be transported by vehicle to the 
relocation site for release. Deer may be hobbled by temporarily I 
binding their legs to prevent injury to the deer and people. The deer 
would be kept calm by covering the an imal's eyes with a hood or 
blindfold. 
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Personnel experienced in trapping animals would be used to ensure 
the proper handling of the animal. Confinement during transport 
would be as short as possible to reduce the chance of stress-related 
mortality or injury. 

Alternative 28: Direct Reduction. National Park Service 
personnel or authorized agents would shoot the deer. National 
Park Service Management Policies says that National Park Service 
personnel or their authorized agents are permitted to carry out this 
type of activity (4:6). The management action would occur when the 
deer are concentrated in the parks (October through April) to 
maximize the number of deer killed and reduce the time required to 
conduct the action. An exhibit to educate and inform the public about 
the direct reduction program would be created and displayed in the 
parks. 

The public would be notified prior to the beginning of the I 
management action for the year as to the time period when shooting 
may occur and the areas where access would be restricted. Visitor 
access would be denied to the parks or restricted from portions of the 
parks during the shooting period to maximize human safety (36 CFR 
1.5). National Park Service law enforcement personnel would patrol 
the parks to ensure access is restricted. Park records show that 
visitation to the parks is lowest during the months of November, 
December, and January when most of the shooting would occur 
(Appendix F). At present, Eisenhower N HS is closed on Monday and 
Tuesday from November 1 to April 21, and is closed for four weeks 
each year in January and early February. 

Access to roads in the parks would be regulated or restricted and the 
public would be notified of the potential dangers of deer crossing 
roadways. Safety zones of 150 yards or more would be designated 
around buildings. During the daylight hours, participants would be 
required to wear fluorescent orange to maximize human safety. 1 
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Bait, such as large amounts of corn or other enticements, would be 
placed in predetermined areas to concentrate the deer and increase 
the number that could be shot at one time. This would reduce the 
amount of shooting time and require fewer participants. Bait stations 
would be selected based on access, downward direction line of fire, 
and safety of the backdrop. Sites located away from public use areas 
and cultural resources would be selected for bait stations to provide 
maximum public safety and protection of monuments, buildings, and 
other historic structures. 

Deer would be shot during day and nighttime hours. Night shooting 
would require the use of spotlights and possibly night vision 
equipment. Shooting deer at night would improve efficiency and cost 
effectiveness, because deer move into open fields and closer to 
roadways at that time (Palmer et al. 1980). Night shooting would be 
conducted only at bait stations. 

Personnel highly skilled and trained in the use of firearms and public 
safety would shoot the deer with a high-velocity rifle. Rifles are the 
most effective and efficient weapons for killing deer. Scopes would 
be required on the firearm to maximize safety and the probability of a 
humane kill. Silencers or sound suppression devices may be 
required on all firearms to reduce disturbance to people. Participants 
must comply with all federal firearm laws administered by the Bureau 
of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms. 

Personnel would shoot the deer at distances of less than 100 yards. 
Injured deer would be subsequently shot as soon as possible for a 
humane kill. Deer could also be captured, as in Alternative 2A, and 
killed. A follow-up crew would collect, field-dress, and process the 
deer at check stations for recording of age and sex. The hides, if 
removed, and entrails would be used or disposed of consistent with 
federal and state laws and regulations. 
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The venison would be donated to a food service organization for 
distribution to the needy. An organization that collects and distributes 
venison to needy people could provide assistance with distribution. 
At air temperatures above 50 degrees Fahrenheit, carcasses would 
be stored in a refrigerated trailer to avoid spoilage. Some carcasses 
could also be given to a zoo for food for meat-eating animals. 

Alternative 3: Reproductive Intervention. Deer would be surgically 
sterilized or contraceptives would be administered to control deer 
reproduction which would, in time, reduce the number of deer in the 
parks. Deer could be permanently sterilized through a vasectomy or tubal 
ligation surgery. Steroids and immunocontraceptives are chemical 
contraceptives that could be given to deer to disrupt the reproductive 
process (Piotka and Seal 1989). After 8 to 1 0 years with little reproduction 
in the population, animal deaths would greatly outnumber births and the 
deer population would quickly decrease (Porter 1991 ). An exhibit to 
educate and inform the public about the reproductive intervention program 
would be created and displayed in the parks. The management action 
would take place only on federal land. 

If the ratio of male to female deer has remained the same as during the 
deer study, thsre are about six times more female than male deer in the 
parks (Storm et al. 1989). Treating male deer would seem to be more 
efficient; however, one male deer can impregnate many female deer. If 
90 percent of the males were treated, productivity of the population would 
be about the same as if none were treated (J. Kirkpatrick, pers. com. 
1994). 

A computer model would be used to determine the actual number of deer 
that must be treated to reduce and maintain the population at or near the 
predetermined deer density. To be accurate, the age, and productivity and 
mortality rates of the deer at the parks must be used in the model. In 
general, modeling suggests that 70 percent of the fertile females in a 
population must be treated to control population growth (Porter 1991 ). 
More deer may need to be treated since the population is not enclosed. 
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Surgical sterilization of deer would require that the deer be captured and 
sedated. Vasectomies on male deer could be performed in the field and 
would take approximately 1.5 hours per deer, which includes monitoring 
the animal until release. Tubal ligation of female deer could be performed 
in the field but would require electricity and light. This surgery would take 
approximately 3 .5 hours per deer. Although never field tested, it is 
believed one veterinarian with qualified technicians could do surgery on 
six female deer in a day (E. Frank, pers. com. 1994). Additional time would 
be required to ·capture the deer. 

Steroids could be delivered orally through bait (Harder 1971, Harder and 
Peterle 1974, Matschke 1977a, 1977d, Roughton 1979), injected into a 
muscle (Harder and Peterle 1974), surgically implanted (Bell and Peterle 
1975, Kirkpatrick and Turner In press, Matschke 1977b, 1980), or remotely 
delivered into a muscle using a gun (Kirkpatrick and Turner 1991 ). 
Steroids could be used on male or female deer. Natural steroids (e.g., 
testosterone, estradiol, and progesterone) are rapidly used by the body and 
would have to be administered almost every day to be effective. Synthetic 
steroids (e.g., norgestomet, ethinylestradiol, and melengestrol acetate) are 
more effective contraceptives and are not metabolized by the body very 
rapidly. This means they do not need to be given to the animal as often. 

Surgical implantation of steroids would require capturing each animal 
before treatment. Research with implantation has shown that implants 
containing the drug melengestrol acetate (MGA) could be effective on 
white-tailed deer for up to two years (Piotka and Seal 1989). Use of this 
drug could reduce the requirement of capturing each animal to every other 
year. 

Remote delivery of a steroid using a gun and a dart or "biobullet" would 
eliminate the need for capturing animals. Biobullets are made of a type of 
cellulose that contains a rod that holds the steroid (Jessup et al. 1993). A 
biobullet would be fired from a special rifle and implanted beneath the skin 
of the animal. The cellulose would disintegrate, and the steroid dose would 
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be delivered. Compared to a syringe dart, remote delivery of the drug by a 
biobullet would be more accurate at hitting the mark and less traumatic to 
the muscle upon impact (Warren et al. 1993). The range of a biobullet, 
·however, is far less than the range of a dart. Because they rapidly break 
down, biobullets would pose no human safety concerns if the biobullet 
missed the animal and was not recovered. National Park Service 
certification would be required for users of the rifle and immobilizing drugs. 

One problem with remote delivery of a steroid is the inability to mark a 
treated animal. Marking treated deer is important to warn of the potential 
risk to humans from eating the meat (Turner and Kirkpatrick 1991, Turner 
et al. 1992). Steroids, either natural or synthetic, accumulate in the fat of 
treated animals and are passed through the food chain (Turner et al. 1992). 
Treated deer could move from the parks onto private land during the 
hunting season and be shot by a hunter for food. Also, without some form 
of identification, a treated deer could be mistakenly treated again and 
receive more than the required dose. Researchers are attempting to adapt 
a dart for use on deer that has been used on elk to inject and 
simultaneously mark the animal. This dart could be available soon 
(J. Kirkpatrick, pers. com. 1994). 

Norgestomet is the only steroid approved by the U.S. Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) for use in the livestock industry (Scientific Panel 
Review 1992). This drug has no measurable tissue residues immediately 
after withdrawal of the drug (Scientific Panel Review 1992). The drug is 
removed from the animal's food 30 days before slaughter, however, to 
ensur~ any steroid residues clear out of the animal's tissues. Norgestomet 
has been administered through a biobullet to seven captive black-tailed 
deer (Jessup et al. 1993). This research showed the drug was effective for 
one year, and its use resulted in no pregnancies. Its effects were 
reversible after one year. If approved for use on free-ranging deer and 
given the same withdrawal period, norgestomet could be used up to 
30 days before the Pennsylvania deer hunting seasons which start in early 
October and after the seasons which end in late January. Withdrawal 
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periods are established, when necessary, by the FDA when a drug is 
approved for a particular use on a specific species of animal. 

An alternative to steroids for female deer is immunocontraception (Turner 
et al. 1992). This method involves the production of antibodies that attack 
specific proteins to prevent fertilization of the egg (Turner and Kirkpatrick 
1991 ). Unlike steroids, immunocontraceptives are unable to survive the 
digestion process and thus pose no risk if ingested (Turner et al. 1992). To 
remain effective, female deer would need to be treated as often as the 
vaccine or technology required. 

The most promising agent at this time is porcine zona pellucida (PZP) 
which is taken from pig ovaries. For the first treatment, female deer need 
to be darted with two doses in one month to cause infertility for one year. 
Annual one-shot boosters would be required after that. To most quickly 
reduce the deer population to the predetermined density by 
immunocontraceptives, all the females should be treated each year until 
the population nears the predetermined density. For 1994, this would have 
required treating approximately 731 female deer 5 to 6 weeks before the 
breeding season (early September) for the initial treatment and then again 
3 to 4 weeks later for the second dose. In 3 days, 7 4 female deer were 
inoculated by one person with two assistants at Fire Island National 
Seashore, New York (J. Ebert, pers. com. 1994). The deer on the island 
are very approachable, which enabled the use of a blowgun to inject the 
dart. Using this as a guide, it would take at least 29 days to dart the 
731 female deer in the population one time. The treatment of deer in the 
parks would be expected to take much longer, because these deer are not 
as approachable as the deer on Fire Island. Several people would be 
needed to dart all the female deer twice in one month. 

In the future it may be possible to use microencapsulated boosters, where 
the coating breaks down in the body over time, along with the initial dose. 
These boosters would cause multiple years of infertility. A one-shot initial 
treatment and a one-shot treatment effective for multiple years could soon 
be available (J. Kirkpatrick, pers. com. 1994). Researchers at the 
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University of Georgia are investigating the production of a vaccine that 
would direct antibodies toward sperm for use in male animals. The 
Pennsylvania State University is conducting experiments into an oral dose 
that would survive the digestive process and be target-specific . 
Researchers are also investigating the synthetic production of a protein 
similar to PZP which would increase the availability of the vaccine and 
reduce the cost. The reversibility of the contraceptive ef~ect of PZP after 
short-term and long-term use is being studied. 

Food and Drug Administration approval would be required for steroids or 
immunocontraceptives used on free-ranging deer for population 
management. It is unknown if the FDA would require a withdrawal period 
for the use of immunocontraceptives. To date, these agents have only 
been classified by the FDA as Investigational New Animal Drugs which can 
only be used in research (21 CFR 511 ). These contraceptives are not 
registered, regulated, or produced on an economical scale. 

Alternative 4: Cooperative Management. An agreement would be 

-

-

proposed between private landowners, the Pennsylvania Game -
Commission, and the National Park Service to cooperatively reduce 
the deer population in the parks. National Park Service Management 
Policies (4:6) states that for controlling wildlife populations, highest priority 
would be given to encouraging public hunting outside the parks and live 
trapping within parks for transplanting elsewhere (see Alternative 2A). An 
exhibit to educate and inform the public about the cooperative 
management agreement would be created and displayed in the parks. 
This alternative would increase the number of deer shot on private land to 
reduce the level of browsing in the parks. 

Private landowner participation would mean allowing increased hunter 
access to the property during each deer hunting season. This would 
eliminate their property as a refuge for deer and increase the number of 
deer exposed to hunters. 
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The Pennsylvania Game Commission could increase the number of deer 
allowed to be shot in specified areas around the parks. This could be done 
through increasing the length of the hunting season, raising the limit for 
antlered and antlerless deer, or both . Particularly important would be 
increasing the antlerless limit which would reduce the number of young 
born each year. 

The role of the National Park Service may entail conducting deer drives on 
park lands during the regular state deer hunting seasons. This would 
expose more deer to hunters off the parks. A deer drive is meant to force 
or scare deer in a particular direction. Personnel conducting the drives 
would be required to wear fluorescent orange to maximize human safety. 
Visitors would be informed of the drive and access to these areas would be 
restricted to maximize human safety (36 CFR 1.5). Access to roads in the 
parks would be regulated or restricted and the public would be notified of 
the potential dangers of deer crossing roadways. 

A "controlled" public hunt, instead of a general public hunt, could be 
organized by the National Park Service and Pennsylvania Game 
Commission and held outside the parks. This means that all aspects of the 
hunt would be controlled, which may make private landowners more 
receptive to granting hunter access. Individuals would be selected from the 
current licensed deer hunting population of Pennsylvania by lottery. 
Hunters would be assigned a hunting or stand location and would learn the 
location of memorials and historical structures near their assigned area to 
ensure their protection. All selected hunters would be required to attend 
one or more safety education class and would be required to meet a 
minimum proficiency level with a firearm or bow. Hunters would be 
required to wear distinctive identification to show authorized participation in 
the management action. The type of firearm or archery equipment a hunter 
would use would be specified. A "zone of fire" could be established for 
hunters to direct the line of fire away from personnel conducting the drives 

- to ensure their safety. All deer carcasses would be processed through a 
check station for recording of age and sex. Hunters would be permitted to 
keep the carcass or donate it to a food service organization. 
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**Preferred Alternative** Alternative 5: Combined 
Management. A combination of Alternative 28 Direct Reduction and 1 
Alternative 4 Cooperative Management would be used to reduce and 
maintain the deer population at or near the predetermined density. 
This alternative would use a combination of the two alternatives, as needed I 
and appropriate, to manage the deer population in the parks. National 
Park Service personnel and/or authorized agents would shoot the deer in 
the parks (Alternative 28) and hunters would shoot deer outside the parks 
(Alternative 4) to reduce the deer population to the predetermined density. 
Highest priority would be given to encouraging public hunting outside the 
parks (Alternative 4) as stated in National Park Service Management 
Policies (4:6). These two alternatives would be conducted simultaneously 
and repeated annually, as necessary, from October through April until the 
number of deer required to reach the predetermined deer density was 
removed. Once the deer population was reduced to this density, either or I 
both of the alternatives may be used to maintain the deer population at or 
near the predetermined density. 

2.4 Summary of Impacts 

Table 1 summarizes the environmental consequences (Chapter 4) ( ~ 

implementing each alternative on the environmental resources of the parks. 
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Alternative Description 

EFFECTS ON DEER POPULATION MANAGEMENT 

1· No Actjon 

Management: 

Population: 

Shot for crop damage: 

Health: 

Cost: 

2A: Capture and Transfer 

Natural processes, no active management 

Over700 

Same or increase 

With cropfield food source, good 

Without cropfield food source, decline 

Initially 

When permittee program terminates 

Maintenance (assumes market for crops) 

$ 1,400 

$304,641 

$ 26,361 

Requires relocation sites and permits from Pennsylvania Game 

Commission. Deer browsing impacts would be transferred from parks to 

relocation sites. 

Management: Success varies, requires long-term commitment of large number of 

personnel & equipment 

Population: If successful, near predetermined density (initially 80) 

Shot for crop damage: Decreased 

Health: Good 

Cost: 

28 · Pirect Reduction 

Management: 

Population: 

Shot for crop damage: 

Health: 

Cost: 

Reduction phase 

Maintenance phase 

$345,514 

$ 14,055 

Less personnel, equipment, and time than Alternative 2A 

Near predetermined density (initially 80) 

Same as Alternative 2A 

Same as Alternative 2A 

Reduction phase $155,509 

Maintenance phase $ 9,965 

I 
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Alternative Description 

3: Reproductive Intervention 

Management: Need FDA approval for steroid or immunocontraceptive use, best on 

small populations, still experimental 

Population: When approved, same as Alternative 1, then gradually reduced to same 

as Alternative 2A 

Shot for crop damage: Same as Alternative 2A 

Health: Same as Alternative 2A 

Cost: a. Sterilizing male deer 

Sterilizing female deer 

Maintenance costs using sterilization 

b. Surgical implants 

$ 64,294 

$436,407 

Maintenance costs using surgical implants 

unknown 

$438,600 

$ 5,961 

$ 63,957 c. Darting with PZP 

Maintenance costs darting with PZP + $ 5,088 

4: Cooperative Management 

Management: Success variable. Depends on increased season length and limits, 

hunter access and success, and effectiveness of deer drives 

Population: Same as Alt~rnative 2A 

Shot for crop damage: Same as Alternative 2A 

Health: Same as Alternative 2A 

Cost: Reduction phase 

Maintenance phase 

$ 33,239 

$ 5,536 

5: Combined Management" 

Management: 

Population: 

Adaptable, less cost and visitor use impacts than Alternative 2B alone 

Near predetermined density (initially 80) 

Shot for crop damage: Same as Alternative 2A 

Health: Same as Alternative 2A 

Cost: Reduction phase 

Maintenance phase using Alternative 2B 

Maintenance phase using Alternative 4 

$ 101 ,351 

$ 9,965 

$ 5,536 

*Note: Impacts of thjs aijernative on the remaining environmental resources would be the same as the 

individual alternatives. 

-------------·-----------·--------------------·---------·------·-··-·-------·---------·----·-----------------------·----................... ___ ,.. _____ _ 
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Alternative 

EFFECTS ON DEER 

1: No Action 
Injury/Mortality: 

Stress: 
Incidence of disease/parasites: 
Mortality from crop depredation/vehicles: 

Description 

Natural processes, possible malnutrition without 
cropfields 
Increases with high densities 
Minimal, increases with high densities 
Increase 

2A· Capture and Transfer Deer at relocation site could have increased stress and competition for 
food from increased deer density. Disease and parasites could be 
transferred to deer at relocation site. 

Injury/Mortality: 

Stress: 
Incidence of disease and parasites: 
Mortality from crop depredation/vehicles: 

28: Direct Reductjon 
Injury: 
Mortality: 
Stress: 
Incidence of disease and parasites: 
Mortality from crop depredation/vehicles: 

0% - 23% depending on capture method 
After relocation, usually >50% from capture 
myopathy 
High stress from capture, handling, relocation 
Minimal 
Decreased 

Minimal 
40%, on average, annually 
Minimal 
Same as Alternative 2A 
Same as Alternative 2A 

3: Reproductive Intervention Physical and behavioral changes would occur. 

Injury/Mortality: 

Stress: 

Incidence of disease and parasites: 

Mortality from crop depredation/vehicles: 

4: Cooperatjve Management 
Injury: 
Mortality: 
Stress: 
Incidence of disease and parasites: 
Mortality from crop depredation/vehicles: 

Same as Alternative 2A if captured, otherwise 
minimal 
Same as Alternative 2A if captured, otherwise 
minimal 
Same as Alternative 1, then gradually reduced to 
same as Alternative 2A 
Same as Alternative 1, then gradually reduced to 
same as Alternative 2A 

Higher than Alternative 28 
If successful, same as Alternative 28 
Same as Alternative 28 
Same as Alternative 2A 
Same as Alternative 2A 

--------------------------------------------------------·---------------·---------------------------------------------------
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Alternative Description 

EFFECTS ON HISTORICAL RESOURCES 

1 : No Actjon No impacts 

2A: Capture and Transter Possible damage from darts 

28: pjrect Reductjon No impacts at bait stations, otherwise possible .damage from stray bullets 

3: Reproductive Intervention Same as Alternative 2A 

4: Cooperative Management No impacts in a controlled hunt, otherwise possible damage from stray 
bullets, arrows, lead balls 

EFFECTS ON CERTAIN CULTURAL LANDSCAPE COMPONENTS 

1: No Action 
Woodlots: 

Cropfields: 

2A: Capture and Transter 
Woodlots: 

Cropfields: 

28: Direct Reduction 

3: Reproductive Intervention 

4 · Cooperative Management 

Few seedlings and saplings 
Perpetuation difficult 
Change in tree species composition 
Management objectives not met 

Unacceptable level of crop damage 
Probable loss of agricultural program 
Management objectives not met 

Increased number and diversity of seedlings and saplings 
Perpetuation likely 
Tree species composition maintained 
Management objectives met when deer population is near predetermined 
density 

Crop damage at acceptable level 
Agricultural program continues 
Management objectives met when deer population is near predetermined 
density 

Same as Alternative 2A but in less time 

Same as Alternative 1, then gradually reduced to same as Alternative 2A 

Same as Alternative 1 for areas far from a boundary, otherwise same as 
Alternative 2A 

----------------- --------------



Alternative Description 

EFFECTS ON PRIVATE LAND 

1 : No Actjon Browsing continues and may increase 

2A: Capture and Transfer Decreased browsing 

28: Direct Reduction Same as Alternative 2A but in less time 

3: Reproductive Intervention Same as Alternative 1, then gradually reduced to same as Alternative 2A 

4: Cooperative Management Same as Alternative 2A 

EFFECTS ON VEGETATION 

1: No Action 

• ~J. 1ody/herbaceous species: 

Vi vOdlands: 

2A: Caroure and Transfer 

·::~ody/herbaceous species: 

Woodlands: 

3: Reproductjye Intervention 

4: Cooperative Management 

Decreased abundance and diversity 

Probably not perpetuated 

Increased abundance and diversity 

Likely perpetuated 

Same as Alternative 2A but in less time 

$arne as Alternative 1 , then gradually reduced to same as 

Alternative 2A 

Same as Alternative 1 for plant communities far from a boundary 

otherwise same as Alternative 2A 



liiiiiil Alternative Description 

EFFECTS ON RARE, THREATENED, AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 

1: No Action Increased likelihood of adverse impacts 

2A: Capture and Tran§fer Decreased likelihood of adverse impacts 

29: Direct Reduction Same as Alternative 2A but in less time 

3: Reproductive Intervention Same as Alternative 1, then gradually reduced to same as Alternative 2A 

4: Cooperative Management Same as Alternative 2A 

EFFECTS ON WILDLIFE 

1: No Action 

Competition for food and cover: Continue at same level 

Feeding and travel patterns: 

2A: Capture and Transter 

No impacts 

Animals would be attracted to the bait and could be injured if 

caught in nets or traps. 

Competition for food and cover: Decreased 

Feeding and travel patterns: Possibly disrupted 

29: Direct Reduction 

3: Reproductive Intervention 

4: Cooperative Management 

Same as Alternative 2A but in less time 

Animals affected if eat steroid-treated bait or deer carcass. 

Same as Alternative 1, then gradually reduced to same as 

Alternative 2A except travel patterns not disrupted 

Same as Alternative 2A 

.......................................... - ....... :.. ______________ ·---------------------·-----------··---------------------............... ;,._ ________________ . _____ ._ 
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Alternative 

EFFECTS ON VISITOR USE 

1: No Action 

Understanding/interpretation: 

Access: 

Deer observations: 

2A: Capture and Transfer 

Description 

Undernourished deer may be observed if food becomes scarce. 

Decreased in time 

No restrictions 

Same or increased 

Trapping equipment and activities could interfere with visitors' 

experiences. 

Understanding/interpretation: Continued 

Access: Some limited restrictions year-round 

Deer observations: Decreased 

28: Direct Reduction 

Understanding/interpretation: 

Access: 

Deer observations: 

3: Reproductive Intervention 

Unde rstandi ng/interpretatio n: 

Access: 
Deer observations: 

4: Cooperative Management 

Understanding/interpretation: 

Access: 

Deer observations: 

The sound and sight of personnel shooting deer or the sight of 

injured or dead deer could disturb some visitors. Impacts would I 
not occur if deer are shot at night. 

Same as Atternative 2A 

Large areas restricted (October through April) 

Minimal impacts with night shooting 

Same as Atternative 2A but in less time 

Same as Alternative 2A 

No restrictions 

Same as Atternative 1, then gradually reduced to same 
as Alternative 2A 

Some pari< visitors may be disturbed by the deer drives and 

shooting. Observations of injured or dead deer may be higher 

than in Alternative 28. 

Same as Alternative 2A 

Some areas restricted from October through January 

Same as Alternative 2A 

I 



Alternative Description 

EFFECTS ON HUMAN SAFETY 

1: No Action 

2A: Capture and Transfer 

28: Direct Reduction 

No impacts 

Visitors may be injured by trapping equipment, and trapping personnel 

may be injured by equipment or deer. 

People may be injured or killed by stray bullets. Probability of stray 

bullets would be extremely low. 

3: Reproductive Intervention People who eat steroid-treated deer would be affected. 

4: Cooperative Management Same as Alternative 28 but the probability of stray bullets may be higher. 

EFFECTS ON DEERNEHICLE COLLISIONS 

1: No Action Probably increase 

2A: Capture and Transter Decreased in and near parks, increased at relocation site (if unfenced) 

28: Direct Reduction Same as Alternative 2A in and near parks but in less time 

3: Reproductive !nterventjon Same as Alternative 1 in and near parks, then gradually reduced to same 

as Alternative 2A 

4: Cooperative Management Same as Alternative 2A in and near parks 

---------·-----·---------·--------------------------------------------·-----------------------·----·--·-----------------------·-----------
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Photo 5. Corn shocks on the battlefield after a harvest as seen from the Longstreet tower, circa 1900. 
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Chapter 3 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

This chapter describes the current (1994} condition of the environmental 
resources at Gettysburg NMP and Eisenhower NHS that would be affected 
by the alternatives described in Chapter 2. The term "environmental 
resources" in this chapter includes white-tailed deer and several physical, 
biological, and social factors. 

3.1 White-Tailed Deer 

Deer are probably the most widely distributed and best-recognized large 
mammal in the world. Deer have a high aesthetic appeal and natural value 
and are an important game animal. White-tailed deer ( Odocoileus 
virginianus) are found from North to South America in a variety of habitats. 
Agricultural areas mixed with woods provide deer a nutritious food source 
and nearby cover. Deer have a high tolerance for close contact with 
humans and human activities. 

Deer are most active during late evening and early morning, and they 
usually spend dusk to dawn in fields. During the day, deer are usually in or 
close to cover. They eat a variety of foods including leaves, buds, and 
twigs of woody plants, fruits, nuts, grasses, forbs, and cultivated crops. 
Deer prefer to feed in areas with grass or herbaceous vegetation because 
the quality and quantity of food is higher (Porter 1991 }. Agricultural fields 
provide the richest food resources for deer (Harlow 1984, Short 1986). 
Based on body weights, fawn production, and general appearance, the 
deer in the parks are in good condition (Storm et al. 1989). 

Size estimates of the home range of a deer vary. A home range is the area 
in which a deer spends 95 percent of its time during one year. Storm et al. 
(1989), in their study in the parks, estimated an average home range size 
of 0.5 to 0. 7 square miles. It is speculated that as many as 20 percent of 
the deer in the parks migrate on a seasonal basis (G. Storm, pers. com. 
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1993). Some deer migration into and out of the parks could be a result of 
hunting pressure. Once summer and winter ranges are established, these 
ranges would be used throughout a deer's life (Porter 1991 ). 

Breeding can take place from October through January with the peak in 
November. After 202 days of gestation, most fawns are born from May 
through June with the peak around 1 June. According to Pennsylvania 
Game Commission biologist Bill Palmer, about a third of the female deer in 
Pennsylvania breed as fawns, with most of these (67 percent) having a 
single fawn. Over 90 percent of female deer are bred at 1.5 years of age 
with 65 percent having two or more fawns. Storm et al. {1989) reported 
the average number of fawns produced in the study area to yearling and 
adult radio-collared female deer combined ranged between 1.4 and 1.8 
fawns per year. Because most fawns were observed with their mothers in 
July, the actual number of fawns born may have been higher due to some 
fawn mortality within the first month of birth (Storm et al. 1989). At birth, 
roughly an equal number of fawns are male and female. In Pennsylvania, 
it is estimated that approximately 50 to 60 percent of the fawns born each 
year reach 1.5 years of age (W. Palmer, pers. com. 1994). 

The average life span of a deer is 8 years and possibly longer in parks 
(Flowers 1931 ). Hunting is the major cause of mortality to deer in 
Pennsylvania. In areas of heavy hunting pressure, most deer do not live 
past 2.5 years of age. Predators (including dogs) and diseases from 
infection and infestation of parasites take a small toll. There has been little 
if any evidence of predator pressure or diseases in the deer population in 
the parks. In many areas of the northeast, highway accidents have been 
rated as the second leading cause of deer mortality. In the Storm et al. 
(1989) study, 49 percent of the marked deer were killed in deer/vehicle 
collisions in the study area. Approximately 125 to 150 dead deer are 
removed each year from the highways on and within two miles of the parks 
{Appendix G). The actual number of deer being killed by vehicles might be 
considerably higher due to no one reporting the dead deer or the deer 
dying away from the road. 
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The Pennsylvania Game Commission estimates that Pennsylvania has 
about 1.1 to 1.2 million deer preceding the hunting season and 800,000 
after the hunting season. The 1993-1994 over-wintering population 
estimate for Adams County was 42 deer per square mile of forested land 
(C. DuBreck, pers. com. 1994). The commission goal for Adams County is 
an overwintering density of 24 deer per square mile of forested land. The 
April 1994, mean population estimate for the study area (Figure 5) showed 
853 deer, which is 267 deer per forested square mile (Figure 6). 

Deer are hunted on private land inside the parks' boundary and outside the 
parks. The present level of hunting on private land near the parks has little 
effect on deer densities in the parks, because the parks serve as refuges 
for deer during the hunting season (Storm et al. 1989) and mostly male 
deer are killed. Hunting pressure is mostly directed at adult male deer 
which may be due to the large antlers grown by the crop-fed deer (Storm 
et al. 1989). This biased hunting pressure may be one reason there are 
six times as many female deer as male deer in the study area (Storm et al. 
1989). On most agricultural land around the parks public hunting is either 
not allowed or only selected individuals are allowed to hunt on a particular 
property. 

About ten private landowners within or near the parks regularly shoot deer 
because of crop damage. These landowners killed an average of 85 deer 
annually since 1991 under the Pennsylvania Game Commission's Crop 
Depredation Program (Appendix G). Management of the deer in the parks 
has been limited to park managers responding to deer struck by vehicles 
and entangled in fences. 

3.2 Physical Environment 

3.2.1 Cultural Resources 

Cultural resources in the parks include archeological resources and 
historical structures. Archeological resources in the parks would not be 
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affected since no ground breaking would occur; therefore, the effects on 
archeological resources will not be discussed. 

The historical structures have been classified and listed for both parks. 
The list of classified structures for Gettysburg NMP includes approximately 
1 ,400 monuments, memorial structures, and tablets of granite, marble, 
limestone, bronze, iron, and zinc. These memorials and the approximately 
400 artillery pieces on the battlefield form one of the largest collections of 
historic outdoor statuary and commemorative monuments in the United 
States. Other historic structures on the battlefield include buildings, stone 
defense works, roadways, bridges and culverts, earthen entrenchments, 
fences, and artillery lunettes. Eisenhower NHS has historic farmsteads 
with historic furnishings, farm equipment, and tools. The historical 
structures in Eisenhower NHS are clustered, whereas the historical 
structures in Gettysburg NMP are located throughout the battlefield. These 
historic structures are not replaceable. 

3.2.2 Cultural Landscape 

The cultural landscapes of the parks are made up of the historical 
structures mentioned above (section 3.2.1) and the pastures, cropfields, 
and woodlots that dominate the scene. Wetlands, waterways, boulders, 
orchards, gardens, and woodlands are also part of the cultural 
landscapes. This document discusses the intensely managed elements 
(i.e., cropfie is, woodlots, gardens, and orchards) that would be affected by 
the alternat1ves. The woodlands are discussed in section 3.3.1 Vegetation. 

3.2.3 Private Land 

The Gettysburg area was predominantly agricultural land at the time of the 
battle. A little over half of Adams County is presently in agricultural use 
and about 6 percent is orchards. Although agriculture is still an important 
part of the economy, residential and commercial development is changing 
the parks' surrounding landscape. Gettysburg's proximity to densely 
populated Baltimore, Maryland, and Washington, D.C., and the network of 
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highways linking Gettysburg to these cities are major factors contributing to 
this trend. The population of Adams County Pennsylvania in 1990 was 
78,000. The Adams County Comprehensive Plan (1991) projected the 
population for the County in the year 2010 to be 104,000. Most of this 
increase is expected to be in the eastern part of the County. The present 
population of the Borough of Gettysburg is 7,025 (Rand McNally 1993). 
Because the borough is almost completely encircled by federal land, the 
population of the borough is expected to remain about the same. 

Land inside the boundary of the parks includes 114 private landowners 
owning 1 ,696 total acres. The size of these in holdings ranges from a 
house site to a 200-acre farm. Some historical farmsteads pre-date the 
battle. Also incorporated in the boundary is a diverse range of land uses 
such as a commercial campground, an auction house, a 9-hole golf course, 
and the National Tower, which is a private commercial enterprise. 

3.3 Biological Environment 

3.3.1 Vegetation 

Woodlands are another important cultural feature of the battlefield 
landscape. In comparison to woodlots which may be manipulated through 
silvicultural treatments, woodlands are maintained through natural 
processes and have no planned cultural treatments. Gettysburg NMP has 
one of the largest concentrations of mature woodlands in the area, 
particularly in the Big Round Top area. Over forty species of trees are 
found in the parks with the red, white, and black oaks (Quercus spp.) 
together representing the most numerous species. Other major tree 
species include several kinds of hickories ( Carya spp.), yellow poplar 
(Liriodendron tulipifera), and white ash (Fraxinus americana) . The 200-
acre white pine (Pinus strobus)!chestnut oak (Quercus prinus) forest of Big 
Round Top is a unique vegetation type for this area. Some trees that were 
living during the battle in 1863 are still alive. Shrub species present include 
dogwood (Corn us spp.), hawthorn ( Crataegus spp.), ironwood (Carpinus 
spp.), spice bush (Lindera benzoin), and several species .ofviburnum 
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(Viburnum spp.). Non-native species such as multiflora rose (Rosa 
multiflora), Japanese barberry (Berberis thunbergit), Ailanthus (Ailanthus 
altissima) , and honeysuckle (Lonicera spp.) have invaded most areas of 
the battlefield. 

3.3.2 Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species 

No federally listed threatened or endangered species are known to occur in 
the parks. A Pennsylvania Natural Diversity Inventory search was 
conducted to determine the presence of any state-listed rare, threatened, 
or endangered plant or animal species in the parks. No state-listed animal 
species occur in the parks. 

Six species of state-listed plants located on the battlefield are: 

1. Short-fruited rush (Juncus brachycarpus) State endangered 
2. Missouri gooseberry ( Ribes missouriense) State endangered 
3. Bicknell's hoary rockrose ( Helianthemum bicknelli~ State endangered 
4. Early buttercup (Ranunculus fascicularis) State endangered 
5. Tooth cup (Rota/a ramosiot) State rare 
6. Grass-leaved rush (Juncus biflorus) State tentative 'mdetermined 

3.3.3 Wildlife 

There are 21 documented species C1 mammals in the parks (Yahner et al. 
1994). The most commonly seen are deer, raccoon (Procyon lotor), red 
fox (Vulpes vu/pes), and wo-~chuck (Marmota monax) . Approximately 
153 species of birds occur the parks during some time of the year 
(Yahner et al. 1994). Many bird species common to south-central 
Pennsylvania are also found in the parks. One of the largest black vulture 
(Coragyps atratus) and turkey vulture ( Carthartes aura) populations found 
in the eastern United States lives in the southern portion of Gettysburg 
NMP. During the winter, these birds roost in the Big Round Top area. 
Sixteen reptile and ten amphibian species have been documented in the 
parks (Yahner et al. 1994). 
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3.4 Social Environment 

3.4.1 Visitor Use 

Annual visitation to the parks over the past 25 years has fluctuated 
between one million and one and one-half million P.eople. During the 
summer months, approximately half are regional visitors, one-third are from 
the rest of the country, and 12 percent are local residents (Gettysburg 
NMP, Statement for Management 1991 ). In the fall, senior citizens in bus 
groups make up the majority of park users, and in the spring, school 
groups dominate. Most of the visitors to the parks come in April through 
October, with July being the peak of visitation (Appendix F). Approximately 
8 and 4 percent of the average yearly visitors to Gettysburg NMP and 
Eisenhower NHS respectively, come during the months of November 
through January. Park buildings in Gettysburg NMP are open 362 days a 
year from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. (6:00 p.m. in summer). Side roads and 
avenues, some of which have gates, are open to visitors from 6 a.m. to 
10 p.m. 

Eisenhower NHS is closed two days a week (Monday and Tuesday) from 
November through March, and is closed for four weeks each year in 
January and early February. Visitor access to Eisenhower NHS is through 
a shuttle bus from Gettysburg NMP which runs from 9:00a.m. to 5:00p.m .. 

Most visitors come to Gettysburg NMP to see the park as a historic 
battlefield (Gettysburg NMP, General Management Plan 1982). Many of 
these visitors use the self-guiding brochures for the automobile tour and 
hiking trails. The main theme for visitors to Eisenhower NHS is the life and 
career of Dwight D. Eisenhower, primarily as it pertains to the Gettysburg 
sites associated with him. Self-guiding brochures are available to guide 
visitors through the Eisenhower home and grounds. Management goals for 
visitor use center on interpreting the events that took place at each park to 
enhance visitor understanding and appreciation. 
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Many tourists and local visitors enjoy the quiet and visual aesthetics of the 
parks. Although neither park was created to serve as a recreational area, a 
number of visitors use the military park for picnicking, walking/hiking, cross-

. country skiing, horseback riding, and wildlife viewing. Deer viewing and 
photographing are popular activities. In a traffic study conducted by park 
personnel in May 1994, some visitors to the parks stated they came just to 
see deer. Deer viewing is most popular in late fall and winter when large 
numbers of deer can be seen concentrated in open areas of the park at 
dawn and dusk. Some visitors also enjoy seeing the antlers on male deer, 
which are fully developed at that time of the year. 

3.4.2 Human Safety 

The over one million annual visitors have access to almost all areas of the 
parks. Within and surrounding the boundary of the parks are many private 
landowners and their families. About 1 00 licensed battlefield guides and 
approximately 80 permanent National Park Service employees work in the 
parks. Some park employee families live in park houses. For the summer 
months, 30 to 40 seasonal employees are hired. Permittees and their 
workers are active throughout the parks tending the cropfields and 
pastures. 

3.4.3 DeerNehicle Collisions 

. Six highways converge at the town of Gettysburg and cross the battlefield 
(Figure 2). The speed limit on these roads is 40 miles per hour. 
Approximately 40 miles of avenues or improved lanes provide access to 
the battlefield and Eisenhower NHS. 

Approximately 125 to 1SO dead deer are removed from the highways each 
year on and within two miles of the parks (Appendix G). On average, 
376 deer were removed from the highways in the southern half of Adams 
County annually since 1986 (Appendix G). 
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The actual number of deer/vehicle collisions could be higher due to the 
failure of some drivers to report a collision and to an inability to count 
injured deer that leave the scene. A study in New York reported that for 
every reported deer killed in an accident, perhaps an additional five I 
accidents occurred (Decker et al. 1990). Some accidents involved deer 
strikes and others were a result of the driver attempting to avoid the deer. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

This chapter describes and analyzes potential environmental impacts and 
effects that may result from implementation of the alternatives described in 
Chapter 2. A summary of this analysis can be found in Table 1 in 
section 2.4 Summary of Impacts. The adverse and beneficial 
consequences to each environmental resource described in the previous 
chapter are discussed. 

4.1 White-Tailed Deer 

4.1.1 Effects on Deer Population Management 

Alternative 1: No Action. The deer population in the parks would 
continue to be primarily influenced by natural occurrences and collisions 
with vehicles. The population is in good health and reproducing well and 
would probably continue to number above 700 animals (Figure 6) in the 
short term (1 0 years). Severe winter weather could result in a temporary 
reduction in the deer population for 2 to 3 years. 

The deer population in the rest of the county may remain high in the short 
term, in part, because of the high density of deer in the parks (Storm et al. 
1989). Hunting pressure on private land near the parks would be expected 
to continue at the same level and to be directed primarily at male deer. 
Shooting mostly male deer would continue to have minimal effect on the 
deer density in the parks because one male usually mates.with many 
females. 

Termination of the Agricultural Special Use Permit Program is likely 
because some of the permittees would probably quit within the next 2 to 3 
years and replacements could probably not be found (see section 4.2.2). 
National Park Service personnel would have to take over the farming to 
maintain the agricultural landscapes of the parks. The amount of 
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agricultural food available for deer in the parks would be reduced for the 3 
or 4 years it would likely take until the National Park Service could obtain 
the necessary equipment and manpower to take over the care of the 
cropfields (see sectio.n 4.2.2). During that time, crop damage on private 
land near the parks may increase if deer move off the parks to seek food. 
As a result, the number of deer shot for crop damage on private land near 
the parks would be expected to remain at about the same level (85 deer a 
year on average) or possibly increase. Increased shooting of deer on 
private land near the parks may cause deer to seek refuge in the parks 
which would temporarily increase the deer density in the parks (G. Storm, 
pers. com. 1993). Shooting deer for crop damage would continue to have 
little or no permanent effect on the number of deer in the parks. 

Long range predictions (over 10 years) of the effects on the deer 
population are speculative. Areas with abundant availability of natural and 
agricultural food can support high deer densities for a long time. As long 
as the parks maintain the cropfields in the parks, the deer will likely remain 
healthy even at high densities. 

Alternative 2A: Capture and Transfer. Box traps may be the most 
efficient method of live capture (Hawkins et al. 1967, Palmer et al. 1980). 
Use of cannon or rocket nets would require spending a large amount of 
time to monitor the net and bait sites for timely release of the nets. Deer 
may be frightened away from these sites, however, by the presence of 
humans. "Trip wire" triggers could be set up to eliminate these problems; 
however, the use of an unmanned mechanism could cause injury to people 
or animals accidentally triggering the rockets. Drive netting works best 
when there is a natural or artificial barrier to help route deer into the nets 
(Rongstad and McCabe 1984). Such barriers do not exist at the parks. 
Researchers at Gettysburg NMP found clover traps to be the least effective 
trapping method compared to darting with drugs and using drop nets 
(Storm et al. 1989). 
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As the capture program proceeded and the population decreased, the 
average time spent capturing a deer by any method would increase. 
Capture effectiveness may also be reduced as the deer became more wary 
of the trapping operation. Relocating a large number of deer to other 
locations would transfer the effects of browsing to the relocation sites. The 
effects on the social organization and behavior of the remaining deer in the 
parks and the relocated deer are unknown. 

Obtaining a permit from the Pennsylvania Game Commission to release 
the deer in other locations would be difficult. The Pennsylvania Game 
Commission believes that nail suitable white-tailed deer range in the state is 
occupied at present. For this and other reasons related to ineffectiveness, 
inefficiency, expense, and potential disease and parasite transmission, the 
commission would not entertain relocation of deer from the parks to other 
areas of the staten (S. Williams, pers. com. 1994). 

The ability of capture and transfer to control deer populations on a long­
term basis has not been proven for large populations. The success of this 
alternative first depends on the identification of suitable relocation sites. 
Neither the Pennsylvania Game Commission nor the National Park 
Service, at this time, knows of any such sites. If relocation sjtes are found, 
reducing the population to the predetermined density would then depend 
on the commitment of a large number of personnel and trapping equipment 
for a long period of time. Costs associated with this alternative would be 
high (see Appendix 1). 

As the number of deer in the parks is reduced to the predetermined 
density, the number of deer that move from the parks to private land would 
be reduced. Fewer deer would be available to hunters on private land near 
the parks. The number of deer shot on private land near the parks 
because of crop damage would probably decrease. In the long term (over 
10 years), the deer population would likely continue to be healthy because 
of the abundant food resources available to the reduced density of deer in 
the parks. 
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Alternative 28: Direct Reduction--Shooting. The average time 
required to shoot a deer would increase as the population of deer 
decreased. With increased exposure to a spotlight followed by shooting, 

· deer may begin to associate the spotlight with danger. The effectiveness 
of night shooting may thus be reduced over time. During the shooting, 
some de·er may leave the parks to seek refuge. Shooting deer at night and 
the use of a spotlight, silencer, and bait would all be against Pennsylvania 
Game Commission regulations but within National Park Service authority 
on park lands. The deer population in the parks would be reduced and 
maintained at or near the predetermined density for the study area by this 
alternative with a relatively low amount of time, personnel, and cost. 

Impacts to health and density of the remaining deer in and near the parks, 
and the number of deer shot by farmers because of crop damage would be 
the same as Alternative 2A. Impacts to the social organization and 
behavior of the remaining deer in the parks are unknown. The reduction in 
the deer density in the parks would be achieved more quickly than in 
Alternative 2A for the same amount of time and funds committed. When 
carried out during the deer hunting seasons, deer seeking refuge outside 
the parks would be exposed to hunters, which would increase hunter 
opportunity to shoot a deer. 

Alternative 3: Reproductive Intervention--Sterilization or 
Contraception. To date, there has been very limited testing of surgical 
sterilization performed on deer in the field. Surgical sterilization of 8 male 
and 6 female deer enclosed in the Milwaukee County Zoo grounds 
successfully stopped reproduction (M. Frank, pers. com. 1994 ). Surgery 
performed on pregnant female deer did not terminate existing pregnancies, 
and sterilized male deer continued to show normal rutting behavior. 
Surgery performed on male·deer to control reproduction in the population 
may be of lesser value than treating females for two reasons. First, there is 
a higher turnover of male deer in the population because hunting pressure 
near the parks is mostly directed at male deer. Secondly, fertile male deer 
outside the parks may move into the parks and mate with the female deer. 
The level of effort required to sterilize at least 70 percent of the female deer 

62 

-



Chapter 4 

to reduce the deer population in the parks to the predetermined density 
would be extremely high and expensive. Researchers are seeking 
techniques to simplify the surgeries. 

Food and Drug Administration approval for the use of steroids would be 
unlikely because of concerns over the effects on humans and wildlife from 
eating animals treated with steroids (Turner and Kirkpatrick 1991 ). If a 
steroid was approved for use, administering it in bait would be the least 
effective method because the drug dose could not be controlled. In 
addition, nontarget species could eat the bait and become affected (Harder 
and Peterle 1974, Matschke 1977c). Delivery of a steroid by implantation 
would eliminate the problems of dosage and exposure to nontarget species 
but would require capturing each animal for treatment. The need to 
capture animals would increase costs and time required to treat each 
animal. 

Before immunocontraceptives can be used to reduce the deer population in 
the parks, a number of complications must be resolved. Most important is 
FDA approval for the use of any immunocontraceptive for deer population 
management. Efficient and safe methods for treating a free-ranging 
population of deer must be developed, and the long-term physiological and 
behavioral effects on treated deer must be examined. 
lmmunocontraception is still experimental and has yet to be tested and 
approved at the population level for deer. 

The deer in the study area are free ranging and fertile animals would 
continually move into the parks and need to be treated . At this time, it 
would probably not be possible to effectively and continuously treat enough 
deer in the parks to reduce the present population to the predetermined 
density using surgery, steroids, or immunocontraceptives. 

If it became feasible , impacts would be the same as Alternative 1 for the 
time of consistent treatment necessary for animal deaths to outnumber 
births. The deer population would then begin to decrease rapidly (Porter 
1991 ). The length of time until the population began to decrease (likely 8 
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to 1 o years) and the time it would take to reach the predetermined density 
would depend on the effectiveness of the treatment. The effects of 
sterilization and contraception on the social organ ization and behavior of 
deer are unknown. Once the population was reduced , impacts to deer 
health and density in and near the parks, the number of deer available to 
hunters, and the number of deer shot by farmers for crop damage would be 
the same as Alternative 2A. 

Alternative 4: Cooperative Management Private 
Landowners, Pennsylvania Game Commission, and 
National Park Service. This alternative assumes that present levels of 
hunting near the parks are inadequate to significantly influence the number 
of deer in the parks and that private landowners want more deer killed. 
Persuading some private landowners to allow or expand public hunting on 
their land, however, may be difficult. Eliminating refuges for deer in the 
parks and on private land near the parks during the hunting seasons would 
expose more deer to hunters. The number of deer hunters near the parks 
may increa~ r:. if hunter access was increased and if extended seasons and 
harvest limits were granted. Deer density in the parks could temporarily 
increase during the hunting season from the deer outside the parks 
seeking refuge in the parks (Kammermeyer and Marchinton 1976, Root 
et al. 1988). 

Scaring deer from the parks by a deer drive should increase a hunter's 
opportunity to shoot a deer because more deer may be exposed to a 
hunter. A coordinated drive effort could move some deer off the parks. In 
some areas, however, deer are highly concentrated and could not be 
driven across park boundaries because of the open distance to boundary 
lines, topography, and available cover for deer (Storm et al. 1989). With 
each drive, deer would probably become more wary from the experience 
and increasingly resist moving from cover. The effectiveness of continual 
deer drives to move deer is questionable. 
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There is little experimental data showing that hunting on areas adjacent to 
parks contributes to population control within a park; however, there would 
be some reduction to deer densities in the area. This means there would 
be fewer deer near. the parks that could move into the parks. Simulation 
models suggest that the higher the boundary perimeter to area ratio, the 
more vulnerable the deer population in a park would be to the effects of 
hunting on adjacent lands {Buechner 1987). 

All of the parties must be willing to enter into a cooperative agreement. 
Willingness to enter into an agreement is dependent on good rapport and 
close agreement on a deer management plan among the National Park 
Service, Pennsylvania Game Commission, and local private landowners. 
Without access to large amounts of land and a significant increase in 
opportunities for killing deer on private land, it would be very difficult for 
hunters to reduce the deer population in the parks to the predetermined 
density. 

If an agreement was made among all the parties, this alternative would 
result in a larger reduction in the deer population on private land than in the 
parks. If a general public hunt instead of a "controlled" hunt was conducted 
on private land, this alternative would offer limited control over the number 
and sex of deer killed near the parks. Crops of nearby private land would 
have a decreased level of deer browsing which may reduce the number of 
deer shot for crop damage on private land. Because deer regularly move 
from private land into the parks, the deer density in the parks would be 
slightly reduced but not as much as on private lands. The level of 
reduction in the deer population in the parks would depend on the 
effectiveness of the deer drive, season length and limits, and hunter access 
and ability to kill a deer. Costs associated with this alternative would be the 
least {see Appendix 1) . Long-term effects on the health of the deer 
population would be the same as Alternative 2A. The effects on deer 
social organization and behavior are unknown. 
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**Preferred Alternative** Alternative 5: Combined 
Management-A Combination of Alternative 28 Direct Reduction 
and Alternative 4 Cooperative Management. Using Alternative 28 
(direct reduction in the parks) simultaneously with Alternative 4 
(encouraging public hunting outside the parks) would increase hunter 
opportunity to kill a deer outside the parks. Fewer deer would have to be 
shot in the parks by this alternative than by Alternative 28 and thus impacts 
to visitor use would be reduced. Private landowners who do not want deer 
to be shot in the parks or who would like hunters to shoot the deer may be 
more willing to allow hunter access to their land (Alternative 4). Decreasing 
the number of deer needed to be shot in the parks would also decrease the 
cost compared to Alternative 28. A combination approach which adapts to 
changing situations and opportunities would be expected to be the most 
successful in managing the free-ranging deer population in the parks. 

The description and analysis of the consequences of the combination 
of alternatives in Alternative 5 would be expected to be the same as 
the individual alternatives. There would be no cumulative impacts 
from combining the individual alternatives; therefore, there is no 
separate discussion of the consequences of Alternative 5 on 
environmental resources. 

4. 1.2 Effects on Deer 

Alternative 1: No Action. Injury and death of deer in the parks would 
occur primarily from natural occurrences and accidents. Stress on an 
animal, incidence of disease and parasites, and death due to inadequate 
food resources would be expected to continue to be minimal in the short 
term (1 0 years). Deer injury and mortality from deer/vehicle collisions in 
and near the parks (see section 4.4 .3) and from private landowners 
shooting deer because of crop damage would be expected to continue at 
the same level. In the long term (over 10 years), if food resources became 
scarce because the cropfields could not be maintained (see section 4.1.1 ), 
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some deer may die of malnutrition. The occurrence of severe winter 
weather at this time may result in high mortality of deer, especially young 
deer, which could not successfully compete for food. 

Alternative 2A: Capture and Transfer. The level of deer injury and 
mortality during trapping would depend on the selected capture method, 
the experience of the handlers, the weather, temperature, condition of the 
animal, and time of confinement (Rongstad and McCabe 1984). Animals 
could be injured or die from trying to flee a trap or net. Euthanasia is 
sometimes necessary in situations where excited animals are seriously 
injured while confined in a box trap. Mortality rates for the different types of 
capture methods range from 0 to 23 percent (Appendix H). Corral traps 
have a higher mortality rate {14 percent) due to the large size of the 
enclosure (Hawkins et al. 1967). Deer can impact the walls with great 
force in escape attempts resulting in serious injury or death. Deer could be 
sedated prior to attempts to remove the deer from the corral trap to reduce 
this hazard. 

If deer were darted, death may result from a drug overdose, accidental I 
injection into vital areas, or serious injury from accidents resulting from 
being drugged (Hawkins et al. 1967). Early reports of mortality using this 
method were high, ranging 13 percent or greater. The use of new 
anesthetic and immobilizing drugs have lowered mortality rates. Lower I 
mortality of deer from drug overdose is possible, depending on the 
competency of the persons calculating and delivering the drug dose. 

Levels of deer injury or death due to specific transporting methods are 
unknown but some injl:Jry o.r death would likely occur. Some relocated deer 
would die soon after release into a new location. Often the lethal effects of 
a trapping method are not realized until weeks or months later. The deer in 
the parks are in good health and would be more likely to survive relocation 
than deer in poor condition. Survival rates for relocated deer are difficult to 
measure and vary widely. Habitat suitability and deer density at the 
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selected release site would have an effect on the survival of relocated deer. 
When relocated to areas where hunting is allowed, survival rates would 
range from 15 to 55 percent during the first year, most commonly less than 
50 percent (Bryant and Ishmael 1990, Diehl 1988, Hawkins et al. 1971, 

-

Jones and Witham 1990, McCall et al. 1988,0'Bryan and McCullough -
1985}. Capture myopathy, caused by capture-related stress, has been an 
important influence on the survival of relocated deer (Chalmers and Barrett 
1982, Jones and Witham 1990}. Beringer et al. (In press} made 
recommendations that may reduce capture myopathy in deer. 

At the relocation site, deer would be less aware of and able to avoid 
potential hazards such as predators (including dogs}, roads, and hunters -
(Bryant and Ishmael 1990, Jones and Witham 1990, O'Bryan and 
McCullough 1985}. Little could be done to reduce mortality after release. 
Unfamiliarity with new surroundings combined with a lack of wariness of 
humans adds to the unlikeliness of survival for deer relocated to public land 
from parks where hunting does not occur. Mortality of deer relocated to a 
game farm would be expected to be high because customers are able to 
shoot the deer. Deer may be relocated to licensed private landowners who 
wish to keep the deer alive and healthy. It would most likely not be 
possible to find enough licensed private landowners willing to take the large 
number of deer that would be removed from the parks initially and annually 
thereafter. 

Any disease and parasites from the relocated deer would be passed to the 
deer at the release site. Deer already residing at the release site would 
have increased competition for food from the relocated deer. Resident 
deer may have an increased level of stress from an increased deer density 
at the relocation site. 

Stress and the incidence of disease and parasites on the remaining deer in 
the parks would be expected to continue to be low. Injury and mortality 
from vehicles in and near the parks (see section 4.4.3} and from private 
landowners shooting deer because of crop depredation would be expected 
to be substantially reduced. 
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Alternative 28: Direct Reduction--Shooting. Each year a 
predetermined number of deer would be killed. In the short term (5 years 
or less), a large number of deer would die annually to reduce the deer 
population in the parks to the predetermined deer density. Once the deer 
population was reduced, fewer deer would be killed each year thereafter to 
maintain the deer population in the parks at the predetermined level. Some 
deer may sustain nonlethal injuries. The number of injured deer would be 
expected to be low because personnel shooting the deer would be trained 
and highly skilled in the use of firearms. 

Stress, incidence of disease and parasites, and injury and mortality due to 
vehicles or crop depredation would be the same as Alternative 2A. 

Alternative 3: Reproductive Intervention--Sterilization or 
Contraception. Capturing deer for surgery would cause stress, injury, and 
mortality as described in Alternative 2A. Mortality rates from surgery are 
unknown, but some deer would probably die. 

Deer mortality from treatment with steroids or immunocontraceptives would 
be expected to be very low. Some animals could be stressed or injured if 
animals have to be captured for treatment (Kirkpatrick et al. 1992, 
Kirkpatrick and Turner In press, Matschke 1977b). Remote delivery of the 
contraceptive using darts or biobullets may cause local swelling and pain 
associated with the impact and cause some deer to drag their hind limb for 
several hours (Jessup et al. 1993, Turner et al. 1992). No permanent 
disability would be expected from remote delivery by either biobullets 
(Jessup et al. 1993) or darts. 

The long-term physical and behavioral effects on animals treated with 
steroids or immunocontraceptives or by surgery have not been fully 
evaluated. Research has shown that steroids cause massive behavioral 
changes in treated animals which increase an animal 's stress 
(J. Kirkpatrick, pers. com. 1994). Research at Front Royal, Virginia, 
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sugger ts that repeated reproductive cycling, which results from 
immunocontraceptives, would have less energy drain on a female deer 
than pregnancy (J. Kirkpatrick, pers. com. 1994). In addition, young male 
deer followed treated females throughout the extended cycling period, but 
older male deer did not continue this behavior beyond the normal rutting 
season (J. Kirkpatrick, pers. com. 1994). 

For the 8 to 1 o years it may likely take to start reducing the population, 
stress, incidence of disease and parasites, and injury and mortality due to 
vehicles or crop depredation would be the same as Alternative 1. If the 
deer were successfully and consistently treated after the predetermined 
density was reached, these impacts would be the same as Alternative 2A. 

Alternative 4: Cooperative Management Private 
Landowners, Pennsylvania Game Commission, and 
National Park Service. Impacts would be the same as Alternative 28 
except that in addition to bullets, more deer would die and be injured by 
arrows and lead balls (muzzleloader) than what is presently occurring 
(1994). The number of deer injured would be expected to be higher than in 
Alternative 28 because hunters outside the parks would be of all skill levels 
and experience. 

Stress, incidence of disease and parasites, and injury and mortality due to 
vehicles or crop depredation would be the same as Alternative 2A. 

4.2 Physical Environment 

4.2.1 Effects on Historical Structures 

Alternative 1: No Action. The historical structures would not be 
affected. 

Alternative 2A: Capture and Transfer. Capture and transport equipment 
used in the open or along deer trails would not affect historical structures. 
An immobilizing dart fired from an injection rifle may cause slight damage if 
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Photo 7. General George Gordon Meade Monument. 

Photo 8. The Peach Orchard at Gettysburg saw intense 
fighting on July 2, 1863 . 



Photo 9. A browse line created by deer can be seen 
in this photograph. 

Photo 10. Corn gr ows significantly higher inside deer 
exclosures . 
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it hit a delicate historical object. The likelihood of this occurring would be 
expected to be low. Damage to a historical structure from multiple darts 
over time would cause cumulative impacts. In addition, damage from darts 
combined with any nonrelated vandalism that might occur would cause 
cumulative impacts. 

Alternative 28: Direct Reduction--Shooting. Historical structures 
may receive damage from stray bullets. The possibility of stray bullets is 
low because personnel conducting the shooting would be trained in the use 
of firearms and safety. Impacts would be the same as Alternative 1 if deer 
were only shot at bait stations which would be away from historical 
structures. The severity of any damage would depend on the historical 
object and placement of the bullet. If a historical structure is damaged by a 
bullet, in some cases the damage may be permanent. Cumulative impacts 
would be the same as Alternative 2A except damage would be caused by 
bullets. 

Alternative 3: Reproductive Intervention--Sterilization or 
Contraception. A stray dart could cause slight damage to historical 
structures as in Alternative 2A. Cumulative impacts would be the same as 
Alternative 2A. 

Alternative 4: Cooperative Management Private 
- Landowners, Pennsylvania Game Commission, and 

National Park Service. If a controlled hunt was held and line of fire was 
directed away from historical structures, impacts would be the same as 
Alternative 1. Impacts would be the same as Alternative 2B for a general 
public hunt except the possibility of stray bullets may be higher because a 
hunter may not be trained in the use of firearms and safety. Cumulative 
impacts would be the same as Alternative 28. 

4.2.2 Effects on Certain Cultural Landscape Components 

Alternative 1: No Action. Deer browsing would continue to limit the 
number of seedlings and saplings in the woodlots. Perpetuation of the 
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current overstory density and composition of the woodlots, which is mostly 
mixed oak species, would not be possible due to deer browsing (Tzilkowski 
et al. 1993). Continued browsing would keep the understory of the 
woodlots open and thus contribute to their historic appearance in the short 
term. A more open understory is desired for the 3 category A woodlots but 
not the remaining 22 category B and Eisenhower NHS woodlots. As old 
trees die, there would be few if any young trees to take their place to 
perpetuate the woodlots. Without adequate numbers of seedlings and 
saplings in the understory, natural regeneration of the woodlots could not 
occur, and perpetuation of the woodlots by other silvicultural methods (e.g., 
plantings) would be very difficult (Storm et al. 1989). 

Seedlings of tree species that deer in this area prefer to eat (e.g., oak and 
maple) would continue to be scarce in the woodlots. Seedlings of tree 
species that are not a preferred food in the parks (e.g., ash and cherry) 
would continue to become more abundant. The species that deer prefer to 
eat are species the National Park Service wants to maintain in the 
woodlots. In time, the density and species composition of the woodlots 
would change in a manner unacceptable to park standards. The 
understory tree density would continue to decrease and the overstory tree 
species composition in the woodlots would change. As the understory 
grew into the overstory, black cherry, white ash, and hickory would replace 
oak as the dominant overstory species in the woodlots (Fairweather and 
Cavanaugh, 1990). 

Cropfields, particularly in Eisenhower NHS and the southern section of 
Gettysburg NMP, would continue to have less than 75 percent of the plants 
in a field reach maturity. These cropfields would not have an acceptable 
structure. The types of crop could not be grown in the percentages desired 
without sustaining unacceptable crop damage. Accurate interpretation of 
the Eisenhower farm would not be possible because the characteristic 
historic crops could not be maintained. The Agricultural Special Use 
Permit Program would likely terminate due to the inability of the permittees 
farming Eisenhower NHS and the southern section of Gettysburg NMP to 
make a profit from farming in the parks. Replacements would not likely be 
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found since anyone who farms would need the crops to make a profit. The 
National Park Service would have to maintain the agricultural cropfields of 
the permittees that drop out of the program . The parks' cropfield 
management objectives and standards would not be met because the 
effect of deer browsing would remain at an unacceptable level. Park 
management of the orchards and gardens would continue to be difficult 
because of the effects of deer browsing. 

Permittees farming Eisenhower NHS and the southern section of 
Gettysburg NMP would drop out of the Agricultural Special Use Permit 
Program due to an inability to profit from farming in the parks. 
Replacement farmers would be sought to maintain the traditional crops on 
this 1 ,000-acre area. Replacements would not be found since a farmer 
would not likely enter into a contract where they would not be able to have 
crops for animal feed or to sell because of deer browsing losses. The 
National Park Service would have to develop a program to maintain the 
agricultural cropfields of the permittees that drop out of the program. It 
would likely take approximately 3 to 4 years for the parks to secure funding 
for the program, buy equipment, find storage space for the equipment, and 
hire personnel to conduct the farming operation . During this time, 
cropfields in the northern section of Gettysburg NMP may receive 
increased deer browsing which may cause other permittees to drop out of 
the program. The Agricultural Special Use Permit Program would likely 
have to terminate. 

Replanting of historic orchards would require protecting the orchard 
seedlings. This protection would represent a visual and aesthetic impact to 
the historic landscape and would interfere with effective historic site 
interpretation. 

Alternative 2A: Capture and Transfer. The abundance and diversity of 
tree seedlings and saplings in the woodlots would increase with a decrease 
in deer browsing. Because the woodlots historically had a more open 
understory, a dense understory would cause the woodlots not to have an 
historically accurate appearance. A more open understory, however, is 
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only desired for the three category A woodlots. In the long term, if enough 
regeneration became established in the understory, these trees would 
replace the overstory trees that die, and the woodlots would be 
perpetuated. There is a greater chance that the mix of oak species that 
dominate the woodlots would be maintained since browsing on the 
preferred oak seedlings would be reduced. This will increase the 
probability of oak regeneration. 

The Agricultural Special Use Permit Program would continue to maintain 
the agricultural scene in the parks since crop losses would eventually be 
reduced to the level where the park management objectives were being 
met. Crops could be grown to maturity in the relative percentages as 
existed during the historic period of each park and crops would have an 
acceptable structure when browsing was reduced sufficiently. Accurate 
interpretation of the Eisenhower farm would continue to be possible with 
mainter ance of all the characteristic historic crops. 

As capture and transfer was successful at reducing and maintaining the 
deer population in the parks at or near the predetermined density (see 
section 4.1.1 ), the level of deer browsing on the woodlots and cropfields 
would be reduced to an acceptable level. With a continued effort of 
capture and transfer to maintain this level of browsing, the objectives and 
standards for the woodlots and cropfields of the parks (Evaluation of 
Alternatives for Managing the Appearance of Cropfields and Woodlots) 
would be met. The orchards and gardens in the parks would have reduced 
or no effects from this level of deer browsing. 

Alternative 28: Direct Reduction--Shooting. Impacts would be the 
same as lternative 2A, but this alternative would likely reduce the deer 
population in the parks to the predetermined density in a shorter period of 
time. 

Alternative 3: Reproductive lnterven tioP~w Sterilization or 
Contraception. Impacts would be the same as A: .. ~ 1ative 1 until deer 
deaths outnumbered births. Then impacts would be reduced to the same 
as Alternative 2A when the predetermined density was reached. 
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Alternative 4: Cooperative Management Private 
Landowners, Pennsylvania Game Commission, and 
National Park Service. Impacts would be the same as Alternative 2A. 
Depending on the effectiveness of the deer drive, however, parts of the 
cultural landscape of the parks farthest from a boundary may respond as in 
Alternative 1 or receive only a slightly reduced level of browsing. 

4.2.3 Effects on Private Land 

Alternative 1: No Action. Deer browsing on the ornamental plantings, 
orchards, and agricultural crops on private land would continue at the same 
level and probably increase. If maintenance of the cropfields in the parks 
temporarily ceases (see section 4.2.2), deer browsing on nearby private 
land may increase as deer move off the parks in search of food. When 
development removes food resources in certain areas, deer browsing may 
increase in those areas not heavily developed. 

Alternative 2A: Capture and Transfer. During the trapping effort, deer 
may leave the parks to seek refuge. This. may temporarily increase the 
level of browsing on private land. 

When the deer population in the parks is decreased (see section 4.1.1 ), 
this alternative would result in a decrease in the number of deer that move 
from the parks onto private land. Fewer deer on private land would mean a 
decreased level of browsing on the ornamental plantings, orchards, and 
agricultural crops. 

Alternative 28: Direct Reduction--Shooting. Impacts would be the 
same as Alternative 2A, but this alternative would likely reduce the deer 
population in the parks to the predetermined density in a shorter time. 

Alternative 3: Reproductive Intervention--Sterilization or 
Contraception. Impacts would be the same as Alternative 1 until deer 
deaths outnumbered births, then impacts would be reduced overtime and 
be the same as Alternative 2A when the predetermined density was 
reached. 
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Alternative 4: Cooperative Management Private 
Landowners, Pennsylvania Game Commission, and 
National Park Se,rvice. Impacts would be the same as Alternative 2A 
except the decrease in deer browsing on private land would be a direct 
result of a decrease in the deer population on private land. 

4.3 Biological Environment 

4.3.1 Effects on Vegetation 

Alternative 1: No Action. The effects of deer browsing on woodland 
vegetation would be expected to continue at the same level or possibly 
increase in the short term (1 0 years). The high density of deer in the parks 
would be expected to cause a change in the composition of woody and 
herbaceous species in the parks (Alverson et al. 1988, Bratton 1979, 
Hough 1965, Jones et al. 1993). This would occur because deer browsing 
would reduce the abundance and distribution of plants preferred by deer 
and allow plant species that are not preferred by deer to increase (Porter 
1991, Strole and Anderson 1992, Warren 1991 ). The presence of non­
native species such as honeysuckle and Japanese barberry, which are not 
a preferred deer food item in the parks, may increase. 

Deer browsing would continue to alter the natural shape of shrubs and 
trees, and a line of browse would become evident in all wooded areas. 
Repeated browsing may kill or stunt plants and delay or eliminate flowering 
of herbaceous plants (Porter 1991 ). 

Vegetation would respond to any naturally occurring fluctuation in the 
number of deer in the parks (see section 4.1.1 ). Short-term reductions (2 
to 5 years) in the deer population as a result of any natural die-offs 
probably would not allow plant communities to recover from the effects of 
browsing (Warren 1991 ). Plant communities in some areas may take 
several decades to recover if seed banks are depleted because of constant 
deer browsing. The number of seedlings and saplings of shrub and tree 
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species in the forested areas of the parks would continue to be limited by 
deer browsing. The high density of deer in the parks may cause a 
reduction in shrub and tree seedling height and density (Beals et al. 1960, 
Marquis 1981, Storm et al. 1989, Tilghman 1989). Herbaceous plants that 
are tolerant to deer browsing (e.g., ferns, grasses, and sedges) would 
eventually dominate the understory of the woodlands by suppressing 
woody and other herbaceous species. In the long ter.m (over 10 years), 
natural renewal and perpetuation of the woodlands may not occur. 

Alternative 2A: Capture and Transfer. The herbaceous and woody 
vegetation in the parks would increase in abundance and diversity due to a 
decrease in deer browsing from the lower density of deer. The level of 
increase in vegetative abundance and diversity would correspond to the 
level of reduction in deer browsing. The response in vegetation also would 
depend on the availability of seeds and competition from exotic or invader 
species. Plants highly preferred by deer may not show an increase until 
the deer population was reduced to very low numbers (Porter 1991 ). 
Without heavy deer browsing, trees and shrubs would grow to a natural 
size and shape. After 5 years with the deer population at the 
predetermined density, seedlings may attain sufficient height growth to 
escape the effects of deer browsing (Behrend et al. 1970, Underwood et al. 
In press). If enough seedlings became established, the woodland areas of 
the parks would be perpetuated. 

Alternative 28: Direct Reduction--Shooting. Impacts would be the 
same as Alternative 2A, but this alternative would likely reduce the deer 
population in the parks to the predetermined density in a shorter time. 

Alternative 3: Reproductive Intervention--Sterilization or 
Contraception. Impacts would be the same as Alternative 1 until deer 
deaths outnumbered births, then impacts would be reduced overtime and 
be the same as Alternative 2A when the predetermined density was 
reached. 
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Alternative 4: Cooperative Management Private 
Landowners, Pennsylvania Game Commission, and 
National Park Service. Impacts would be the same as Alternative 2A; 
·however, plant communities farthest from a boundary may respond as in 
Alternative 1 or receive only a slightly reduced level of browsing. 

4.3.2 Effects on Rare, Threatened, and Endangered Species 

Alternative 1: No Action. ·The degree of threat to the existence of the 
state listed plant species have not been identified. There is presently no 
documentation of deer affecting a state listed rare , threatened , or 
endangered species in the parks. The chance exists that a state listed 
species could be eaten by a deer which would reduce that species ' 
abundance in the parks or el iminate it altogether. If food resources 
become limited (see section 4.1 .1 ), deer may seek out additional food 
items and may have a greater chance of affecting the presence or 
abundance of a listed species. It is not known if any of the listed plants are 
a preferred deer food. Rare plant species that are preferred would not be 
expected to increase in abundance in the short term (1 0 years), but the 
potential exists for an increase in abundance in the long run . Long-term 
effects on listed species are not known. 

Alternative 2A: Capture and Transfer. This alternative would reduce the 
competition among deer for food. Reduced competition may decrease the 
likelihood that a state listed species would be eaten. The probability of a 
plant of special concern being affected, however, may not be directly 
related to the number of deer in the parks since one deer could eliminate 
an entire plant population. Those rare plants that were preferred may 
increase in abundance in the long term. 

Alternative 28: Direct Reduction--Shooting. Impacts would be the 
same as Alternative 2A, but this alternative would likely reduce the deer 
population in the parks to the predetermined density in a shorter time. 

78 



-

Chapter 4 

Alternative 3: Reproductive Intervention--Sterilization or 
Contraception. Impacts would be the same as Alternative 1 until deer 
deaths outnumbered births, then impacts would be reduced over time and 
be the same as Alternative 2A when the predetermined density was 
reached. 

Alternative 4: Cooperative Management Private 
Landowners, Pennsylvania Game Commission, and 
National Park Service. Impacts would be the same as Alternative 2A. 

4.3.3 Effects on Wildlife 

Alternative 1: No Action. As a result of altered plant communities (see 
section 4.3.1 ), it would be expected that animal communities that depend 
on this vegetation would be affected. Some wildlife species would be 
indirectly affected in presence and abundance because of competition for 
limited food and vegetative cover or by altered hab itat features . A 
decrease in the diversity of overstory trees would result in a decrease in 
diversity of food (fruits, seeds, insects, and browse) for wildlife. The 
abundance of acorns and nuts of forest trees, which are readily eaten by 
deer, determine overwinter survival of many forest animal species 
(Johnson et al. 1989, Martin et al. 1951 , McShea and Rappole 1992). 

Bird species diversity is directly related to the mix of understory vegetation 
(Lynch and Wigham 1984). Elimination or reduction of understory trees 
reduces the presence and abundance of bird species that use the 
understory for feeding and nesting (Casey and Hein 1983, Jones et al. 
1993). Birds may be unable to find sufficiently camouflaged areas for nest 
location or have difficulty in finding insects because of a decrease in 
understory vegetation. In time, the overstory would become less dense 
because of the absence of understory trees to replace the overstory trees 
that die (see section 4.3.1 ). Reduction or change in the overstory tree 
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species of the wooded areas of the southern portion of Gettysburg NMP 
could limit roost sites for the vulture populations (see section 3.3.3). There 
are no studies on the effects of different deer densities on reptiles, 
amphibians, insects, and other invertebrates in uncut forests. 

Alternative 2A: Capture and Transfer. Squirrels, pheasants, raccoons, 
and other wildlife would be attracted to the bait. Wildlife, besides deer, 
were caught in previous trapping efforts in the parks but were uninjured 
(D. Cottam, pers. com. 1994). Animals could become entangled in nets left 
at the capture site. The management action may cause some disruption to 
wildlife feeding and travel patterns. 

The reduced level of browsing would be expected to cause a change in 
plant communities (see section 4.3.1 ). An increase in woody and 
herbaceous vegetation size, volume, and species would be expected to 
indirectly cause an increase in the presence and abundance of some 
wildlife species and possibly a decrease in other species because of a 
change in the amount of food and cover. In the long term (over 10 years), 
roost sites for vultures would not be expected to become limited. 

Alternative 28: Direct Reduction--Shooting. Impacts to wildlife from 
the change in plant communities and feeding and travel patterns would be 
the same as Alternative 2A, but this alternative would likely reduce the deer 
population in the parks to the predetermined density in a shorter amount of 
time. 

Alternative 3: Reproductive Intervention--Sterilization or 
Contraception. If steroids were delivered through bait, wildlife other than 
deer may eat the bait and be affected (Harder and Peterle 1974; Matschke ~ 

1977c). Delivery of a steroid by injection or implantation would eliminate 
this problem. Animals that ate the meat of a treated deer would be affected 
by the steroid because both natural and synthetic steroids accumulate in 
the fat of treated animals and are passed .through the food chain (Turner 
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et al.-1992). lmmunocontraceptives do not survive the digestive process 
and are, therefore, not passed on to an animal that ate a treated deer. 

Impacts would be the same as Alternative 1 until deer deaths outnumbered 
births, then impacts to wildlife from the change in plant communities and 
feeding and travel patterns would gradually be altered and be the same as 
Alternative 2A when the predetermined density was reached. 

Alternative 4: Cooperative Management Private 
Landowners, Pennsylvania Game Commission, and 
National Park Service. Impacts to wildlife from the change in plant 
communities and feeding and travel patterns would be the same as 
Alternative 2A. 

4.4 Social Environment 

4.4.1 Effects on Visitor Use 

Alternative 1: No Action. Visitor understanding of the events that took 
place at each park would be affected. At Gettysburg NMP, there would be 
a gradual inability to understand and visualize the battle ·because the 
appearance of the cropfields and woodlots would be changed (see 
section 4.2.2). At Eisenhower NHS, visitors would not be provided an 
accurate interpretation of the Eisenhower farm (see section 4.2.2). 

Visitor access in the parks would not be affected. Park visitors would 
continue to see large numbers of deer in the fields at dusk and dawn. If, in 
the long term, the cropfields could not be maintained by the National Park 
Service and woody and herbaceous vegetation becomes scarce, visitors 
may observe unhealthy and undernourished deer (see section 4.1 .1 ). 
Visitors would drive or park in undesignated locations to watch deer which 
would continue to increase the damage to road shoulders, monument 
berms, and vegetation in these places (see section 1.5). Some visitors 
may notice the effects of deer browsing. Some of these visitors would 
enjoy the "manicured" appearance of the park while oth-ers may be 
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disturbed by the change in abundance of plants and the disappearance of 
certain wildflowers. Visitors who enjoy observing wildlife may notice a 
reduced number and diversity of some species , particularly birds, 
compared to previous years (see section 4.3.3). In the long term (over 
10 years), observations of the vultures (see section 3.3.3) may decrease if 
their roosting habitat is lost. 

Alternative 2A: Capture and Transfer. The presence of capture and 
transport equipment and the trapping activities could interfere with the 
quality of some visitors' experiences at the parks. Some visitors may have 
an interest in seeing deer being captured and handled. 

Interpretation of the historic events of each park and visitor understanding 
would be enhanced because of reduced deer browsing of the cropfields 
and woodlots (see section 4.2.2) . Visitor use would be affected for an 
unknown amount of time due to some restricted access during the capture 
effort. A visitor's ability to observe deer would be reduced because there 
would be fewer deer in the parks and the deer may become more wary of 
humans (see section 4.1 .1 ). A reduced ability to see deer may result in 
fewer visitors driving or parking in undesignated locations to watch deer. 
Some visitors may notice an increase in vegetative and wildlife abundance 
and diversity. In the long term (over 10 years), existing levels of visitor 
observations of vultures would be expected to continue. 

Alternative 28: Direct Reduction-Shooting. Portions of the parks may I 
be closed to visitors for an unknown amount of time during October through 
April. Adequate notification of the restricted access would lessen impacts 
to potential visitors to the parks. Shooting deer during both day and 
evening hours would reduce the number of days of shooting and thereby 
reduce the amount of time areas of the parks are closed to visitors. Impact 
to visitors would be minimized if the shooting took place only at night when 
the parks were closed to visitors. Some park visitors may observe the 
activity and be disturbed by the sound and sight of personnel shooting 
deer. A visitor may see an injured deer or the carcass of a deer that was 
injured and later died. The probability of this occurring would be expected 
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to be low, because the number of injured deer is expected to be low (see 
section 4.1.2). 

Impacts to visitor understanding of the historic events of the parks and 
observations of vegetation and wildlife would be the same as 
Alternative 2A, but occur sooner because this alternative would reduce the 
deer population in the parks to the predetermined density in a shorter 
period of time. 

Alternative 3: Reproductive Intervention--Sterilization or 
Contraception. Some visitors may be interested in the activity associated 
with reproductive intervention. The use of a gun to inject the dart or 
biobullet may give the appearance of someone killing deer and disturb 
some visitors. 

Impacts would be the same as Alternative 1 until deer deaths outnumbered 
births, then impacts to visitor understanding of the historic events and 
vegetation and wildlife observations would gradually change and then be 
the same as Alternative 2A when the predetermined density was reached. 

Alternative 4: Cooperative Management Private 
Landowners, Pennsylvania Game Commission, and 
National Park Service. Some park visitors would be disturbed by the 
noise and sight of the deer drives and shooting. A visitor may see an 
injured deer or the carcass of a deer that was injured and later died. The 
probability of this occurring would be higher than in Alternative 28, because 
the number of injured deer would be expected to be higher (see 
section 4.1.2). Visitors would be denied access to areas where the deer 
drives and shooting would occur for an unknown amount of time. 

Impacts to visitor understanding of the historic events and vegetation and 
wildlife observations would be the same as Alternative 2A. 
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4.4.2 Effects on Human Safety 

Alternative 1: No Action. Human safety would not be affected except 
by deer/vehicle collisions (see section 4.4.3). 

Alternative 2A: Capture and Transfer. In general, public safety would 
be assured, but curious people could be injured by tampering with the 
trapping equipment. Although the probability would be low, participants in 
the capture and transfer effort may be injured by deer or trapping 
equipment. 

Alternative 2B: Direct Reduction--Shooting. Individuals in the parks or 
on private land adjacent to or in the parks could be injured or killed by stray 
bullets. The possibility of this occurring would be expected to be extremely 
low, because safety zones would be established and enforcement 
personnel would restrict access. Shooters would be familiarized with the 
location of private land and dwellings. Participants in the shooting could be 
injured or killed by stray bullets. The possibility of this occurring would also 
be expected to be extremely low, because personnel would be trained in 
public safety and the use of firearms and a small number of personnel 
would be used. In addition, human safety would be increased by the 
wearing of fluorescent orange when day shooting occurred and by the use 
of bait stations. 

Alternative 3: Reproductive Intervention--Sterilization or 
Contraception. Steroids accumulate in an animal's fat and would be 
passed on to an individual that ate treated meat (Turner et al. 1992). The 
possibility of being adversely affected by eating steroid-treated deer meat 
is believed to be low (Kirkpatrick and Turner In press) but has not been 
proven. This problem would be lessened if treated deer could be marked 
and warnings of the potential dangers were publicized. The use of 
immunocontraceptives would also reduce the possibility of adverse 
impacts. 
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Alternative 4: Cooperative Management Private 
Landowners, Pennsylvania Game Commission, and 
National Park Service. Injury or death of individuals conducting the deer 
drives in the parks could occur because individuals would be walking 
towards the line of fire . Conducting a controlled hunt and regulating the 
zone and line of fire would decrease the probability of this occurring. The 
wearing of fluorescent orange by individuals conducting the drives would 
further increase human safety. Although the possibility would be remote, 
an individual could be injured by a deer trying to avoid the drive. 

Impacts of stray bullets on human safety in and near the parks would be 
the same as Alternative 28. 

4.4.3 Effects on DeerNehicle Collisions 

Alternative 1: No Action. The number of deer/vehicle collisions in and 
near the parks would be expected to increase as residential and 
commercial development near the parks (see section 4.2.3) continued to 
increase. This would occur because the increase in development would 
result in an increase in traffic volume in the area. Any naturally occurring 
change in the deer population over time may bring a corresponding change 
in the number of deer/vehicle collisions (Porter 1991 ). 

Alternative 2A: Capture and Transfer. The number of deer/vehicle 
collisions in and near the parks may increase during the trapping effort. 
Earlier trapping efforts did not document this occurrence; however, human 
activity directed at deer would be expected to cause increased movements 
of deer. Regulation or restriction of road access and public notification of 
the potential increased danger of deer crossing roadways would decrease 
this possibility (Allen and McCullough 1976). After the deer are relocated, 
the probability of a deer/vehicle collision would be reduced in and near the 
parks and increased at the release site unless the deer are relocated to 
wilderness or fenced land. 
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Alternative 28: Direct Reduction--Shooting. Impacts would be the 
same as Alternative 2A regarding deer/vehicle collisions in and near the 
parks during and following the management action. 

Alternative 3: Reproductive Intervention--Sterilization or 
Contraception. Impacts would be the same as Alternative 1 regarding 
deer/vehicle collisions in and near the parks during and following the 
management action. As deer deaths outnumbered births, impacts would 
be gradually reduced to Alternative 2A. 

Alternative 4: Cooperative Management Priva te 
Landowners, Pennsylvania Game Commission, and 
National Park Service. Impacts would be the same as Alternative 2A 
regarding deer/vehicle collisions in and near the parks during and following 
the management action. 

4.5 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

1. A reduction in the number of deer in the parks would eliminate the 
pleasure some people gain from the easy viewing of large numbers 
of deer. 

2. The sights and sounds of all but the No Action Alternative would 
detract from the historical or recreational experiences of some visitors 
to the parks. 

3. The behavior and social organization of deer may be adversely 
altered in some way by all but the No Action Alternative. 

4. Deer may suffer from the injuries obtained from all but the No Action 
Alternative. 

5. All but the No Action Alternative would induce disturbance stress in 
animals during the management action, but the animals remaining in 
the parks would be expected to be freer of social stress. An 
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exception may be that Alternative 3 Reproductive Intervention may 
introduce some behavioral (social) stress. In the long term, under the 
No Action Alternative, the deer would probably have a higher level of 
social stress and disturbance stress from collisions with vehicles than 
under the action alternatives. 

Cultural landscape management objectives for parks' woodlots would 
not be met by the No Action Alternative. 

Park interpretation and visitor understanding of the historic events of 
the parks would be reduced by the No Action Alternative. 

Deer/vehicle collisions in and near the parks under the No Action 
Alternative would continue to number over 150 incidences annually. 

The· noise from shooting deer under Alternative 28, Alternative 4, and 
Alternative 5 may disturb some nearby private landowners. 

10. There would be an irreversible commitment of the lives of the deer 
that would be deliberately (Alternative 28, Alternative 4, and 
Alternative 5) or inadvertently (Alternative 2A and Alternative 3) 
eliminated. 

11. Restricted access to roads or areas of the parks as required under 
Alternative 2A, Alternative 28, Alternative 4 , and Alternative 5 for 
safety reasons would inconvenience visitors who wanted to use these 
park areas or roads. 

4.6 Relationship Between Short-Term Uses and Long-Term 
Productivity 

Perpetuation and maintenance of certain components of the cultural 
landscapes of the parks according to park objectives requires a reduction 
in the level of deer browsing. A reduction in the deer population in the 
parks would reduce the level of browsing. A management action to reduce 
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the population of deer would result in some disturbances to people in and 
near the parks. The short-term activities associated with a management 
action would, in most cases, result in restricted access and may detract 
from the experience visitors gain from each park. The initial and annual 
removal operations would involve short-term use of park lands for activities 
that are disruptive to park resources and visitors. In the long term, the 
wooded areas would naturally regenerate and the cropfields would more 
accurately achieve a setting which can adequately be used to interpret the 
parks' history. In this way, the overall cultural landscapes of the parks 
would be perpetuated, providing visitors with a better understanding and 
representation of the historic events for which each park was established. 

Reducing the number of deer in the parks would reduce the ability to 
observe deer. In addition , the deer may become more wary of human 
activity and stay concealed. The loss or reduction in a visitor's opportunity 
to observe deer would be offset, in the long run, by the increased 
opportunities to see a diversity of herbaceous and woody vegetation in the 
parks. 
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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT STATEMENT RECIPIENTS 

The social environment for deer management has grown increasingly 
complex as different groups of stakeholders have developed individual 
deer management philosophies. In a national park setting, local 
stakeholder groups include park visitors, nearby residents and surrounding 
landowners, hunters, and retail businesses. Stakeholders also include 
groups residing across the country who are members of organizations 
which have strong views about deer management. Animal welfare and 
environmental organizations are among the many groups who have a stake 
in deer management decisions. 

Studies have not been undertaken at Gettysburg National Military Park or 
Eisenhower National Historic Site concerning the different deer 
management preferences of stakeholder groups. Public input, however, 
was obtained through written responses under the guidelines of the 
National Environmental Policy Act. Public responses will be considered 
when choosing the final management action. 

A mailing list was compiled from the seeping meetings, requests for the 
document, and comment letters. Individuals from this list were notified that 
the document was available if requested in writing. The mailing list 
includes the following agencies, organizations, and individuals: 

AAA - Gettysburg Division 
AHISA- Division of Environmental Quality 
Abrahamson, Jill 
Adams County Commissioners 
Adams County Conservation District 
Adams County Fish & Game Commission 
Adams County Fruit Growers Assoc. 
Adams County Ubrary Systems 
Adams County Office For The Aging 
Adams County Public Ubrary 
Adams County SPCA 
Advisory Commission to Gettysburg NMP 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
AG Financial Services 
Akers, Dan 
Albin, Brian 
American Battlefield Protection Program 
America"s Civil War 

American Farm Bureau Federation 
American Historical Assoc. Newsletter 
American Humane Society 
Anderson, Dale 
Anderson, William 
Andersonville National Historic Site 
Animal Legal Defense Fund 
Animals Rights Coalition, Inc. 
Animal Protection Institute of America 
Antietam National Battlefield 
Appalachian Environmental Laboratory 
Appomatox Courthouse National Historic Site 
Arkansas Post National Memorial 
Aming, Charles 
Artilleryman, Editor 
Associated Press 
Association of National Park Rangers 
Atherton, larry 
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Environmental Impact Statement Recipients 

Aumen, Michael 
Baker's Electronics 
Baltimore Civil War Round Table 
Bankert, Byron 
Bard, Denny 
Bearss, Ed 
Bechtel, John II 
Belgiano, Charles 
Bender, Jeff 
Bennet, Gerald 
Bird, Elizabeth 
Bittenger, Steve 
Blue and Gray 
Bodett-Anderson, D.J. 
Book, Thaddeus 
Booker T. Washington National Monument 
Boritt, Gabor 
Bowser, Dan 
Boyd, Bob 
Brensinger, W. 
Brogan, D. 
Broujos, Honorable John 
Brown, Charles T. Jr. 
Brown, Kent Masterson 
Bucher, Crowell 
Burger, Terry 
Bushey, Nancy 
Byers, Chester s. 
C&O Canal National Historic Park 
Callenbach, John I. 
Camp & Heliogram 
Camp Chase Gazette 
Camper's Monthly 
The Cannoneer 
Capital Hill CWRT 
Caplen, Lydia 
Carlisle Sentinel 
Carroll County News 
Casey, Honorable Robert P. 
Catoctin Mountain Pari< 
Central Pennsylvania Conservancy 
Chamber of Commerce 
Chambersburg Public Opinion 
Chickamauga & Chattanooga National Military Pari< 
Congressional Liaison Office 
Christopher, Scott 
Civil War: The Magazine of the Civil War Society 
Civil War Hotline 
Civil War Institute 
Civil War News 
The Civil War Round Table 
Civil War Sites Advisory Commission 
Civil War Studies 
Civil War limes Illustrated 
Civil War Trust 
Clari<, Dave 
Cluck, C. 
Cole, James 
Commito, John A. 
Confederate Veteran 
Conservation Foundation 
Conservation Fund 
Cornell Cooperative Extension 
Cornman, Charles 
Costella, David 
Costella, Preston 
Crabbs, Lester 
Crowley, Lynn 
Cubbison, Douglas R. 
Cumberland Gap National Historic Pari< 
Cumberland Township Board of Directors 
Cun berland Valley Review 

Currens, Gary 
The Currier 
Civil War Roundtable Associates 
CWRT of the District of Columbia 
Davenport, Carroll 
Davis, Beth Auburn 
Davis, Ronald 
Dayhoff, Kenneth 
Dayhoff, Sam 
Days Inn Gettysburg 
Defenders of Wildlife 
Delany, Patrick 
Delaware Water Gap NRA 
Delp, Daniel Scott 
Devett, Charles 
Doris Day Animal League 
Downin, Joel 
Dubbs, Gerald 
Dubbs, limothy 
Ducks Unlimited! Inc. 
Duncan, Peter - PA Deer Assoc. 
Dunkleberger, Karl 
Dunlap, Sheila 
Earth Rrst! Foundation 
Eastern PA Conservancy 
Eisenhower, Mr. & Mrs. David 
Eisenhower, Honorable John S.D. 
Elder, Don 
Eline, John 
Ellingwood, Mark 
Environmental Action 
Environmental Action Foundation, Inc. 
Estep, Julie 
Evening Sun 
Eyler, Reno 
Farm Journal 
Feese, Staley 
Fisher, Christopher 
Fisher, Daniel 
Rsherman, Edward 
Rssel, Curtis 
Rtts, Deborah 
Fort Donelson National Battlefteld 
Fort Jefferson National Monument 
Fort Pulaski National Monument 
Fort Sumter National Monument 
Fortier, Peggy 
Franklin Township Board of Directors 
Frederick News 
Fredericksburg & Spotsylvania County Battlefield Mem. NMP 
Freedom Township 
Frey, Raymond, Jr. 
Friends of Animals, Inc. 
Friends of Farm Workers, Inc. 
Friends of the National Parks at Gettysburg 
Fritz, Jucfrth 
The Front for Animals 
Fuhrman, Edward 
Fuller, Pastor 
The Funds for Animals, Inc. 
Funk, Doug 
Fuhrman, Edward 
GNMP Advisory Commission 
Garlach, James 
Gebhard, Timothy 
Gebhart, Larry 
Gettysburg Area School District 
Gettysburg Battlefield Preservation Association 
Gettysburg Borough Manager 
Gettysburg Borough Council 
Gettysburg Civil War Round Table 
Gettysburg Hotel 
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Gettysburg Motor Lodge 
The Gettysburg Times 
Gettysburg Tour Enterprises 
Gettysburg Tours, Inc. 
Gettysburg Travel Coundl 
Gilbert, Charles 
Glass, Brent 
Glatfelter, Charles 
Gleason, Jerry 
Goodling, Honorable William F. 
Goodrich, Jonathan 
Green, Sam 
Greenlee, Vicki 
Grimsley, Jim 
Grow, Robert 
Gulf Island National Seashore 
Gun Week 
Gwynn, George 
Haaland, Dr. Gordon 
Hagarman, Ronald 
Hammett, James 
Hanover Times 
Hanover Sun 
Harper's Ferry National Historic Park 
Hartman, Russell 
Hauck, Patrick 
Hawthorne, Fred 
Haynes, I.D. 
Heiland, Rick 
Heintzman, Charles 
Hendricks, Bob . 
Hertel, Stephanie 
Herring, Uoyd 
Hess, John 
Hill, Usa 
Hill, Steve 
Historic Gettysburg-Adams County 
Hoeldtke, Jonathan 
Hoffman, Daniel 
Hoke, Bonita 
Holiday Inn 
Holiday Inn Express 
The Humane Society of the U.S. 
Hummellstown Sun 
Hurley, Ron 
lllenberger, Hank 
Independent Order of Foresters 
Inns of Gettysburg 
International Society for Animal Rights, Inc. 
lntelligencer-Joumal 
Jarvis, Destry 
Johnson, David 
Jordan, Charles 
Kaiser, Richard P. 
Kennedy, Bob 
Kennedy, John 
Kennell, Art 
Kennesaw Mountain National Battlefield Park 
Keran, Craig 
Kerry, Michael 
Killinger, Jim 
Klein, Charles G. 
Krammer, Thomas 
Krietz, Bob 
Kuhn, Edith 
Kuhn, Kenneth 
Kuhn, Laura 
Lake Braddock Secondary School 
Lalo, Julie 
Lambert, George 
League of Women Voters, Adams County 
Lebanon News 
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Lehman, Roger 
Lehmer, Steve 
Lewis, Newton Jr. 
Little, Durand 
Livingston, Mark 
Lynn, Mayor Francis 
Macaskill, Bob 
Mail Call 
Main Street Gettysburg 
Maitland, Honorable Steve 
Mannasas National Battlefield and Park 
Maroso, Elaine 
Mauro, Maria 
McKerrick, David 
McMillan, Honorable J. Alex 
McQuaid, Jamie 
McSherry, Stephanie 
McSherry, Steven 
Meaney, Jeff 
Meixell, Harry 
Mellott. Doney 
Mendoza, Martin 
Military Images 
Miller, Randy 
Mitchell, Bob 
Monn, Mr. & Mrs. J. 
Monocacy National Battlefield 
Morgan County Reenactors Assoc. 
Morris, John 
Mount Joy Township Supervisors 
Mount Pleasant Township 
Mummert, Larry 
Murphy, Cdr. John A. , USN 
Murray, Curtis 
Musselman, Mildred 
Myers, Fred 
Myers, Millard Jr. 
Myers, Ned 
Natchez Trace Parkway 
The National Audubon Sodety 
National Geographic 
National Park Foundation 
National Park Magazine 
National Park Service, Mid-Atlantic Region 
National Parks & Conservation Assoc. 
National Rifle Association of America 
National Trust for Historic Preservation 
Neidwin, Robert 
New Era 
North-South Traders Civil War 
Nunemaker 
O'Brien, Jemifer 
O'Toole, Patty 
Osbome, Kevin 
Patten, Donald 
PA Farmers Association 
PA Farmers Union 
PA Federation of Museums and Historical Organizations 
PA Federation of Sportsmen's Clubs 
PA Fish and Boat Commission 
PA Forestry Association 
PA Game Commission 
PA Heritage Quarterly of the PHMC 
PA Veterinary Medical Association 
PEA Ridge National Military Park 
People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals 
Petersburg National Battlefield 
Pilman, Terry, Mr. 
Plank, Elmer 
Plank, Harold 
Platt, Barbara 
Plowman, Gene, Mr. 



Environmental Impact Statement Recipients 

Punt, Honorable Terry 
Pusateri, Robert 
Putting People First 
Quality Inn 
Rails & Trails 
Ramada Inn - Gettysburg 
Reaver, Joseph 
Rebert, James 
Reddinger, Becky 
Reese, Jason 
Riefsteck, Jeffery 
Reenactor's Journal 
Roach, Jim 
Robinson, Theron, Mr. 
Rockey, Cecil, Mr. 
Rohrbaugh, Shirley 
Rollinger, Richard 
Roth, Jeff 
Sahmmarco, Andrea 
Sammons Communications 
Sanders, Bill 
Sanders, Christopher 
Sanders, David, Mr. & Mrs. 
Sanders, James 
Sanders, Jerry 
Sanders, Marc 
Sanders, Susan 
Sandey, Matthew 
Sauer, Ron Jr. 
Schneck, Marcus 
Schriver, David 
Schultz, Richard 
Scriptunas, Vite, Mr. 
Seidel, George 
Seitz, James 
Senft, Doug 
Sentz, William 
Shealer, Jerry 
Sheeder, Jerry 
Sheely, Walter Sr. 
Sheffer, Dale 
Sheffer, Gilson, Mr. 
Shiloh National Military Park 
Shipley, Clint 
Shireman, Ronald 
Shissler, Bryon, Mr. 
Shorb, James 
Shriner, Robert 
Shultz, Dean 
The Sierra Club 
Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund 
Sites, Tom 
Slaybaugh, John 
Sloan, Milly 
Slonaker, Gary 
Small, B.J., Mr. 
Snellbaker, Anna 
Snyder, Mike 
The Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals 
Sons of Veteran Reserve 
Soahr, Ecmard 
-:oangler, Barry 
Spangler, Steve 
Specter, Honorable Arlen 
Stam, Aian 
Stark, Craig 
Steind, Roger 
Sterner, David 
Stoner, Woody 
Stones River National Battlefield 
Stonesifer, Ronald 
Straban Township Board of Supervisors 

Subcommittee on National Parks and Public Roads 
Sullivan, Kevin USDAIADC 
The Sunday Pennsylvania 
This Month Magazine 
Thompson, Grover 
Traynham, Garry 
Troxel, James 
Unified Sportsmen of PA 
The Union Times 
Vanderau, Bob 
Vicksburg National Military Park 
Voigt, Jim 
WCBG 
WCHAAM& FM 
WCMB 
WCRH Radio 
WGAL TV 
WGETAM & FM 
WHAGTV 
WHPTV 
WHTMTV 
WHVR Radio 
WITF Radio News 
WITFTV 
WPMT 
WPVITV6 
WSBAAM&FM 
WYCR 
WZBTFM 
Wagner, Roy Jr. 
Walker, Ron 
Wallen, Wayne 
Walter, Barbara 
Wamer, Drew 
The Watchdog 
Watson, Dick 
Waynesboro Record Herald 
Weiser, Everett 
Wentz, David 
Wentz, Larry 
Western Maryland Conse ·;mcy 
We stem Pennsylvania C' ., ·· • ~rvancy 
White, Donald 
Whyland, Robert 
Wildlife Management lnsutute 
Wilkinson, Ed 
Williams, Chad 
Williams, Steve 
Wilson's Creek National Batdefield 
Winhelman, Rich 
Wintfield, Ella 
Woerner, Victor 
Wofford, Honorable Harris 
Wolf, Gary 
Woodruff, Amanda 
Woodruff, G., Mr. 
Wright, Bob 
York Dispatch 
York Record 
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Chapter 7 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS) 

Copies of the draft EIS for proposed deer management for Gettysburg 
National Military Park (NMP} and Eisenhower National Historic Site (NHS) 
were distributed by mail to interested and affected agencies and members 
of the public. Most copies of the draft EIS were mailed on November 25 
and 28, 1994. A notice of availability of the draft EIS was published in the 
Federal Register, Volume 59, Number 218, on November 14, 1994. The 
notice also announced a public informational meeting which was held on 
January 7, 1995, to answer questions and receive written comments on the 
document. The date of the meeting was announced on television, radio, 
and in newspapers. The meeting was held at the Gettysburg Junior High 
School in Gettysburg, Pennsylvania. Approximately 105 people attended 
the meeting. 

The public review and comment period was 70 days and comments were 
due February 10, 1995. Two hundred forty-five letters were received. 

7.1 Letters Not Requiring Response 

The majority of the letters received were from individuals expressing 
support for or against one or several alternatives. Many letters offered 
suggestions for an action plan or discussed topics covered in the draft EIS. 
While a response is not required for these types of letters, as the letters did 
not raise analytical issues, they are reproduced in the final EIS 
{Appendix J}. Although no response is attached to these letters, the 
National Park Service would like to thank the following agencies, 
organizations, and individuals for commenting. The number in 
parentheses following the name can be used to locate that particular 
letter in Appendix J. 
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Agencies and Organizations: 

Adams County Farm Bureau (36) 
Advisory Commission .Gettysburg National Military Park (37) 
Blair County Federation of Sportmen's Clubs (38) 
Cumberland Valley Sportsmen-Conservationists Association (44) 
Doris Day Animal League (39) 
Friends of the National Parks At Gettysburg, Inc. (40) 
In Defense of Animals (42) 
Marion County Humane Society (43) 
Pennsylvania Historical and Museum Commission (41) 
Unified Sportsmen of Pennsylvania (45) 
United States Environmental Protection Agency (35) 

Individuals: 

Anderson, Charles E. (78) 
Anderson, Dale, C. (79) 
Anderson, Debra P. (79) 
Baker, Joe (81) 
Ball, Matt (82) 
Banco, Barbara (83) 
Barash, Allison (84) 
Batary, Gregg (85) 
Baumgardner, LisaK. {80) 
Bensen, W. C. (46) 
Bernstein, Dr. Mark H. (87) 
Birk, Alfred J. (86) 
Boss, Sandra (89) 
Bracale, Rick (90) 
Bradley. James E. (92) 
Brady, William H. (91) 
Brenner, Kurt M. (47) 
Brogan, C. M. (93) 
Brower, Susan (94) 

Bucher, Kirby (95) 
Buckheit, David L. (48) 
Castellani, John {96) 
Christine, Sr. Kevin C. (49) 
Church, Paul A. (98) 
Clippinger, Jeffrey (97) 
Clouser, Scott (99) 
Clugh, Eddie L. (88) 
Conalin, Dorothy G. (146) 
Conaway, Randy A. (50) 
Concerned (1 02} 
Connor, Ed (51) 
Conrad, Carolyn B. (1 00) 
Craig, James (1 01) 
Crist, Burnell A. (1 03) 
Daugherty, Darla (1 05) 
Deem, Wayne (1 06) 
Deisselberg, Jennifer {1 07) 
Dennis, Beth (1 09) 
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Dennis, Marion {1 09) 
Dowling, Sidney (11 0) 
Downs, The9dore S. (1 08) 
Duncan, Don (112) 
Dunn, Larry S. (113) 
Dunworth, Robert (52) 
D'Angelo, Bob (1 04) 
Edwards, BryanT. (114) 
Eitnier, Richard D. (116) 
Enck, Chad (117) 
Farr, Linda (115) 
Feuerstein , Trisha L. (211) 
Fichtner, MaryS. (119) 
Firme, Tim (118) 
Fissel, Andrea M. (121) 
Forbush, Todd (123) 
Frantz, Galen C. (124) 
Fredorchak, Cindy (120) 
Freligh, Marc (122) 
Friedl, Michelle (53) 
Fuey, Jr. Raymond A. (125) 
Ganjon, Eric (126) 
Gargallo, JaneS. (130) 
Geisler, Christine (131) 
Gies, Timothy N. (54) 
Gilbert, Charles P. (111) 
Ginther, Roger (55) 
Glusaskas, Jr. Thomas G. (127) 
Glusaskas, Maryann (127) 
Glusaskas, Thomas G. (127) 
Glusaskas, Thomas J. (127) 
Goetz, Jerry (56) 
Gouffer, Mary (128) 
Grassi, Adeline {134) 
Gresham, Cyane (132) 
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Gropp, Eileen M. (133) 
Guaz, Norman (67) 
Harvey, Helen (135) 
Heintzelman, Charles A. (136) 
Heitzman, Diane (137) 
Heller Family (138) 
Hemperly, Robin. (139) 
Hillary-Prins, Claire (140) 
Hillary-Prins, Claire (245) 
Hite, C. A. (239) 
Hogan, Kathy (141) 
Hollard, R. D. (239) 
Hollobaugh, Walter R. (57) 
Hoover, Craig S. (142) 
Howard, Adam (58) 
Jackson, Alvin (143) 
Jones, Eleanor L. (144) 
Jones, Kathryn A. (146) 
Jones. Robert E. (145) 
Keene, Mary J. (147) 
Kennedy, Michael K (148) 
Kennell, Arthur (150) 
King, Robert (59) 
Kingston, Rhoda (149) 
Kleckner, Thelma (151) 
Knopoff, Mr. and Mrs. Milton (152) 
Knopp, Jr. Vincent G. (153) 
Knauf, Kenneth G. (155) 
Laser, Sara M. (156) 
Leahy, Richard and Phyllis (159) 
Lammers, Susan (154) 
Lenye, Kevin J. (60) 
Lingafelt, William R. (157) 
Loar, Jenny (160) 
Loges, Jackie (161) 
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Lynfeller, David (61) 
Maddix, Vicki (163) 
Magee, Janet M. (164) 
·Mallette, Robert C. (165) 
Mann, Mrs. John (162) 
Martin, Francis F. (166) 
Masier, Ken {47) 
McClusky, Donald J. (62) 
McGuigan, James P. (169) 
McNellie, Charlene (167) 
McNellie, Tasha (168) 
Melhorn, Mr. and Mrs. John (194) 
Metra, Donald S. (133) 
Moyer, William (172) 
Mulherin, Sr. Andrew J. (170) 
Murphy, Bill (171) 
Murry, George D. (173) 
Musser. John (174) 
Myers, r-lelen J. (175) 
Myers, Ned A. {176) 
Myers, Richard E. (177) 
Myers, Roy E. (179) 
Myers, S. J. (178) 
Nardos, II Dr. Dean (180) 
Nelson, Catherine A. (182) 
Ness, Brian G. (63) 
Ness, Jr. Richard A. (64} 
Ness, Ray A. (181) 
Ness, Sr. Richard A. (65) 
Nickey, RobertS. (183) · 
Odenwelder, Catherine (184) 
Pagano, James (185) 
Pease, Steven (66) 
Peiper, Lawrence (186) 
Petcavage, Leona T. (146) 

Peters, Donald R. (188} 
Peters, Jack L. (190) 
Peterson, Donald F. (187) 
Piho, S. (192) 
Place, Roger A. (189) 
Plotica, Carolyn (191) 
Pope, Jennie (193) 
Price, Brenda (196) 
Price, David R. (195} 
Rampulla, Gloria (197) 
Rebert, Adam ( 198} 
Rebert, James D. (199) 
Rebert, Rena S. (200) 
Reese, Dr. David A. (202} 
Rhines, Mark (68) 
Rohrbaugh, Rodney E. (201} 
Rundquist, Carl (203} 
Rupert, John E. (204} 
Rupp, Doris ( 129) 
Sanders, James R. (212} 
Sanders, Susan (205) 
Savage, Alice E. (206) 
Schach, William (207} 
Schatz, Steve (69) 
Schlegelmilch, Mrs. Nelson (208} 
Schneider, Michael J. (70) 
Schneider, Rodney (71) 
Schooley, W. H. (209) 
Scrimshaw, Wayne A. (72) 
Seaman, Donald J. (214} 
Seger, Richard G. (215) 
Shifflett, David G. (216} 
Shoffner, Michael D. (73) 
Shrina, Robert D. (217) 
Shultz, Dean A. (213) 
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Singer, Allan (74) 
Sitler, Harvey K. and Bernice (221) 
Slonaker, Allen A. (222) 
Smith, Beulah (219) 
Smith, John A. (224) 
Smith, Leroy E. (226) 
Somers, Kimberly (225) 
Sowers, Lee (223) 
Spangler, Donna (218) 
Spangler, Richard C. (228) 
Stambaugh, Todd E. (75) 
Stansfield, E. (220) 
Stokes, David J. (229) 
Stone, Carl E. (76) 
Stouffer, Cindy (227) 
Swartz, Keith (77) 
Taylor, Doris M. (230) 
Toomey, Sr. Clarence W. (232) 
Traister, Jr. William H. (231) 
Unreadable (133) 
Vanderau, Robert E. (234) 
Wagner, Mike (233) 
Walze, Barry (158) 
Weaner, Connie H. (236) 
Weary, Max (235) 
Weaver Family (21 0) 
Weiser, M. Everett (237) 
Wendler, Robert B. (238) 
Williams, Barbara A. (240) 
Wolf, Kurt (241) 
Zakarian, Joy M. (242) 
Ziegler Family (243) 
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7.2 Comments and Responses 

Most of the substantive comments received referred to four general topics: 
National Park Service legislative authority, hunting, reproductive 
intervention, and cropfield and woodlot management. These four topics 
are discussed below in further detail to provide clarification of these issues 
and to respond to comments. Comments in the letter~ are referred to 
these general responses or are addressed individually. The parts of the 
comment letters that require a response are designated with a shaded 
bar and a letter. The response to these comments is written to the 
right of the comment letter. 

General Response #1: National Park Service (NPS) Authority 

Policy and legal compliance are discussed in Section 1.7. Further 
clarification of N PS legislative authority to manage the wildlife in the parks 
is offered. 

In 1916 Congress passed the Organic Act (16 U.S.C. Sec 1-3) which 
directed that the Secretary of the Interior manage wildlife in National Park 
System units. Several court cases have clarified this issue. In Hunt, 
Governor of Arizona et al. versus United States, 278 U.S. 96, 100, 49 S.Ct 
(1928), the Supreme Court established that Congress had the power to 
enact laws governing wildlife on federal lands under the Property Clause. 
This case implied that there must be a connection between regulating 
wildlife and protecting federal lands. In New Mexico State Game 
Commission versus Udall, 410 F 2d 1197, 1201 (1969), the NPS was taken 
to court for killing mule deer in Carlsbad Caverns without first getting a 
permit from the state. This case determined that it was immaterial that the 
United States did not have exclusive jurisdiction over the lands within 
Carlsbad Caverns National Park. The court ruled that the NPS may 
manage the wildlife in its units in fulfillment of the Organic Act and unit 
enabling legislation without the consent of the state and even by means 
contrary to state law. Therefore, the NPS does not need permits from state 
government (i.e., the Pennsylvania Gam~ Commission) to manage the 
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wildlife in the parks. Kleppe versus New Mexico, 426 U.S. S29, 96 S.Ct. 
2285 (1976) held that the federal authority to govern wildlife on federal 
lands extended beyond the Hunt and Udall cases where some connection 
between the management action and protecting Federal lands was 
necessary. This ruling by the Supreme Court gave a broad reading to the 
Property Clause and affirmed the power of Congress to manage wildlife on 
public lands. 

As stated on page 21, under 16 U.S.C. 3, the Secretary of the Interior may 
provide for the destruction of animals which may be detrimental to the use 
of any park. This is not in conflict with 16 U.S.C. 414 which covers 
trespassing for hunting or shooting. National Park Service personnel or 
their authorized agents charged with the responsibility of reducing the deer 
population in the parks would not be trespassing and would not be in 
violation of this statute. 

General Response #2: Hunting 

Hunting and trapping by any method (archery, muzzleloader, rifle, etc.) are 
prohibited in units of the National Park System unless specifically 
authorized by law. Hunting does occur on units that have legislation 
authorizing hunting. For example, Public Law 81-787 authorized sport 
hunting by licensed hunters in portions of Grand Teton National Park. 
Assateague Island National Seashore and Delaware Water Gap National 
Recreation Area have legislation authorizing hunting in each park's 
enabling legislation. Gettysburg NMP and Eisenhower NHS do not have 
legislation specifically authorizing hunting. Gettysburg NMP legislation 
prohibits hunting, and Eisenhower NHS legislation is silent on the issue. 
National Rifle Association of America et al. versus J. Craig Potter, Acting 
Assistant Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks et al. {628 F.Supp. 903 
D.D.C. 1986) challenged NPS regulations that forbid hunting and trapping 
unless specifically authorized by legislation. The NRA argued that these 
activities should be permitted in parks where legislation is silent on the 
issue or not specifically prohibited. The court ruled in favor of the N PS that 
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parks cannot be opened to hunting without legislative authority specifically 
permitting hunting. 

General Response #3: Reproductive Intervention 

When the analysis of possible options for alternatives for the draft EIS was 
begun in late 1993, reproductive intervention was selected as a possible 
alternative . Reproductive intervention as a tool for deer population 
management is still in the experimental stage. Research into practical 
application of chemical contraceptives for managing free-ranging deer 
populations has not kept up with the progress of the EIS. The current 
technology is being analyzed and refined and may change by the time FDA 
approval is granted for use on free-ranging deer. At the present time, we 
cannot fully evaluate the environmental consequences of this alternative 
since the technology is still evolving. Therefore, this alternative is rejected 
at this time and is removed from the preferred alternative (Alternative 5). 
We will continue to keep informed on the progress of reproductive 
intervention technology. When it is available for application to manage 
free-ranging deer populations, we will reevaluate this alternative through 
the NEPA process for possible inclusion into a management plan. 

General Response #4: Cropfield and Woodlot Management 

Cropfield and woodlot management objectives have been established for 
the parks {Appendix C). The "Evaluation of Alternatives for Managing the 
Appea· -_,, ce of Cropfields and Woodlots" document describes in detail how 
the cropfields and woodlots are to be managed. The decisions made in 
this document were approved by the Superintendent and Regional 
Direct" r. The National Park Service continues to fully support this 
docum~:1t and the man gement decisions made through this document. 

The choice of management techniques to maintain the agricultural fields is 
based on cultural management objectives and cost feasibility to the 
National Park Service. Maintenance of the cropfields by feasible methods 

104 



-

-

Chapter 7 

is a criterion for the parks. Profit is not a criterion for the N PS, but it is for 
the farm permittees who cannot continue to operate at a loss. 

The 293 acres of cropfields on Eisenhower NHS are presently maintained 
in the historic field sizes and patterns of 1967. The use of modern 
machinery, which is similar to machinery used during the historic period of 
1950-1960, is appropriate for the site. 

To be more representative of the 1863 landscape, the 1 ,548 acres of 
cropfields on the battlefield could be divided into 75 units of about 20 acres 
each. The total acreage to manage would still be 1,548 acres. If historic 
methods, such as horse-drawn plows, were used to maintain the fields, the 
NPS would have to provide the equipment, animals, and coordination for a 
large work force. The scope of such a program to maintain 1 ,548 acres in 
agricultural crops would not be practical even with free labor. Although 
non-historic, the use of modern farm machinery in the existing permittee 
program is more feasible than a public works program to maintain 
1 ,548 acres of agricultural fields. The use of modern machinery requires 
that fields be larger than their historic size. 
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AOUIHISTJV.TIVt IUAIAUS: 

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYlVANIA 

Pennsylvania Game -Commission 

OFFICE OF 
EXECUTM DtAECTOR 

717-787-383'3 

Dr. John Lauchar, Superinlendenl 
Oenysbur1 National Mililll)' Park 
R.D .• I 
'oettysburs. PA 17325 

Dear Dr. Lauchar: 

tOOl ElMEAlOH AVENUE 

HAAAI5aUAQ, PA miO·iJW 

February 9, 1995 

AOUIHISTLilAYtoH 
AU10l40TI~ AHO 
"'OCUftiU(NT OMSIOH 
UCIHSI DMS'DN 
l'lftSOHHll OMJJON 

WtLDI.Ifl WA.HAOEJott:HT 
IHfOft).IA.flOH I EDUCATION 
LAW t:HfOACllrole:HT 
UNO Jr.IA.NAOIWIHT 

Jlllf.AllSTAfl OMStOH 
MAHA.OllollHT IHrORUATlOH 
avanws 

The purpose of this leuer is to provide cornmenlS on the Draft Environmental Impact Suuemen1: White­
tailed Our Manasement Plan (E!S) for the Gcnysburg National Military Park and Eisenhower Notional Historic 
Site, doted November 1994. 

The EIS is comprehensive in iu presentation of the complex luueslnvolved with over11bundant deer 
populations and manogemenl on notional parks. We support basic poinlS of the EIS Including that there are too 
many deer in the park, and that a deer population goal of:ZS deer per squllle mile of forest land in April is an 
acceptable seal. 

We also support most of your choices of deer browsing control alternatives that were eliminated from 
.further considerntion. Two exceptions are that public hunting should not have been eliminated, and that reproductive' 
intervention should have been. 

It is unforrunatethat controlled public hunting is not an alternative because it has been demonstnted 
repeatedly to be a safe and cost-effective method of controllins overabundant deer populations on speciol areas. We 
acknowlcd1ethat the EIS documenlS the Illegality of public hunting on Gettysburg National Military Park due to 
enablinategislation, but disegree wlth.the National Plllk Service's (NPS) intent to exhaust all other possible 
altemotives before attemptinato chonse iu aovernins laws, rcsulations or policies. The intent of enabllna 
legislalion to prolect wildlife resources was appropriate after the tum of the century when wildlife resources were 
areatly depleted. However, today It Is time to recognize that current NPS laws, regulations and policies are the 
primary cause of oven~bundant deer population problems on parks, and that some form of harvest mortality is the 
only proven effective al1emative. Particullliy for Eisenhower National Historic She, where a change In legislation 
would not be necessary, an ahemative of a carefully pion ned and implemented public hunt would be valuable. 

Reproductive intervention, particularly chemical contraception, is an ahernotive that is currently not 
availoble for application In frce-ransing populations, as slated In the EIS. Although much lnlercst and proaress have 
been achieved In the area of chemical contraception, numerous hurdles on such Issues as delivery, effectiveness, 
rcvenibllity, animal welfare, etc., need to be resolved before the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) would 
approve any technolosy for application to frce-n~nging wildlife populations. Conslderins that FDA approval may be 
S-10 years away at the culiest (if ever), and as lndicotcd In the EIS, an effective rcproduction inlervention prosn~m 
may lllke 8-10 years ta be sin to rcduce deer populations, this alternative is not an alternative for all practical 
purposes for mllklng proaress in reducing deer populations In the immediate and near future, and should be 
eliminated from further consideration at this time. 

117• 1170 

117-UU 
117-2Det 
1t7• J1Jt 
717-lltt 
717-IZII 
717•1140 
717•1111 
ur-tset 

1 

b 

RESPONSES 

PENNSYLVANIA GAME COMMISSION 

a. 

b. 

The National Park Service Organic Act of 1916 states that our directive Is •to conserve 
the scenery and the natural and historic obJects and the wild life therein and to provide 
for the enjoyment of the same In such manner and by such means as will leave them 
unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations: The service has found the act and 
Its related regulations and policies to be as relevant today as when they were written. 

See General Response it3: Reproductive Intervention. 



Res~tdlns the various altema!lve.s, we have the following comments: 

I. NO ACllON. We eannot support this alternative because It Is irresponsible to avoid taking action in trying 
to address the serious problems that have been presented, when viable alternatives 11e available. 

2. DEER POPULATION MANAGEMENT. We support the deer population soal and the time frame desired 
to ruch the coal. or the two methods ou~lned to manaJe deer population's, CAPTIJRE AND TRANSfER 
(2A) and DIRECT REDUCllON-SHOQTINO (28), we support only the latter. As we have stated 
previowly, and the EIS acknowledges, deer range in Pennsylvania is considered to be fully stocked, and 
moving deer from Octty•burg to other lleiJ would only move the problem, not solve it. There 11e hi&h • 
costs and low d.eer survival n tCJ usociated with trap and transfer pro«rams, and unnecessary risks of 
dlseue and pans he transmission to deer In 11eu where relocation occurs. We would not support requests 
for penniu to transfer any trapped deer. Direct "'duction through •hootin& has the '"'atest potentlol for 
safely and effectively controllins deer numbers. 

3. REPRODUCTIVE INIERVENTION. This topic was addressed above. 

4. COOPERATIVE MANAGEMENT- PRIVATE LANDOWNERS, PENNSYL V ANlA GAME 
COMMISSION, AND NATIONAL PARK SERV!Cll. The Commission will work with the NPS and 
private landowners to maintain and increase de<:r hllYests on land outside the p11k. However, success of 
such endeavors is contin&ent upon cooperation by private landowners whose deer manaaementsoals may 
conflict with goals of the NPS. 

S. COMBINED MANAOEMENI'- A COMBINATION OF ALTERNATIVES 2B, 3 AND 4. We concur 
that a combination of alternatives should be applied to achieve the most effective solution to the deer 
population problem. However, for the "'uons stated above, includinz that alternatives 3 and 4 11e 
unproven, and that alternative 3 is illegal and should be eliminated from consideration, we feel that this 
altematlve iJ linle better than alternative 2B. 

I only offer one text cho~ge in the interest of accuracy. In the Summary, pase v,line eisht,text should read 
'"The Jut tl!1ll (not three) altemativCJ .. . ," or" ••• under current.&skul..lu: {add) Pennsylvania law." 

Overabundant deer populotions 110 causing serious problems on park and surrounding neishbor lands. I 
offer this agency's continued support in refinlns and lmplementinsactions to resolve deer manaae':"ent issues at the 
Oettysbur& and Eisenhower p11ks. 

Sincerely, 

Executive Director 

DCM:RCD:bkb 
CC: Sloan, DuBreck. Boyd, Shope, Palmer, Clouser, Haynes 

1 

c. Correction made. 
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ANIMAL PROTECTION INSTITUTE 
P.O. 8oM 22545, Suramonto. CA 9!1022 • 2831 Frultrldge Road. Sac,amenlo. CA 9!1820 

1-800-l411-PETS • (g16)731·5521 • FAX (916) 7ll-4467 

John Latschar, Superintendent 
Gettysburg National Military Park 
R.D. I 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

Dear Sir: 

Speaking for our national membership, the Animal Protection Institute (API) appreciates the 
opportunity to respond to your proposed deer cull. We are not able to agree with any of the 
alternatives in the Environmental Impact Statement. We disagree with setting an arbitrary 
density number as a management objective. 

API adopts an ecological perspective toward wildlife and urge federal land agencies to 
manage for the ecological balance between the community of wildlife in a given area and 
their shared habitat. We appreciate the fact that the Gettysburg living monument is an 
entirely different situation with different objectives than a regular park or multiple-use lands. 
StiU, we look fust to habitat condition for both the problems and the solutions to wildlife 
management issues. 

The crop fields in the Monument have been enlarged to accommodate machinery and the cost 
effectiveness of the farmer permittees. They complain of crop lose to deer. We suggest that 
you re'onsider your crop maintenance program in keeping with 1863 field sizes and 
equipment. Profit for the few farmer permittees should not be a criteria. We believe a b 
contract between Parks and a minimum security county jail public works program (or youth 
authority) could be developed to tiU and harvest crops with horse drawn plows and field 
workers. This would eliminate the conflict between deer and a cash-crop for local farmers. It 
would allow y_ou to bring the size of the fields down to their 1863 size. 

Plantings that do not encourage deer can be introduced into the landscape design of the crop I 
fields. In the woodlots we suggest planting and maintaining woody underbrush as browse to C 
help keep deer off the saplings and seedlings you are attempting to establish for interpretive 
purposes in the Category A woodlots. We note that the narrative depends upon casual 
observations such as "managers at the parks noticed increasing evidence of deer browsing in • 
woodlots. They believed there were fewer saplings ... • Research scientists "believed • the • 

Arl 15 A NONt"AOfiT, tAX-fXEMrT OftGAHIZAfiOH. 
ALL COHTAIIUJIONS AAE 0(00Ctdh..E lOA IHCOUE AHO ESTATE TAX Pt.tnPOSES. 

RESPONSES 

ANIMAL PROTECTION INSTITUTE 

a. 

b. 

c. 

See Appendix E. 

See General Response 114: Cropfleld and Woodlot Management 

Deer browsing on saplings and seedlings Is more severe during the winter months when 
!here are no other food sources. Under the current population levels, deer are 
consuming most of the available native seedlings, saplings, and woody underbrush. 
Plants not preferred or browsed by deer are non-native plants such as Japanese 
barberry, multlllora rose, and ailanthus. These plant species are not native or historic to 
lhe battlefield. Planting non-native and non-historic species would be against NPS 
policy of preserving the accurate presentation of a historic scene. 

Providing continuous and sufficient underbrush of native species to keep deer from 
browsing woodlot seedling and saplings would not be possible because of cost, labor, 
and the size ol the current deer population. Planting more browse would supplement 
deer food resources and may Increase the size ol the deer population, but It Is unlikely 
the Impacts to other seedlings or crops would be reduced. 



scarcity of woody seedlings was due to deer. Storm et al found deer browsing at Gettysburg 
greater than at Valley Forge and elsewhere. Why7 The narrative continues with the statement 
that current research suggests that regardless of overstory shading "deer are having an effect 
on herbaceous vegetation. • You admit that it is too early to quantify the impacts to the 
woody vegetation. We believe it is too ~ly to blame deer by setting an arbitrary manage­
ment number and initiating this cull. 

You do not list the community of wildlife that live in the fields and woodlots, particularly the 
vegetarians that might also cause damage to the seedlings and saplings. We would endorse the 
introduction of predators such as local coyotes and local red fox as population control 'to 
affect fawn survival rates as well as the balance of gray squirrels, rabbits, woodchucks, 
porcupine, and meadow vole that impact he!bacious vegetation. 

Most important we support a deer management program in which the determination of an 
overpopulation is based on monitoring the actual impact of deer on the habitat and what the 
habitat wiU carry rather than setting an arbitrary population number as a management 
objective. When monitoring shows that excess deer exist and no other control alternative is 
possible, then we believe only specially certified marksmen should be allowed to shoot that 
number needed to restore the balance as a controlled conservation tool. It is not a "sport 
hunt. • When removing population members as excess, skewing the sex ratio or age structure 
as a population control measure needs to be justified on biologically sound population- · 
dynamics and gene pool protection principles for the given population under the given 
circumstances. Managing for an ecological balance is consistent with the National Environ-
mental Policy Act (NEPA) and other federal laws. · 

To our members and countless Americans across the country wildlife are a national treasure 
to be protected and cherished. They are our legacy to our children's children. We strongly 
oppose the USDA's •pest management• program and the altitude that underlies it. We would 
not support turoing a deer cull program over to them. We would encourage the Parle Service 
to either certify your own marksmen or contract with USFW. 

If the only option is death by lethal bullet or lethal injection, it must be a swift, humane 
death without inflicting pain, fear, or suffering. Management practices and activities should 
not be intrusive, invasive, and interfering but respect the integrity of the wild animal and the 
intrinsic value of their wildness. · 

We urge you to review your management objectives for the community of wildlife on your 
property and seek innovative solutions while pursuing your mandate to provide the country 
with a living monument. 

FOR THE ANIMAL PROTECTION INSTITUTE 

~~~ 
Direct£ .Public Land Wildlife Division 

d. 

e. 

I. 

g. 

The draft EIS I ~ 1 .; .l ;osearch document but an administrative document written lor 
public review. Thmufore. It Is appropriate to point out observations by park resource 
managers In the 1970s (page 9) that led to the first Inclination by park managers of deer 
browsing effects. To ascertain the extent of these effects, three fenced exclosures were 
built in 1985 and three more in 1986 lor the scientific research study conducted by Storm 
et al. (1989). These deer exclosures have been maintained since that time, and 
monitoring of the vegetation has been ongoing. There Is clear evidence of greater 
numbers or seedlings Inside the deer exclosures. Storm et at. (1989) found a higher 
level of deer browsing In Gettysburg NMP compared to other parks In the east but had 
no explanation for this occurrence (Gerald Storm, March 21, 1995, phone conversation). 

Determining the browsing Impacts on woody vegetation from the Bowersox et al. (1992) 
study Is premature, because the vegetation only had two growing seasons. The Storm 
et al. (1989) study Is used to quantify the deer browsing Impacts. 

Red lox are present In the parks (page 54). The presence of coyotes has not been 
documented In the parks. According to Pennsylvania Game Commission biologist Amfe 
Hayden, Pennsylvania has 15,000 coyotes and the population Is Increasing about 
10 percent a year (Noonan 1994). Hayden says coyotes lind plenty of dead deer, as 
weff as livestock and pets, to eat. Most literature states that predator populations do not 
reduce prey populations but moderate fluctuations In the prey populations (Connolly 
1978). 

The setting of the deer density goal Is directly tied to the management objectives lor the 
croplletds and woodlots (see Appendix E). An acceptable deer population level Is based 
on monitoring the actual Impact of deer on the cropllelds and woodlots and comparing 
this data to the management objectives. When the croplleld and woodlot management 
objectives are met, the deer population will be at an acceptable level. The number of 
deer these areas can support Is not a determining factor. 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture Is not a part of this program. 
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National Parks 
and Conservation Association 

.. -. ··~- =-
. NORTHEAST REGIONAL OFFICE 

7 February 1995 

Dr. John A. l.:luchar. Superintendent 
Gtllysburg National Milil.ary Park 
91 T•nt)10I\n Ro•d 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

De:lr Dr. l.:luchar: 

The National Parks and Conservation Association (NPCA) •ppreciales Ibis opportunity to co~nt on the 
Oral\ Emirollllltna.al Impact Sl.atemenliWh.he-T:llled Deer Manogemcnt Plan at Gettysburg National 
Militruy Park and EiscnhOI\n Nation> I Historic Sile. NPCA is America's only printc nonprofit citizen 
orgoniullon ded.ic:oled solely to protecting. presening and enhancing the U.S. National Park Syrtem. 
NPCA has more lhan 450,00 members. over 25.000 of n·bom arc residents of Pennsylvania. 

NPCA conditionally endorses the parks' selection of Altemati1·e 5: Combined M:~nagcmenL as the 
preferred alternative. While n'C uodersUnd the underlying need for choosing this altemoth-e, 1\'C have a 
number of cooceiTIS and questions !hot should be ~ddressO:I and clarified in the Final Environmen~l 
Impact S~tcnaenL Destruc:tion of "ildllCc in notional porks, no maller WMI the rallonalc, is an e:rtremclr 
scnsith-e mauer. Hmi'C\'Cr, we feel !hot prescrv~tion of the culturallandsc:Jpe. le. the agricultural 
landsc:Jpc and the historic 11'00dlots, l.akes precedence OI'Cr the wlinhibited and dcstructh'e e.-<panSion of 
the deer population. In light ofl.bis. NPCA asks the N~tionnl Park Senice to gh·e the strongest possible 
ju.stillcaUons for its proposed deer manogcmcnt action :md seeks clari.6c:otion of the foUomng aspects of 
the Draft EIS: lhc need and purpose of the proposed action: the selection of sharpshooters; and the 
timefDrM for appronl of rqmxfucti1-e lnter\'ention methods. 

Chapter Oae: Pui'JI0'4' and Need for Action (Cropnelds) 
The pide for action Is the need to preserve the ~griculrur•l nature of the two park wlits. AI Gcttysburs. 
mana cement objcctil'cs for the cropflclds arc already compromised 11ith larger field size than used 
historic:illy. Despite this IIC.'ICCSSI!)' compromise, the Agricultural Special Permit Program Is a l'ery 
rcosooablc altern> til-e cM:n that the most lmponant feoturc is the agriculrurallandsc:Jpc, especially 
porticular crops such as com. 

'This bein& said, Choptcr One needs to quontify more clearly the need to reduce the deer population, and 1 
noted up front In this chopeer should be a more precise assessment of how much crop dornase is occwrlng 
In the two sites. The Oral\ EIS docs demonstrate need to some c~lcnl, c~cept that It is diluted across tbc 
CMpters of lhc document and is Dot quanlilled dircclly io any one section. The t~ or Chapter One says 
IMI more tlwll5 percent damage M5 occurred over lbc post five )-e:II'S on appro:dmately 900 aCT'CS (pps 
12,13). The leu somcn·hat obliquely indicates that this is about one lulf ofthctotalacreogc (1841) a 
tn:~intaiocd as cropbod between the m-o rites. Hon'C\-er, !tis not untU Chapter Fow, Eoviromenw 

Nonheast Regional Office 
i~ O. Box 382372. Combrldge, lilA 02238-2372 

Tel: (617) 354-a9~0 • F~x: (617) 3;4-8635 

National OCflce 
17i6 Mass. Ave., N.\V., Woshlngton. D.C. 20036 
Tel: (202) 223-6722 • Fax: (202) 659·0650 

3 RESPONSES 

NATIONAL PARKS AND CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION 

a. As slated on page 12, corn has not been grown on the southern portion of Gettysburg 
NMP since 1986 and on Eisenhower NHS since 1989. In these areas, corn had 
traditionally been grown on approximately 470 acres. For several years prior to those 
dates, over 50 percent of the corn In these fields was consumed by deer. Corn grown In 
a 3-acre demonstration plot on Eisenhower NHS In 1990 and on Gettysburg NMP In 
1994 was completely eaten by deer. Milo (I.e., sorghum) that was planted on 150 acres 
as a replacement for the corn sulfered losses of over 40 percent In 1992 and 1993. 
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Consequence.~. (p72) where It SUites "Cnipfields. poniculorly In Eisenhower NHS and the sou them seetion T 
of Gcuysbut& NP. would continue to have less then 7$ percent of the plants In o field reoch m:uwhy. • If 
no Action is uken that we undersbnd thol crop <bmogelo be not just "more than 15 percent• but much 
more. The Notional Park Sen ice should more succinctly quanti(\' the need for selccting its prefem:d 
allemati\·e by staling more concisely the el<tenl of crop do mage over the post SC\·crol ye:us and the 
percenause of the eropfields affeclcd. 

Ch1p1cr T1fo: Allornath·u 
Dluct R•tlucllon 
Our second concern is the selcction of slwpshooters and the need for the Park Sen·ice to define 
"authorized o&ents" (p.H .) The Oral\ EIS is not predse obouc who nill be sharpshooters o.nd bow they 
nill be chosen. The ruut EIS needs to define who will be choosen :111d botv. NPCA feels stron&fy thot the 
sharpshooters should be "ildllfe e.'qlCns ond !hot they· should not be prh·otc citizen hunters deputized 10 
carry out the work. no nutter wh:lltheir te.·et of e.~penise and morksm:uul\lp. In no 1\01)' should lhe 
implemcnbtion of this mo.nogement action create the e.'qlCctOUon thollbe shes nill be open 10 hunters in 
the futwc reJDrdless of lhe conte:tl for their presence. Tllls action Is not be ins proposed os • benefit to the 
hunting community. mther II Is llrSI ond foremostlo presem: the cultwol resources of the two park uniLS. 
The possible m:.otion of lutwe e:qlCCtations on the p:ut or hunters 1113)' setm o.n unlikely sceruuio in the 
specific inNncc of Gcuysbutg and Eisenhon-er sites. but this moy not be t:t.se in other notiorul pork units. 
NPCA f .. Is, therefore. that from a nolion;ll perspcctl\·e. th:ll the slwpshooters should nol be deputized 
bunters In order nollo creole e.~pecblions in any notion;ll poik uniLS where such e:q>ettations ore 
IMppropriale. 

Rtproclucliv•lnltrvtntlon 
The description of Alternative 3: Rtproductlve lntcrvonlion and the preferred :lllenulive, Allernolire 5: 
Combined Monogcmenl do not outline any eninulcd lime fro me for the FDA apprO\·ol of steroids or 
immunoconuxcp~n·es for human consumplion. We underSW!d that this Is \'ery difficult to enlmale, but a 
"best auess• n-ould be more informath·e o.nd gi\·e us a bellor understanding of the l•n&lh of time It may bt 
before this altcruati\·e could bt used •nd what the rcsulllng damage 10 the 1\lstoric woodlots and cropfields 
due 10 continued doer brow1ing would be during thai time period. 

In addition. n·hen FDA approval does lakes plocelllld the National Park Sen ice intends to introduct this 
action Into its detr nunagemcnl progr.un, pork management needs to do some kind of public 
announcemeollo Itt the &rtalor comD>unity k.oow. An ouUine of a process for public notilicotion should 
bt included in the final ElS/Managemenl Plan. 

NPCA agroes that NPS m311agemenl policies allow for the destruction of\\ildlifc In Gellysbutg and 
Eisenhower sites in this insulnce. Ow conditionol support for this action should in no \VII)' bt construtd 
IS support for huuliog in the pork uniLS, or for openlnc up the pork units In the fulw-e for hunlin&. 
Like.,ise. NPCA \lilt not suppon any chongelo the authorizing legisl3llon to aUo"· hunting at the sites. 
Hunting. as emphasized In the Drill\ EIS/Deer Management Pion, Is clearly In appropriate at the 
Gcuysbut& and Eiscnho\\-er shes. Fwlher. NPCA wges the National Park Sen·ice 10 pursue to the fullest 
el<ltol possible the coordin.ated monagomenl Slrllegy outlined in Alleruati\-e 4 and Incorporated Into 
Allomalh..: 5. tho preferred allenuli\'e, B)· •ctlvcly oncour.aging coordinated and "conlrollod" public 
hunting. lhc P;ulc Senice ':"3Y be •hie lo lessen the need for dlrect reduction oo pork londs. 

NPCA looks fom':lrd lo supponing Gcuysbut& Notional Milit.ory Parle and Efsenho\\-er Notional Historic 
Site f'n Its implemeoutlon of the deer IIW\Igcmenl plOD. The cropfields and woodlots ore not only 
lmportanllo the inltrprctolion of the Baule o!Gcuysbutg and President Elsenhowor's tenure there, they· 
are also • nindo!' ' into a "'IY of litelbotls quiclcfy disappeoring in America. NPCA offers its assistance 
presen·ing and enhoocing this window for lurwe genor.atioo.s. 

Thank )'OU for yow COIUiderullon of these commenLS. U you h:l•·e any questions about them. pltllse ful 
free 10 coli mell6171354-S940. 

c 

3 

b. 

c. 

Aulhorlzed agents may Include NPS personnel, personnel from olher federal agencies, 
or private contractors. Who will be chosen and how they will be chosen will be defined 
In the action plan If this alternative Is selected as the lfnaf alternative In the Record or 
Decision. 

See General Response 113 Reproductive Intervention. 
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PENNSYLVANIA SPORTSMEN 
FOR THE DISABLED, INC. 
R.D. II, BOX -470, NEW ALEXANDRIA, PA 15670-9240 
(412) 668-7439 or (412) 539-3095 

__ GETT -:- ElSE_ 

Dear Or. Latschar: 

Dr. John Latschar, Superintendent 
Gettysburg Nat'l Military Park 
R.D. 1¥1 
Gettsyburg, PA 17325 

. ... ·. · .. 

I am writing to you on behalf of the membership of PA Sportsmen 
For The Disabled, Inc. concerning your request for public input regarding 
the proposed deer management plan at Gettysburg National Military Park 
and the surrounding area. PA Sportsmen For The Disabled, Inc. (PSFTD) 
is a statewide organization comprised of both physically challenged. 
and able-bodied men, women and children. one of the primary purposes 
of PSFTD is to secure accessible outdoor recreation opportunities and 
facilities for use by all physically challenged, disabled and blind 
individuals in Pennsylvania. 

The need to reduce the deer herd in and around Gettysburg National 
Military Park to a manageable number can provide an accessible outdoor 
recreation opportunity to the physically challenged hunters of this 
state while helping you to meet your objective of reducing the number 
of deer in ~nd around the park. The following ideas on ways to include 
physically challenged ·hunters in your overall management plan come from 
the PSFTO membership and are only a couple of suggestions for you to 
consider. We feel sure that there are other ideas available should you 
need them for consideration. 

One suggestion is to allow physically challenged hunters who have 
a permit to shoot from their vehicle (use vehicle as a blind permit) 
and have an unfilled deer tag, either antlered (statewide) or antlerless 
(county specific, but for this any county) to try to fill that tag by 
harvesting a deer from within the park under the supervision of park 
personnel during the extended hunting season which takes place after 
Christmas. At this time of the year visitors to the park are at a minimum 
and the physically challenged hunters ability to use their vehicle would 
minimize the threat of exposure or frostbite to the qualifying hunter, 
while reducing drastically the risk of frightening the deer with the 
hunters scent and/or presence. 

Your park personnel would select the areas within the park where 
this hunting would take place and they would accompany the physically 
challenged hunters to insure maximum safety. The hunters would obey 
all regulations imposed for this hunt and they would be required to 
apply in advance for the opportunity to participate in the hunt at the 

4 RESPONSES 

PENNSYLVANIA SPORTSMEN FOR THE DISABLED 

a. See General Response 112: HunUng. 



.PENNSYLVANIA SPORTSMEN 
FOR THE DISABLED, INC. 
R.D. U, BOX 470, NEW ALEXANDRIA, PA IS670-9240 
(412) 668-7439 or (412) S39-309S 

2. 

park. The park personnel would notify the successful applicants of the 
date, time and place to meet the park personnel for the hunt. This type 
of a hunt would allow you to fully regulate how many hunters per day 
were in the park and where the hunters would be stationed for their 
hunt on any given day. 

Another suggestion was for a special hunt by physically challenged 
people to take place the last week of September and/or the first week 
of October and allow those hunters to use firearms on the farms surround­
ing the park and the Eisenhower farm. The physically challenged hunters 
who would qualify for this hunt would be those possessing either a permit 
to shoot from their vehicle (use vehicle as a blind) or a crossbow permit 
Again a waiver of needing an antlerless license for that specific county 
where these farms are located would need to be given and instead the 
deer tag on the regular hunting license (antlered deer tag) would be 
used to tag a deer of either sex which was legally harvested on one 
of these farms. 

This type of" a hunt would eliminate the problems associated with 
a late season hunt in the park as far as cold weather and the physically 
challenged hunters are concerned, but in my opinion it would also be 
much harder to regulate and get the necessary approvals from the Pennsyl­
vania Game Commission on the antlerless permit waiver and the use of 
firearms at this time in the hunting season (archery season). 

Whatever proposal the park service approves for reducing the deer 
herd to manageable numbers on the Dwight D. Eisenhower farm, Gettysburg 
National Military Park and the farms surrounding these properties PSFTD 
feels certain that every opportunity to ' includG the physically challenged 
hunters of this state, along with the able-bodied hunters, will be in-

cluded in that final plan. PSFTD is hopeful that by having all concerned 
parties work together to achieve this goal the outcome will be one that 
satisfies everyone. 

PSFTD thanks you for the opportunity to provide you with our organi­
zation's suggestions which can benefit ·both you and the physically c:k, '­

lenged hunters of Pennsylvania. Feel free to contact PSFTD at the •­
dress and/or telephone numbers listed at the top of this letter. 

Respectfully yours, 

;U~. 13 .. :?Jfdfz:u . 
Harry ~. Miller, President 
PA Sportsmen For The Disabled, Inc 

4 



NATIONAL RIFLE AssociATION oF AMErucA 
. INSTTTUTE FOR LEGISU.TIVII AcnoN 

Dr. John l.atsch:ll', Superintendent 
Gettysburg Notional Military Pork 
97 Taney To\\11 Ro~d 
Gettysburg, PA 1732S 

February 10, 1995 · 

De:ll' Dr. Lotsch:ll': 

11260 WAPLES Mru. RoAD 
FAIRFAX, VA22030-7400 

The Notionol Rine Associotion of Aruerico (NRA) opprtciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft Em·irorunental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) entitled" White· Tailed Deer Monogement Plan" for the Gettysburg Notional Military Pork 
and the Eisenhower Notional Historic Site. 

The NRA hos historicolly been concerned about the management of l'orious ungulate populations on numerous Notional 
Pork Sen·ice (NPS) units. Although the conslraint of legisloti\'e mandates has been used os the reason for the inability 
ofNPS units to efTectil·ely manage ungulate populotions, it nppeors that the conslroint is not a legislative, but o public 
relations problem. Regordless, the lock of implementing n management program for these ungulate populations has 
resulted in the NPS not fulfilling o principle legislath·e mandate of the NPS Organic Aet of 1916 which stoles that the 
Secretary shall promote and regulate the use of NPS lands " b)" Such means and measures to confonn to the 
fundamental purposes of said parks, monuments, and resen·otions which purpose is to consen·e the natural and historic 
objects and \\ildlife Oterein .... " 

The NRA l'iews this Enl'iroruncntallmpact Statement (EIS) process os on important step in dc1·eloping a NPS policy 
for future management of these 11ildlife connicts on NPS units. To that end, we ore justifiably concerned that the DE IS 
is woefully deficient in its exomination of the background infonmation fundamental to the DEIS process, the 
oltemotil·es identified, and the e1·oluotion of the identified alternatives. We belie1·e the deficiencies os addressed below 
ore of such significance as to warrant the publication of a re1·ised DE IS for subsequent re1·iew and comment. 

Concerning background infom>ation, in Section 1.7 "Policy and Legal Compliance" it is stipulated that an EIS "be 
prepared for proposed federol oct ions that ... ore o major or contrO\'ersiol federal action." A rel'iew of Section I 02 (2) 
(c) of the Notional En1·irorunentnl Policv Act of 1969 docs not state this os a reason on EIS must be del'elopcd. 
Clarification is needed in a re1·ised DEIS as to the on gins of this requirement for the de\·elopmerit of an EIS. Also, iu 
Section 1.7 no reference is made to Title 16 U.S. C. 414 which st~tes that" El'cry person who ... shall hunt any kind of 
go me thereon [notional n1ilitory parksJ 11i th gun or dog ... for the purpose of hunting or catching gome of any kind shall 
be guilty of • misdemeonor. punishable ... by both line ond imprisorunent." The NRA suppons inclusion ond 
discussion of 16 U.S. C. 414 and its implications to the nllemntii'CS in o rc\'ised DEIS. Also the DEIS claims the NPS 
has the authority to "manage the wildlife ofthc parks ... without tlte consent of the stole ond ... conlrol')'lo state low". 
The citation is confusing. is it CFR 36. Chapter I or 16 U.S. C. 3? The NRA cormotlocote this reference in either 
citation. Further, in Section I. 7 the DE IS stoles thnt the Redwood National Pork Act of 197 8 mandates thnt, " All 
Notional Pork System units be managed and protected as parks." The Act's language docs not support this 
interpretation. 

Additionally, a rc1·iew of ongoing or proposed hunts of ouy l)lJC on NPS lands should be included in the rel'iscd DEIS. J, 
This re,·iew should include. but not necessarily be limited to, whottype ofNPS lands hunts occur on, lcgalouthority to 

5 RESPONSES 

NATIONAL RIFLE ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA 

a a. Corrections have been made to Section 1.7 Polley and Legal Compliance. 



allow for the hunts, species hunted, management objcctires, type ofhuut (. •·1 li' controlled public, NPS persoMel or t b 
designated agents). Examples of park units that should be included in tl t. lll'e Hawaii Volcanoes Notional 
Park, Gr1111d Tetons Notional Pork and the Ol~mpic Notional Park. 

As presented in the DEIS the Preferred Altemath·e in,·oh·es "a combination of National Park Service persoMel or 
outhoriz.ed agenl! shooting deer in the parks (Ahem~th·e 28) ond public hunting oul!ide the parks (Alternative 4)" to 
reduce the deer population. Once tloe deer population is reduced to this density, the Allemati,·e allows for reproductive 
intm·ention (Aitemoth·e 3) to be used to maintain the deer population at or near the predetermined density." The NRA 
ousumes the Preferred Alternative is legally based on the Secretory's broad discretionory powers as allowed for under 
the 1916 NPS Organic Act. It was determined os o result of a court case (National Wildlife Federotion v. Notional 
Park Scn·ice, D. Wyo. 1987, 669 F. Supp.384.) that the • National Park Sen•ice has broad discretion in determining 
which avenues best ochiere the Act's mandate (16 U.S.C. 3, pg IS 1)." 

Regardless of the legal justification, it appears that o direct reduction of the deer on the Gettysburg Notional Military 
Park by anyone, including park persoMCI or their designated agents, \\ill be in conflict \\ith 16 U.S. C. 414, as 
referenced earlier in these conunents. Interestingly enough, 16 U.S.C. 414 makes no mention of o prohibition ogoinst 
orchery hunting and this option should be examined in o rel'ised DE IS alternative. 

The inclusion of repreducth·e inten·ention (Aitemati\'e 3) in the Preferred Altemath·e is misleading to the public. While 
particular techniques or ogents may at this time be "promising", steroids or immunocontraceplivcs which ho,·e not been 
appro,·ed for usc on free ranging deer should not be included. Only afier reproducth·e inten·ention techniques hove 
been appro\'ed for use should they be e\·aluotcd in their own EIS ·to establish their potential applicability to free-ranging 
deer herds on publicly-o\\ned lands ond 1\ildlife. In his 1992 paper entitled "Control of Deer and Feral Horse 
Populations in Eastern U.S. National Parks", R.J. Wnrrcn, n leading expert in the experimental field of 
inununoconltnception states "There are Se\'erol possible limitations to the usc of contracepth·es in controlling free· 
ranging deer. A population control technique must be logistically feosiblc and cost-efficient to implement, and it must 
be effective at the popul~tion le\'el. The number of deer that reside in o particular park is not only dependant on the 
popul~tion's reproducth·e rate, but ~lso reOecls mortality rote, inunigrotion rote and emigration role. In other words, 
national park managers m~y be cffecti1·e in reducing deer reproducth·e roles in~ particullll' pork, but the reduced fertility 
may be offset by increased nm\·emcnts by deer from surrounding areas into the pork, \\ith no net reduction in the 
population being the result." Additionally, there remain questions concerning the long-tem1 genetic effects of the use of 
inununocontraceptil'es on o trcoted population. 

I c 
I d 

e 

Including Altcmoti\'e 4 in the Preferred Altemntil'e is also premature. There is no el'idence of consultation \li th the I 
PeMS}·h·arua Gome Commission or the surrounding and ndjocentlondownersto oscertoin if this Altemntil'e is o viable f 
option. 

The lock of eumining ,·iable oltcmoth·es renders this DElS incomplete. The NRA proposes the t~arninotion of other 
Altemati\'es in o re1·ised DEIS. The Organic Act of 1916 spccilically empowers the Secretary to "provide in his 
discretion for the destruction of such onimols ... os moy be detrimental to the use of nny of said porks, monuments, or 
reservations" ( 16 U.S.C. 3}. J,, ·ddition, NPS policy allows for the control of notil'e species when they occur in 
UMalural concentrations or meet the criteria of o pest. Under these circumstances, populations may be controlled to 
"presen·e the historical integrity of cultural resources" (NPS Management Policies, 1988). The ncgatil'e impact of the 
deer on the "historical integrity of the cultural resources" has been well documented through the use of deer ex closures. 

Therefore, the NRA supports tltc inclusion of an Altemati\'e in a rcl'iscd DEIS that examines wh~t the Secretory could I 
authorize to mar~age this problem~ it pertains to the broad powers of the Secretory in such o situation (16 U.S.C. 3). g 
For example, is the Secretary authorized to allow foro controlled public hunt on Eisenhower, but not Gettysburg, due 
too conflict 11ith 16 U.S.C. 414? 
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g. 

See General Responsell2: Hunllng. 

See General Response 11: NPS Legislative Authority. 

See General Response 112: Hunllng. 

See General Response #3: Reproductive Intervention. 

The National Park Service consulted wllh the Pennsylvania Game Commission 
regarding the feasibility of all the alternatives. Park personnel contacted some nearby 
private landowners to discuss the possibility of cooperative management (Alternative 4). 
We determined Allernallve 4 to be a viable option lhrough these meetings. 

See General Response 112 Hunllng. 



The DE IS did not seriouslr consider the option of controlled public hunting on the park lo.nds. Conflict with 
Gettysburg's enabling legislation and the addition of o regulation to the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) were 
stated os reasons for dismissing this as o viable Altemath·e. A review of Gelt}'sburg enabling legislation (16 U.S. C. 
430g. lhru 430g-9) does not re\'cal this conOict. As sho\\n ot Howoii VolcDnoes Notional Pork, the Pork 
Superintendent utiliz.ed his authority under the CFR to designate indh·iduals from the public to hunt on park lands to 
ochie\'e mo.nasement objectives. The "depulizins" of hunters to control elk in Grand Teton Notional Park is o.n 
example of where a minor legislati,·e change has allowed foro controlled public hunt to achieve mMagement 
objectives. 

Additionally, the NRA feels it is important that any deer management actions token should be designated os 
"experimental", o.nd that the NPS carefully define how the success of the deer management program \\ill be measured. 

Finally, the NPS needs to be more aggressive in addressing \\ildlife management issues on the notional level.' The 
NPS hilS identified forty-nine pork units in fh·e regions which ha\·e possible management conflicts with white-toiled 
deer. Additional pork units hove populations of elk, bison, mountain goals and feral pigs which also connict with 
mo.nagement objeeti,·es. It is important that the NPS begin to recogniz.e the necessity of octh·e o.nd long-tenn "ildlife 
monogementto protect the ecoloyical and cultural aspects of the parks. 

In conclusion, we belie,·e that the NPS o.nd the public \\ill be better served by m •ising the DEIS to correct the 
deficiencies os described above. A reanalysis of the existing Md suggested alternatives would also be of benefit to 
other NPS units facing similar \\ildlife conOicts. 

8-o.'lu..~ 
, Susan E. Lamson 
\. Director, Conservation, Wildlife and 

Natural Resources Di,·ision 

#~ 
Richard L. DcChombeau 
Director, Hunter Sen·ices Division 
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See the full enabling legislation (Sec. 7) for Gettysburg NMP daled February 1, 1895 
which prohibits hunllng. 

Deputized hunters are used on Hawaii Volcanoes Nalional Park as part of an exotic 
species exterminalion program. 

We disagree with the need to designate the action as experimental, because the 
management action can be regulated. We will continue to monllor the deer population, 
cropllelds, and woodlots. Success will be met when park management objectives for the 
cropllelds and woodlots are met. 



On behalf of The Humane Society of the United States (HSUS) and its 
2.3 million members and constituents, I write to comment on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (Draft) on the White-Tailed Deer 
Management Plan for Gettysburg National Military Park (GNMP) and the 
Eisenhower National Historic Site (ENHS)(Parks). 

For over a decade, The HSUS, which is the largest animal protection 
organization In the nation, has provided advice and technical assistance 
to communities and agencies confronting deer management dilemmas. 
In pursuit of our mission to prevent cruelty and needless animal 
suffering, we have promoted the use of humane, non-lethal methods for 
resolving conflicts between wildllfe and people. We currently 
collaborate with the National Park Service (NPS) on three projects, at 
Assateague Island and Fire Island National Seashores and Virgin Islands 
National Park, developing Innovative, humane methods of population 
control for deer and other free-ranging animals. And, consistent with 
our mission, The HSUS strongly opposes lethal management of deer 
except as a last resort, when all non-lethal alternatives have been tried 
and proven Inadequate. 

In our view, the Draft fails to adequately consider non-lethal approaches 
to managing deer Impacts. Rather, by narrowing Its scope to the direct 
management of deer populations, the Draft has arbitrarily limited the 
choices it presents to decision makers. The NPS's zeal to reduce the 
Parks' deer population Is blocking rational consideration of all 
alternatives, including alternatives that we believe would be more 
conslstem vitlt park management objectives and visitor satisfaction. 

The HSUS believes that implementation of the Draft's Preferred 
Alternative, which demands the lethal reduction of the Parks' deer 
population by more than 90%, would be unsafe, unwise, and harmful to 
the Parks' image and mission. The proposed action would raise deer 
killing to prominence as the NPS's principal and most visible 
management activity In the Parks for the next three to five years. In our 
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view, however, the deer kill is designed more to preserve the Parks' subsidized 
agricultural lease program than to enrich the historical perspective achieved by park 
visitors. The HSUS maintains that this Is no way to run a unit of the NPS, especially 
one dedicated to Interpreting America's bloodiest battle. There has been enough 
bloodshed already at Gettysburg. 

The HSUS recommends that the NPS Instead develop and adopt a comprehensive 
landscape management plan as Its preferred alternative. Selective use of electric 
fencing, restoration of historic land use patterns and natural topography on the 
battlefield, and management of woodlots through selective cutting and use of 
temporary barriers to protect seedlings will achieve park management objectives ar 
lower cost and with less disruption than the massive deer kill proposed by the NPS. 
Implementing such a plan will also reduce the biological carrying capacity for deer in 
the park area, thus permanently reducing the deer population. 

The Draft Identifies two main concerns with white-tailed deer. These are crop damage 
on fields leased to private fanners, and browsing damage to historic woodlots. Deer· 
vehicle collisions are also raised as a secondary Issue. I discuss each below. 

Crop Damage 

Under the Agricultural Special Use Permit program, the NPS has leased lands at GNMP 
and ENHS to farmers who raise crops for profit. According to the Draft, crop damage 
by deer at ENHS and the southern section of GNMP has become so severe that 
permittees have threatened to withdraw (p. 13 and elsewhere). Such a withdrawal 
would force the NPS to find alternative means to maintain those lands in a manner 
consistent with park objectives. 

According to the Draft, the practice of modern agriculture by permittees has radically 
altered the historic battlefield topography (p. 11). Smail, traditional agricultural fields 
have been consolidated through elimination of historic fencellnes. Natural drainages 
have been eradicated with grading, contour plowing, and construction of tile fields. In 
shon, the prospect presented to the modem visitor In no way resembles that 
experienced by Confederate and Union soldiers In 1863. The Intensity of NPS's 
concern with the height, texrure, and color of crops Is completely inconsistent with the 
agency's relative Indifference to the lmponant physical features of the battlefield. It is 
hard to Imagine that the soldiers crossing those cropfields In July 1863 were more 
concerned with what crop they were trampling than with approaching a fence that 
might expose them to enemy fire or reaching a slope that might shelter them. 

In our view, consistent and accurate Interpretation of the battlefield scene requires that 
the NPS end the use of modem agricultural practices on all battlefield areas In GNMP. 
The NPS should restore historic fencellnes and field sizes, as well as natural drainage 
patterns. If the NPS Is committed to maintalnlng field crops such as wheat, oats, 
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barley, rye, and corn, these crops should be raised either by the NPS, by contractors, or 
by volunteers, following mid-19th century land-use patterns. Alternatively, the fields 
could be planted with a mosaic of native grasses and hay crops; varieties could be 
selected for their structural similarity to various field crops. Both strategies would 
provide a richer and more historically accurate vista to GNMP visitors; the latter 
approach would also require little maintenance (periodic mowing, which can be 
scheduled to preserve an appearance typical of crops In early July), and reduce the 
quallty of forage available to deer. 

ENHS presents a different problem. The continuation of "modern" agricultural practices 
are a principal management goal of this historic site. Because It covers a much smaller 
area than GNMP, however, the construction and maintenance of electric fencing 
becomes practical and cost effective, with Initial Installation costs on the order of 
$53,000, and subsequent maintenance costs of about $8,600 per year (pp. 125-126). 
Consequently, TI1e HSUS recommends the use of such fencing to exclude deer from 
field crops at ENHS. Thls will allow profitable agriculture to continue, and reduce the 
amount of high quality forage available to deer. 

Woodlot Browse Damage 

The NPS Is concerned with the maintenance of understory tree densities in three 
woodlots associated with battle action at GNMP, and with woodlot regeneration. 
Specific species composition is considered a secondary objective (p. 10). 

Reduction of deer numbers accomplished through elimlnatlon or protection of field 
crops (above) will help moderate the impact of deer browse on woodlot understories. 
Additional mitigation could be provided by selective removal of canopy trees to open 
light gaps; temporary fencing within selected woodlots to exclude deer; and temporary 
use of tree shelters to protect desirable seedlings and saplings such as oaks. 

Other Benefits of a Landscape Management Plan 

Reduction of food available to deer should provide a slow but permanent reduction in 
the Gettysburg-area deer population. This population reduction will improve safety in 
two ways. First, the frequency of deer-vehicle collisions will be reduced. Additional 
Improvements In traffic safety could and should be achieved by vigorous enforcement of 
speed limits within the Parks. As in other units managed by the NPS, the primary 
resp<insiblllty for not harming park wildlife and other resources should lie with the 
visitors. A smaller deer population should also reduce the attractiveness of the site to 
poachers, thereby further protecting park visitors, local residents, and passersby. 

Ending modern agrlculrural practices at GNMP will reduce applications of pesticides 
and fertilizers on Park lands and thereby improve water quality and reduce undesirable 
runoff into the Chesapeake Bay drainage. 

[ ( 
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Finally, approaching the deer question through a landscape management plan will 
spare the Park the cost and controversy that will undoubtedly plague attempts to 
Implement the current Preferred Alternative. 

Ukely Impacts of the Preferred Alternative 

Given the limited resources available to the NPS, the agency's eagerness to pursue an 
expensive, controversial, and needless deer reduction program appears senseless. 

According to the Draft, Implementing the deer reduction program will require the I 
lntermlttent closure of significant portions of the Parks for seven months in at least C 
three consecutive years (p. 82). Some of these closures would occur during periods 
(October and April) of high visitation. Thus, visitor use would be significantly 
curtailed. 

According to the NPS estimate, a minimum of 387 deer would be shot In the first year I 
alone, with comparably high numbers in each of the following two to four years (p. d 
176). (lhls estimate optimistically assumes that an additional 387 would be removed 
by hunting outside the Parks.) These deer would be shot with high-powered rifles, 
which are dangerous at distances of a mile or more, in a park traversed by highways 
and roads and dotted with private residences and commercial facilities. Adequately · 
patrolling these areas during shooting sessions will be difficult to Impossible. The 
official shooting program will also offer. poachers additional opportunities to shoot deer 
in and around the Parks, endangering residents without necessarily arousing their 
suspicion. Finally, the shooting program may aggravate conflicts between the NPS and 
private landowners within and surrounding the Parks. 

The Draft almost surely underestimates the costs of the direct reduction. Enforcement 
is allocated $30,300 during the reduction phase (p. 176). By way of comparison, 
Monroe County, New York, and the New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation collectively spent $9,700 for law enforcement in a 1993 bait-and-shoot In e 
the 965-acre Durand-Eastman Park. This bait-and-shoot was carried out In five days of 
shooting over a one month period; 80 deer were removed. Extrapolating these costs 
to GNMP and ENHS using area, time spent shooting, or number of deer removed yields 
enforcement cost estimates ranging from $47,000 to $68,000, 55% to 125% above NPS 
estimates. 

The cost estimate also Insufficiently accounts for transportation, processing, and 
lnspectlon of carcasses, since these are excluded from two estimates used to calculate 
average costs. Excluding these two estimates produces an average per deer cost of 
$222.80 (vs. the $176 used in the draft). lhls adds $18,000 more to the annual cost 
of the direct reduction. 

Under these more realistic assumptions, the total annual cost of the reduction phase 
would range between $166,000 and $187,000, 64% to 85% above NPS estimates. 
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The text on page 82 has been changed to reflect that portions of the parks may be 
closed to visitors during the seven-month period. Most olthe shooting would occur In 
November, December, and January (page 34) which Is a lime of low visitation. Page 34 
also discusses the closure of Eisenhower NHS during those months. If the action Is 
conducted when the parks are closed or on side roads and avenues between 10 p.m. 
and 6 a.m •• no curtailment of visitor use would occur (page 55). In addition, most park 
visitors during that time ol year remain In buildings or vehicles. For these reasons, any 
access restrictions Imposed would not be expected to significantly Impact visitor use. 

The 773 deer referenced (387 shot In the parks and 386 taken by hunters outside the 
parks) Is the total number to be removed from the parks using the 1994 mean population 
estimate minus the predetermined density. The total number of deer to be removed 
(773) was used to simplify the cost estimates of each alternative (page 163) by 
assuming the predetermined density would be reached In one year. In actuality, the 
predetermined density could likely not be reached In one year. We believe an average 
annual reduction of about 40 percent of the population over three years would be 
required to reduce the population to the predetermined density In three years (page 31). 

Making cost comparisons with other agency or organization programs Is difficult. We 
believe the enforcement cost estimates, as reported In the EIS, are practical for the 
parks. 

As stated on page 163, the estimates are minimum costs associated with each 
alternative. In addition, page 164 states that no attempts were made to adjust the costs 
reported In the studies lor comparison purposes. To do this would have required 
compensating for wage differences and current (1995) costs for equipment and 
transportation. 
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If public hunting outside the park is ineffective at reducing the Park population, and it 
proved necessary to remove 774 deer during the reduction phase (Alternative 2B), 
those numbers would rise to $240,000-$288,000. Nme also that If annual reduction 
targets were not met, the reduction phase would be prolonged. This is a great deal of 
money for the NPS to spend in the current austere fiscal climate. 

Finally the recommended population size target, 80 deer for the entire GNMP/ ENHS 
compl~, would produce such a low density as to make the animals functionally 
invisible to visitors. This loss would significantly diminish the experience of the many 
Park visitors who see!< wildlife-viewing oppommltles. 

Thank you for carefully considering our concerns. 

Sincerely, 

(}JL!f.~. 
Allen T. Rutberg, Ph.D. 
Senior Scientist 
Wildlife and Habitat Protection 

cc: Philip Brueck, Acting Director, Mid-Atlantic Region 
Roger G. Kennedy, Director, National Park Service 
George Frampton, Assistant Secretary for Fish, Wildlife, and Parks 
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II public hunting outside the parks was not eflective, more deer would need lo be killed In 
the parks. This would greatly Increase the cost. II public hunting outside the parks was 
very effective, however, fewer deer would need to be killed In the parks. This would 
greally decrease the cost. 

Enhancing wildlife viewing opportunities Is not a stated purpose of the parl<s. 

... 
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Dr. John Latscbar, Superintendent 
Gettysburg National Military Park 
R.D. 1 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

Dear Dr. Latschar: 

The Wildlife Management Institute (WMJ) was created in 1911 to promote the 
restoration, sound management and wise use of natural resources in North America. WMI staff 
have carefully reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for White-tailed Deer 
Management on the Gettysburg National Military Park and Eisenhower National Historic Site. 
As Northeastern Field Representative, I am coordinating the WMI response. We appreciate the 
opportunity to comment. 

The National Park Service has correctly identified high densities of white-tailed deer as a 
significant threat to the vegetative community desired for the parks. To maintain the historical 
occurrence and distn'bution of vegetation, deer density must be lowered to and maintained at 
some threshold density. The DEIS states that 25 deer per square mile is the initial, i.e. 
experimental, desired threshold density. WMI believes that the stated initial deer density goal 
may be too high to aUow revegetation of woodlots, but agrees with the experimental approach to 
=agement. If desired vegetative communities do not respond under pressure from 25 deer per 
square mile, further population reduction should be initiated as soon as possible. The DEIS does 
not include detail oo the vegetative monitoring strategy that would be used to evaluate the impact 
oflower deer densities on vegetation. We assume tha~ criteria have been developed that assess 
regeneration stocking level for tlte woodlots and acceptable agricultural depredation: Please 
include in the final EIS detail on your criteria for acceptable deer damage thresholds and on the 
manner in which you wiU monitor vegetation. 

Five alternatives representing six management actions are presented: (I) no action, (2) 
deer population management through capture and transfer, (3) deer population management 
tbrough shooting, (4) reproductive intervention, (5} cooperative management and (6) the 
preferred alternative which is a combination of(J), (4) and (S). 

7 RESPONSES 

WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE 

a. The methodology lor monitoring the woodlot vegetation Is discussed In Storm et al. 
(1989), pages 198-199. Criteria lor acceptable regeneration Is discussed In the woodlot 
management obJectives (Appendix C). Crop success Is measured by weight of harvest 
per acra and Is compared to the Adams County average a nd standards set by the 
USDA. 
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ALTERN'ATIVE 1 

The no action alternative would clearly continue the degradation of vegetation on the 
parks aud WMI agrees with the exclusion of this alternative. 

ALTEIU~ATIVE 2A 

Deer population management through capture and transfer would contribute to deer 
overpopulation problems in other pans of Pennsylvania. WMI agrees with the assessment of the 
Pennsylvania Game Commission that all suitable areas of white-tailed deer range are occupied at 
present and would thus be poor candidates for transplantation of park deer. 

ALTERNATIVE 2B 

Deer population management through shooting is a component of the National Park 
Service preferred alternative and WMI agrees that the action proposed would be on efficient 
method of population reduction and control. WMI understands that the enabling legislation 
outlawed hunting on the Gettysburg National Military Park and does not specifically condone 
hunting on the Eisenhower National Historic Site. We do not agree, however, with the decision 
to not evaluate controlled public hunting as a full alternative because of the lack of this legislative 
authority. Hunting can stand on its own as n viable alternative. If controlled public hunting is 
shown to be the best alternative, we trust that the National Park Service would then be able to 
enter the legislative arena for amendments to the enabling legislation backed up by a scientific 
evaluation of the merits of a public hunting program and a complete assessment of environmental 
impacts. If hunting is not shown to be the best alternative, future evaluations of deer management 
actions on Gettysburg and other National Parks would be better served. To not treat controlled 
public hunting as a full oh~mative ignores the numerous examples of successful deer management 
programs using controlled public bunts on socially sensitive areas like parks, arboretums, natural 
areas, watersheds, etc. Controlled public hunting is also cost-efficient and would save the 
National Park Service at least $147,000 during the reduction phase (DEIS Appendix 1). 

program. The DEIS speaks to NPS employees, but references were made at the public b 
We sense some confusion regarding who would be the shooters in a direct reduction I 

information meeting on January 7, 1995 towards the allowance of public volunteers. Please 
provide more detail in the final EIS on this issue. 

Regardless of who does the shooting, population reduction should be targeted towards 
specific goals. The only goal stated in the DE IS was to 1<- •. 1 deer numbers to an initial density of 
25 deer per square mile. We suggest the following expectations should be considered within the 
context of the population reduction. 

1. Deer population management through shooting should result in a deer population 
structure that would maximize dispersal and facilitate harvest on areas surrounding 
the parks. · 

[ 
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Authorized agents may Include NPS personnel, personnel from other federal agencies, 
or private contractors. Who will be chosen and how they will be chosen will be defined 
In the action plan II this alternative Is selected as the final alternative In the Record of 
Decision. The discussion of volunteers at the January 7, 1995, public meellng referred 
to a formal "Volunteers In Parks" program which converts volunteers Into non-salaried 
NPS employees. 

The parks' goals are to meet the cropllelds and woodlot management objectives. The 
deer density goal is directly Ued to these goals (Appendix E). 



2. Deer population management through shooting should result in a deer population 
structure that would minimize annual recruitment and in so doing minimize annual 
harvest requirements. 

3. Because the public assigns a positive value to seeing mature antlered male deer, 
deer population management through shooting should result in a population 
structure characterized by an older age distribution in males. 

A population model (available on request) was created to mimic the dynamics of tile park 
deer population. The model tracks for eocb sex and age class all harvest and non-harvest 
monality and natality. Model parameters were based on personal experience or were gleaned 
from the DEIS or from Pennsylvania Game Commission sfatistics. The pre-management park 
population was approximated by setting model parameters to produce ten years of a stable 
population numbering 8SO deer. Non-harvest mortality \\ithin this population numbered 250 
animals per year (see DEIS Appendix G). Sex ratio was 6: I (DEIS page 36). Reproductive rates 
reflected deer populations in the Gettysburg area (DEIS page SO). With the above expectations 
in mind, and with the desired goal oflowering tbe population to 25 deer per square mile, various 
harvest strategies were investigated. Some level of compensatory mortality was assumed 
following initiation oflegal harvest. 

The optimal structure for tbe park deer population was found to be characterized by a I: I 
sex ratio, a young female age distribution and an old male age distribution. To create such a 
population structure in three years. female harvest rate needs to be at least 70%, not 40% as 
stated in the DEIS. Female harvest needs to be concentrated on older(> 0.5 year) animals. 
Antlerless harvest would number 400 in year I, 170 in year 2, and 7S in year 3. Population size 
could then be stabilized at 80 +/-animals for 10 years or more with a minimal (5%} harvest of 
adult females. Low annual recruitment would be achieved because tbe high proportion of yearling 
females in the breeding population would lower average aooual reproductive rates. Antlered male 
harvest rate needs to be I 0% or less. Mature antlered males would be present in the population 
for viewing. The presence of mature moles and the resulting stable breeding hierarchy would 
result in maximum dispersal of non-breeding males. 

Please include in the final EIS additional detail on the harvest strategy. The statement tltat 
40% harvest rate per year for three years \\ill lower the population to 25 deer per square mile is 
not supported by any analysis in the DEIS. As stated, we believe 70% reduction is a more 
appropriate barvest rate. We are especially concerned that acknowledgement be made thai deer 
harvest may be a necessary annual event and not a one-time reduction. The final EIS needs to 
outline the loog-term management strategy for deer oo the parks. 

ALTERNATIVE 3 

Reproductive intervention is a component of the preferred alternative but no scientific 
research bas shown (I) the effect of reproductive intervention oo white-tailed deer, or (2) that 
reproductive intervention is a viable population control on a free ranging population. No 
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Stochasllc slmulallons were conducted by The Pennsylvania Slate University to 
determine the required mortality rate to reduce the deer populallon lo 25 deer per 
forested square mile. The model used a slmpllsllc approach using the best estimates of 
lhe current population structure, productivity rate, and mortality rate . The model 
assumed a closed populallon, however, which does nol compensate for deer movement 
In and out of the parks. Based on 25 s imulations using 1994 populallon estimates, an 
average annual reduction of 40 percent over a lhree-year period would result In a 
population of about 86 deer. Under this strategy, a maximum of170 adult does and 
153 fawns would be killed the first year. Age and sex data on lhe actual number of deer 
removed would then be used In lhe model to project the following year's removal rate. 
Further population modelling may be completed If the preferred alternative (Combined 
Management) Is selected In the Record of Decision. 

In the dlscu.sslon of the preferred alternative (Combined Management) on page 42, It 
states lhat these two alternatives would be conducted simultaneously and repealed 
annually •... • The long-term strategy Is lo maintain the deer population at a levellhalls 
In balance with the cropfleld and woodlot management objectives (see Appendix E). As 
lhe EIS points out on page 31, this may require removing 30 to 40 percent of the 
population annually. 



.. · .. ·. ·.·. 

scientific research has shown that reproductive intervention in white-tailed deer is free of risks to 
non-target, including human, populations. The purpose of the DEJS is to "provide National Park 
Service decision makers, other officials, and members of the public with information on the 
environmental effects of several deer management alternatives" (page iii), but because a specific 
technique is not identified and referential scientific evidence is not cited, no assessment can be 
made of the impact upon the environment ·ofreproductive intervention in a free-ranging deer 
population. Therefore WMI requests that Alternative 3 be dropped as a viable alternative. 

ALTER.~ATIVE 4 

WI\-U supports the concept of using controUed public bunts on properties adjacent to the 
parks. To aid in this endeavor, the National Park Service should be prepared to (I) release 
participating landowners from aU liability except for gross negligence and (2) reimburse 
landowners for their granting ofhunting privileges. AJJ.y population reduction conducted in the 
park (Alternative 2B) should be scheduled so as to maximize disturbance of deer within the park 
boundaries to cause dispersal of deer outo hunted areas. To facilitate the maintenance of an older 
male age structure, harvest of antlered males should be strictly regulated to total less than I 0% of 
the antlered male population. As in other alternatives in the DEIS, this alternative is not 
supported by much detail. Have willing landoYmers been identified? How many? Is the potential 
combined acreage ofland newly available for deer harvest large enough to realistically impact 
c!~er numbers on the parks? Has the Pennsylvania Game Commission agreed to assist in this 
fi!ternative as an equal partner? Again, please provide more detail in the final EJS. 

SUl\11\lAR Y 

In summaty, WMI supports the efforts of the National Park Service to lower and control 
deer density on Gettysburg National Militaty Park and Eisenhower National Historic Site. WMI 
believes that the stated initial deer density goal may be too high to aUow revegetation of 
woodlots, but agrees Y.ith the experimental approach to management. WMI requests that the 
National Park Service revise their preferred alternative by dropping reproductive intervention and 
adopting a preferred alternative that is limited to population reduction on park grounds and 
adjacent ownerships. Controlled public bunting should be evaluated as a full alternative. 
Population reduction strategies should be amended to include strategies producing specific age 
and sex structure of residual populations. Harvest rates should be adjusted to produced desired 
outcomes. The final EIS should contain more detail on the many of the alternatives discussed. 

f 

19 

7 

I. 

g. 

h. 

See General Response #3: Reproductive Intervention. 

The NPS has no authority outside park boundaries concerning liability on privately 
owned lands or reimbursing landowners lor hunting privileges. . 

The Pennsylvania Game Commission has offered to work with the NPS and private 
landowners to maintain and Increase deer harvests on land outside the parks (see 
Pennsylvania Game Commission comment letter). Park personnel contacted some 
nearby private landowners to discuss the possibility of cooperative management 
(Alternative 4). We determined Alternative 4 to be a viable option through these 
meetings. At this time, no commitments have been made. We do believe the amount of 
combined acreage of private land lhat would be made available for deer hunting would 
have an Impact on the deer population. Further Investigation and planning Is 
Inappropriate until a decision Is made by the NPS on the final alternative. 

[ 
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T~E W.LD~IFE SOCIETY 
1410 O~•vonor Line ' Bethesdt. MD ~111..:Z,117 
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Dr. 1ohn lA!IC:b.ar, S\lpertllll:lld 
Gettysburg National MUiwy Park 
R.D. l 
Gettysburg. PA 1732.5 

Dear Dr .. J.alsdlar: · · 
.. 

1M WUdllfe Society appreclaleS the opportunlly to cornrn=nt on the Dnft E1S Vr'hile-t.,Ucd 
Dcct ~ement Plut (Ot" GcttysbiJtl N"atlonal Millwy Park and th= Eisenhower Natiollll 
HistOric Site. l'he Wildllto Society b the usocladon or professional wildlife scientists and 
mmaaers. Scvun.l expcits on deer ~ In tho "ilorthu&tcnl United Stales have 
rev!~ tha DEIS on beh!lf of the Society. Out ~hnl~l C(lmmetUS and ~oo.s 
on the clocument are &ul!lmllUed below. 

GeDCl'al Comments 
. . 

The aaucw• ofthl: l!oc:Ume.nt is confu$lna: the ruder is required 10 ahuf'tlc back. a~ fotth 
through tho II!Xt for parts of the discussion on 1 ~rtlcular topic. Por example, rcproductl'ic 
lnlcn·cntion is clbcussed In some ronn on several paaes ln<:luc11na 36-40, 62-63, 66, 69-10 and 
80. Thou1b the format of an ElS ls 10 1 JIU1 wem fotm~lhcd, tho docnmeut would beDefit 
from topic ton5oUdatlon to the extent pc.rmlssiblc.. · · · 

ll.I002 
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In gCDUal, too, the reviewer' a e!roru {from wlld.Ufe aaencks In the reaton.) to obtain c:opl.cs 
for review frOID lhc NPS were unsuccessf\11 even lhough sc:venl attempts were made • . Tbb 
only copy available wu the one provided by TWS headquarters. Sevcrallodlvl.duats . 
comribu!ed to these remarks; having only one copy of the ms made it difficult for multiple 
\ndlvld!Wt to review the l!ocumont and l1lBc cornmcnq. ·The tws feels that fn aomc caseJ 
the NPS'~ ~wlll!ninc:Ss 10 d!strlb\i~ coptci upon rtci~U hiMcrcd the reviewing process and · 
~IDllnated some qencies and lndiYidualt frotn that process. · 

Spfdftc Commems 

PI· iv- The NfS"tlct Its deer .managemellt "goal to .he u4rrow objcctlV.:S ~y i300rlog · 
the impacts this approach Is b,avln& on its nelsJ!bon. Its time for a chanp ln itti!Ildc an4 · 
policy.. . . . . 

Pi· ·v- Iluntlng in aJiy form Is hen: eUmlna;cd ~ an alte111.1tlvc:, aloca .\\ith selling ~.r and 
glvlnl ~~owncr:o "ri3hts~ to lhQ a.u. Tho hsT twn, 1\(\( tha b~t three, are Ulepl u.nd!lr 

• \· ,!• , . :: ·.· · . . .· .:, •:·'• ... .... .. . 
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a 

RESPONSES 

THE WILDLIFE SOCIETY 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Approximately 350 copies of the draft EIS. were mailed to agencies, organizations. and 
Individuals. The address and phon·e number to contact for a copy of the document was 
In the letter Inside the cover of the draft EIS. Additional copies were provided to 
requests made to this address and number. 

The concerns of and Impacts to nearby private landowners are discussed throughout the 
document. 

Page v has been corrected. 
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l'enn. law. 

pg. 14,1.S,16- Though hIs understood that certain legislation and policies prohibit hunting as a 
control option In most parks Including Gettysburg, the increasing problems with white-tailed 
deer In mRny parks throughout the Northeast and the apparent Inability of the NPS to react to 
this growing problem would seem to indicate that IS may be time for a change in.both policy 
Rnd Jaw. 

pg. 21 - Though the Code of Federal Regulations, I 992 Indicates that the NPS has the 
authority to manage wildlife within the parks without the approval of the state, such actions 
have lead, and may continue to lead, to an erosion of t~e professional relationship that should 
exist between agencies concerned with the conservation of reJident wildlife resources. 

pg. 27,28 • Again, the NPS states that it intends to exhaust all other possible alternatives 
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before It attempts to change its governing laws, reeulatlons, or policies. However, it does not I 
hesitate to rtcommend that Pennsylvania change Its lftws or policies to solve M problem that Is 
primarily the: product of NPS policy. It I~ time for the NPS to become part of the solution. 

The negative Impacts with which they are concerned pale In comparison with the current and 
potential imp~cts or the unn1anaged deer populations Inhabiting many eastern national parks. 

pg. 30- Though on page 21-.the NPS indicates that I! Is not bound by state law, here it seem~ to I 
be rejecting a deer. control optlon(s) on the basis that It against state law. Thl~ again raises the 
question o~ the extent of NPS authority to manage re~ldcnt wildlife resources. · 

d 

e 

pg. 30- Ahcrnative 1-0n the houom of page 24, several options are rejected without further 
consideration based on the criteria listed. These same criteria would give cause to reject the 
No Action Ahernatlve nn page 30. Must the no action option be presented as an option to I f 
control the level of deer browsing In the park? Ohvlously its not an answer. 

be required to reduce the deer population from Its current level to the target den~lty of 2.5 g 
pg. 31- Alternative 2 • It is sated that an ftnnual reduction of 40 percent for thr~~ years would I 
deer/sq.ml. or roresied habitat. I:Ncn.wlth 'little or no reproduction, this goal does not appear 
achievable In the time frame indicated given the population estimates presented. · · 

pg. 31- Ahernatlve 2A- The NPS as~igns the. highest priorities to live trapping within park~ for 
transporting elsewhere as a control option. Yet the high cost and the Inability of most trapping 
efforts to remove enough deer .to effect control ha~ ·caused most wildlife managers to aban~on 
this technique in most situations. 

pg. 33- Binding a deer's legs is not recommended as a means of transport. 

pg. 34- Ahernative 2R- Again, the NPS indicAtes Its ha~ the authority to shoo! the deer within . 

[ 
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d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

The document states that Pennsylvania law would have to be changed to permit a 
particular activity (page 30); however, the document does not state that the NPS 
recommends changing Pennsylvania laws or policies. 

See page 24 regarding the participation or Pennsylvania citizens and stale law. 

According to 40 C.F.R. 1502.14(d), a no action alternative must be Included In an EtS. 
The no action alternative provides a basis for comparing the Impacts of the action 
alternatives. 

See Wildlife Management lnslilute comment letter response d. 

Text on page 33 has been changed to read, "Deer may be hobbled ... : 
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the park. Docs this authority extend to selling the venison, gMng it away, etc? Some 1 
clarification is needed. 

- It is suyae5tcd that this manaaemcnt effort could increa~e highway safety problems. This Is I 
an unquantifiable risk and Is not consistently presented where It may be appropriate, I.e., the 
sccliun - F.ffecL~ on DeerNehlcle Collisions. Drop ll cnmpletely or note In each case where ii 
may be a potential risk. 

- Restriction of public acces~ and roadway use can be minimized by limiting removals to times 
when the site.~ arc normally clo5ed. 

- There appears to be little need to specify the ~ex of the deer to be removed. A.to~AI quota 
would be adequate. 

- It is stated that shooters would be required to wear 250 sq. Inches of fluorescent orange 
during daylight hours. We see no value in this if deer are to shot over bait sites. It may do 
nothing more than attract unwanted attention to conlrol operations. The wearing of orange by 
other personnel on the facility during the aclion may he appropriate depending on time, 
location, etc. 

- Expansion of shooting o~rallons to field areas at niiht with the aid of lights would enhance 
control efforts and minimize public access conflicts. Including local, qualified Individuals a~ 
agent~ may enhance local program acceptance. 

pg . 35- Will silencers be available to the NPS for deer control? Unlikely. 

pg. 39- The Fire Island eltamplc can hardly he used as a guide tci estimate man-days of effort 
to Inoculate 731 wild , free ranging white-tails at Gcnysburg. As the authors note, the Fire 
bland deer are es~entlally pets. 

pg . 40· Given all the concerns and limiiation~ expressed In the discussion under reproductive 
Intervention, It 1~ rurprlslnt~that It would be a technique of choice.· The fact that FDA 
approval Is needed prior 10 use on a free ranging deer population needs to be more· 
prominently pointed out. It b uncertain If or when such appruval will be given. Currently, 
contraceptive~ are not available or· practicft! for thi~ purpose:· 

pg. 40- Cooperative Management- 1be reviewers have long found the NPS's position as 
described In the firAt paragraph disrurbing, I.e., the hurd en for correcting the problem (deer 
r;>ver-population) which th~ NPS Is In a large part responsible for Is passed on to others, 
usually their neighbors, to solve. The NPS creates narrowly defined objectives and Ignores 
many of the broader biological considerations. It may be tlme for a change in attitude, policy 
and law. · 

I k 

8 

j . 

k. 

I. 

The NPS Is not subJect to state regulation, but It Is unlawful lor any person to buy, sell, or 
barter, or offer for sale or barter any game or edible parts of game under Pennsylvania 
law (34 Pa. C.S . Sao. 2312). The only exception to this prohibition Is lor game raised 
under the aulhorlly of a propagating permit from the Commonweallh of Pennsylvania. 
Food service organizations can accept donations of meat which they In turn can give 
away. 

Section 4.4.3 discusses In general terms the effects during the management action of 
each allematlve on deer/vehicle collisions. 

Silencers may be considered for use, but they would probably not be used due to 
reduced firearm efficiency. The lack of availability of silencers may limit their use. 

See General Response 13: Reproductive Intervention. 
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rg. 41-lt is unlikely that unarmed dr1"vers will be able to drive deer from Interior, no-hunting I 
areas to exterior, hunting areas on a sustained hasls. Attempts to use drives In this way will 
most likely result In driving the deer frol!l one area of the park to other, no hunting areu .. 
within the park. In other words, It may just serve to move deer around whhln the park. 
Drives are most productive when used to drive deer within a smaller, hunting area, as part of 
a controlled hunting progr~m. Jt may also be advisable to review the applicable State •nd 
Federal definitions or statutes on "hunting• to determine the Jegftlity or deer drives In this 
situation. 
- Increasing bng limits and season length on the periphery will have little Impact if nothing Is 
happening within the NMP/NHS. Individuals currently hlmlin ncar the NMP/NHS boundary 
may object to this approach If they see it as impacting on their hunting success. 

p. 43 Table I . Summary of lmpacl' and Appcndilt 1 - Cost Estimates· 1'he numhcrs arc 
presented In a m•nner th41 makes It difficult to compare total annual costs. We 11lso had · 
difficulty wllh the relatlvt: CO~IS or Direct Reduction and Reproductive Intervention . 
-Darting wilh PZ: Darting deer would be considerably more difficult thin shooting deer. A 
difference In the numbers to be "treated • may account for much of final total cost differential, 
hut there may also be some ~hortcomlngs In the numbers. (fhls I~ true withln the table and 
perhaps more glaringly on page 178 when maintenance phase cost~ arc presented) 
- no any or the cost/deer figures given on page 169 Include administr»tlve costs which would 
duplicate the costs added in section A? If so, the actual total cost would be lower . 
• The need for dart recovery has not been considered. Darts Which miss or fall from deer 
wuuld pose a potential rl~k. This would increase labor and total costs of darting operation~. 
- I ~w enforcement needs for a darting operation ~hould be considered. As with 1hooting 
options, park visitors will need to he kept clear of darting areas. This again will add to cost. 

pg.49-3.1- We doubt that the white-tailed deer I~ the "best-recognized large mammal in the 
world. • Perhaps chAnge the text to rt:<~d : • ... 1~ one of the most widely distributed and most 
easily recognized .. . • ·· 
-We believe that the term "migratory" has been u~ed Incorrectly', here, as these deer will most 
likely only move within their eshtbll$~ed feeding areas. 

pg. SO- Does the stAtement concerning female fawn productivity mean that 67 'K> or those "that 
breed ha\'e a ~Ingle fawn and thus 33%.have twins? We believe this to be lnconect. Clarify 
this statement. Also clarify the ne)(t, related statement whic~ begin~,· Over 90% .. . ~ 

pg. 53- There are 114 private landowners occupying 1,696 acre~ within the boundary of the . 
NMP and NilS. The draft F.IS does not indicate how NPS laws and regulations apply to these 
properties . Can deer currently be taken on these prnpt:rtles? The 1'cMsylvanla Oamc 
Commis~ion recently lmplcnicntetl a deer manftgement program for suburban areas such liS 
Gettysburg . The usc of this tool could enhance the deer m11111gcment cfforu for NMP 11nd 
NHS. 

8 

m m. 

n. 

0. 

p. 

q. 

r. 

s. 

See page 64 for the discussion on deer drives. 

Costs are not duplicated. 

See General Response 1#3: Reproductive Intervention. 

The statement refers to deer In general, not specifically the whlle·talled deer. 

The term Is correct and appropriate. Some deer migrate out of the part, remain out of 
the area during the summer, and return In the fall (Storm et al. 1989). 

According to Pennsylvania Game Commission biologist Bill Palmer, 33 percent of the 
deer that bred as fawns had twins. Statewide reproductive data show 1.32 embryos per 
one·year·old deer which were bred as a fawn. Of the 90 percent of female deer that are 
bred at1.5 years of age, 35 percent have single fawns . 

Deer can lawfully be hunted on private property (with the permission of the landowner) 
within the boundary of the parks. 



s 
pg. S7- In Uecker ct al. 's final report (revised February 1990) it was concluded thu, 'Thus 
for every carca~s pennitis.~ued, perhaps 6 accidents occurred. • ·The number used here In the 
text should be live not lhree . . 

pg . 70- Why should the hunters outside t11c park be expected to be less skilled? 
Documentation? 

rg . 78- The posdhlllty that R rare species (pftrticulariy plants not preferred by deer) could 
benefit from the effects of high deer numbers Is not mentioned. In the no action section, the 
NPS offers that in the long run a rare plant $pecles preferred by deer may Increase in 
~bundance. Unles~ they can make 11 case for deer numbers declining, It I~ difficult to see how 
thi~ statement can be justi.ficd. Some support should be given or the statement deleted. 

pg. 80- Though l'ZI' vaccine 11pparemly presents no direct hazard if consumed, the FDA's 
prilllllry concern ~as been with the adjuvant. PZP Is currently used with Freund's complete 
adjuvant which the FDA has not approved for animals that represent a potential human food 
source. 

l'l!t· 82- The NPS assumes that large ponlons or the parks would have to be closed to vl~ltors 
for extended periods of time. Thl~ needn't be the case If conlrol operations are designed and 
!chedulcd co minimize conmccs. 

pg. 85- The author~ apparently have lillie experience with deer hunting methodology. Driving 
deer Is a common deer hunting technique, frequently employed without significant human 
mortnlity. 
- That a trapping effort might Increase deer/vehicle collisions In 11nd near the parks seems 
remote at best. 

pg. 87, S- Thl~ discussion may benefit from distinguishing disturbance induced streu from 
social stress. The proposed actions llliiY induce dl~rurbance slress In some animals but the · 
remaining animals my be freer of social .stres~ . An exception may be that Repr~uction 
lnterve:~tlon may Introduce some behavioral (social) stre~~. The No Action alternative would 
presumably maintain a higher level of social stress and vehicle~ would cause ftome disturbance 
stress. 

pg. 147 Appendix E- The lni~ialgual or the NPS Is to reduce the deer population to an April 
den.~ity of 2S deer/sq.mi. of forested habitat (80 deer for 3.2 sq.ml. of forest) . It has been 
suggested by one reviewer, that total acreage of undeveloped land may be a more suitable 
criteria to be used In e11prcssing population goals and related parameters. When the total area 
of both NMP and the NHS (6.423.acrcs) is considered, the average density goal is 8 
deer/sq.mi . If the area or the study Altc Is used (II ~q .ml.), the density is 7 .3. Since the Draft 
EIS Indicates that 'Park deer populations need to be kept at a level ~o that objectives for both 
cropfie)ds and woodlots wnufd he fCftthed And maintained' (1'1. 14fl), expTCSSfng the JtOI) 

I u 

I v 

bb 
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t. 

u. 

v. 

w. 

X. 

y. 

z. 

aa. 

The text on page 57 has been corrected. 

Pages 35 states that •personnel highly skilled and trained In the use of llrearms and 
public safety would shoot the deer· In the parks. The NPS would select only highly 
skilled and trained people for direct reducllon In the parks. Hunters outside the parks 
would be of all skill levels and experience. 

The deer population In the parks has been high for over ten years. If a rare plant could 
bene Ill from the eflects ot high deer numbers. any rare plant In the parks would have 
benellted from the high deer density and would no longer be rare. 

See General Response #3: Reproductive Intervention. 

We agree. In addition, the text on page 82 has been changed to read, •portions of the 
parl<s may be closed to visitors . . .. • 

We agree that driving deer Is a common hunting technique and point out on page 85 the 
possibility of Injury or death associated with this. The NPS does not discuss at what 
level human mortality Is •stgnlllcant." 

We agree. 

This has been added to the text. 

bb. We prefer deer density expressed as deer per forested square mile. 
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dcn~ity In terms, of total undeveloped habitat may be more appropriate. 

• It was also suggested, that a fall, post fawning population might provide a leu confusing 
means of e)tpressing Intent. For example on pp. 148-149, it appears that a 40% reduction 
level is applied to the pre-fawning April population estimate. This approach fa Us to account 
for lhe impact of reproduction. It I~ recommended that a population model be developed for 
the NMP/NHS that will more clo~cly represent the dynamics of the deer population. 

pg. 169 Appendix I- Under the direct reduction alternative, the cost of handling and 
processing the venison is not considered. Costs could average $4S-$SO/deer proce~sed . 

pg. 172· c. lmmunocontraceptive darts- costs Include the purchase of 120 daru while calling 
for the treatment of731 deer. If non-reusable, obviously more darts will be needed. Costs 
would Increase accordingly. 

Summary 

The NPS continues to focus on narrow management objectives. The deer management 
problem is symptomatic of a larger, Service-wide problem: National Parks cannot be managed 
In l~olatlon. The deer population, and the methods chosen by the Park Service to control It, 
Impact landowners and agencies out~lde of park boundarle~. The management objectives of 
the NPS In l.hi~ case mu~t not focus so narrowly on maintMining woodlots and cropflelds, but 
mu~t aho recognize hroader issues, which include the precedent which will be set for 
managing large herbivore populations on the east coast. The National Park Service continues 
to ask out~ldc agencies to bear the brunt of management without explicitly recognizing the 

1 dd 

I ee 

procc~s hy making It difficult for reviewe~ to oblaln copies of the DEIS .. Specifically, we arc ff 
NPS's role In creating the problem. Finally, lhe NPS, In some cases, has hindered the review I 
concemed that wildlife management agencies and wildlife professionals may not be adequately 
'represented in the review process. 

'l"hanlt you for the opporlunity to review _the Draft EIS. 

~\--\-:::;:-~ 
ThOmas M. franklin , 
Wildlife Polley Director 
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cc; November population estimates were conducted for five years from 1987 to 1991. They 
were discontinued because of difficulties In locating deer In the wooded areas. In April, 
the deer move Into the open areas to feed and are more easily counted. A simplistic 
population model was used (see Wildlife Management Institute comment letter 
response d) which did Include reproductive rate In the determination of the three-year 
average annual reduction level. 

dd. Carcass transport and processing costs are Included unless otherwise Indicated (see 
section B In Appendix 1). The comma has been removed for clarity. Preliminary 
Investigation at local processing facilities suggest $25 per deer to be the processing 
cost. 

ee. Disposable or resuable darts could be used to deliver the vaccine. Dart and firearm 
costs would depend on the type of system used. The use of a disposable dart system 
could Increase the cost by $2,000, whereas a reusable dart system could decrease the 
cost by $500. All costs provided are estimates. See General Response #3: 

11. 

Reproducllve Intervention. 

Chapter 6 of the draft EIS Is a list of who was sent a copy of the draft document or the 
executive summary with Information on how to request a lull copy. The names of 
organizations and Individuals who subsequently requested a draft copy and/or sent 
comment letters were added to this list. Chapter 6 of the final EIS represents the 
combined list of agencies, professionals, and Individuals who were Involved In the review 
process. In addition. any Interested parties who contacted the parks by phone or letter 
at the number or address listed on the first page of the draft EIS were Immediately sent 
copies of the document. The NPS has not Intentionally hindered the review process. 
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International Association 
of Fish and Wildlife Agencies 

Hall of the States· 444 North Capitol Slreet, N.W., Sulle 544 • Washington, D.C. 20001 
!•leph~_rie (202) 624-~B!In ·FAX (202) 624-7891 

-- -
·Dr. John l.atschar, Superintendent 
Gettysburg National Military Park 
RDl 
Gettysburg PA 17325 

Dear Dr. Latschar: 

February 10, 1995 

Included herein are the comments of the International Association of 
Fish and Wildlife Agencies relative to the U.S. Department of Interior -
National Park Service Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the White­
Tailed Deer Management Plan for Gettysburg National Military Park and 
Eisenhower National Historic Site, November 1994. As a general comment, 
the Association believes that further consideration should be given to the use 
of regulated sport hunting as a proven effective and efficient means of 
managing the deer population on the two subject parks. In our opinion, the 
NPS preferred alternative lacks adequate substantiation of efficiency and 
proven effectiveness, legal certifi~tion, and simply transfers Uie problem to 
outside of unit boundaries. We do concur that cooperative management, 
especially with the Pennsylvania Game Commission and surrounding 
landowners, is absolutely essential to addressing the deer overpopulation. 

The IAFW A, founded in 1902, is a quasi-governmental organization of 
public agencies charged with the protection and management of North 
Ameri~'s fish and wildlife resources. The Association's governmental 
members include the fish and wildlife agencies of the states, provinces, and 
federal governments of the U.S., Canada and Mexico. All 50 states are 
members. The Association has been a key organization in promoting sound 
resource management and strengthening federal, state and private cooperation 
in protecting and managing fish and wildlife and their habitats in the public 
interest. 

As you are aware, an escalating white-tailed deer population is not 
unique to these units. Populations are, and have been, increasing throughout 
the Eastern United States and are ~using similar problems where these 
populations are not managed. Scientific analysis of the problem and possible 
solutions by wildlife resource professionals continues to conclude that, in 
virtually all circumstances, a regulated public hunt is the most effective and 
efficient means of long-term population management. As I am certain that you 
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white-tailed deer (and all re1i<k .t wildlife) conservation in the State, stands ready to assist you a are aware, the Pennsylvania Game Com mission, in which rests the statutory responsibility for I 
in custom de!igning a ma.ua~;,..a public hunt of the subject properties to facilitate a long-term 
resolution of the deer overpopulation. We encourage you to continue to work closely with the 
Pennsylvania Game Commission in this endeavor. 

The remainder of our comments are focused on a discussion of questions regarding the 
germane statutory authorities raised by the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). 

At page 14 of the draft EIS, it is asserted that "The National Park Service, however, has 
the authority to manage the deer in the paries in fulfillment of its ~ legislation, the 
Organic Act (16 U.S.C. 3). • This statement is far too broad and should be clarified in the final 
EIS. The authority vested in the Secretary by 16 U.S.C. § 3 is discretionary authority to 
provide "for the destruction of such animals and of such plant life as may be detrimental to the 
use of any of said parks, monuments, or reservations. • Thus, where a predicate fmding of 
detriment to use is properly made, Congress has authorized the Secretary to destroy such animals 
as may be detrimental. This is far from being authority to "manage the deer in the parks" as 
asserted in the draft EIS. The Secretary's authority to be less restrictive than state law permits 
with respect to wildlife found on units of the National Park System is limited authority granted 
for a specific purpose. It certainly does not constitute the type of comprehensive management 
authority over fish and wildlife exercised by the several state!. Beyond the limited authority to 
destroy wildlife for the purpose of avoiding detriment to a park, the Secretary is not authorized 
to be le!s restrictive than state law permits except on units held in exclusive legislative 
jurisdiction, as indeed some units are. 

The section entitled Policy and Legal Compliance, at pages 20-23, fails to refer to the 
Department of the Interior Fish and Wildlife Policy: State-Federal Relationships published at 
43 C.F.R. Part 24. Section 24.4(1)(5)(ii) and (ill) thereof provides that agencies of the 
Department, including the National Park Service, shall consult with the States and comply with 
State permit requirements 

(ii) For the planned and orderly removal of surplus or harmful 
populations of fish and wildlife except where emergency situations requiring 
immediate action make such consultation and compliance witt <:~; te regulatory 
requirements infeasible; and 

(iii) In the disposition of fish and wildlife taken under paragraph (i)(5)(1) 
or (i)(5)(ii) of this section. 

43 C.F .R. § 24.4(i)(5)(ii), (ill). We are confident that the Penmy1vania Game Commission will 
cooperate with the National Park Service in issuing necessary permits to National Park Service 
personnel or their authorized agents to carry out appropriate :lh ... . ,eduction activity. We are 

b 
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not aware whether Gettysburg National Military Park is held by the United States in exclusive .. 
legislative jurisdiction or merely in proprietorial jurisdiction. If the former, state law would I 
probably not be applicable. See 43 C.F.R. § 24.4(g). 

The presentation of immunocontraception in female deer as an alternative to steroids in 
the discussion of Reproductive Intervention (Alternative 3, pages 36-40} leaves the general 
impression that, but for FDA approval, use of immunocontraception is an acceptable technique. 
As made clear at a Symposium on Contraception in Wildlife Management held in Denver on 
October 26-28, 1993, much work remains before conclusions may be drawn as to utility, 
practicality, efficacy and potential consequences of new technologies in this area. For example, 
when immunocontraception vaccines are administered, their efficacy depends upon an effective 
immune response in the target animal. Animals with a stronger immune response may be most 
susceptible to sterilization, while animals with poorer systems may be unresponsive. 
Deployment of immunocontraception vaccines could shift the population gene pool toward 
immunodeficient animals with resulting increase in susceptibility to pathogenic organisms to the 
detriment of entire populations. Much research lies ahead before the techniques treated in 
Alternative 3 are deemed beneficial. And, in any event, the Secretary's authority under 16 
U.S.C. § 3to destroy detrimental wildlife may well be inapplicable to the extent an activity such 
as immunocontraception could produce consequences extending beyond individual animals and 
implicating entire populations. We strongly urge that adequate mention be made of the 
uncertainties of these techniques in the fmal EIS in order that the public not be misled. I would 
further direct your attention to the attached resolution regarding immunocontraception adopted 
by the Association in September 1994. A copy of this resolution has also been provided to the 
Director of the National Park Service. 

In conclusion, it appears that the time is ripe to effect changes to both National Park 
Service policy and enabling law to facilitate the resolution of problems created by rapidly 
expanding deer populations on many eastern parks. The Association stands ready to cooperate 
with the National Park Service in reviewing its existing policies and making recommendations 
regarding necessary and appropriate changes. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft EIS. 

Sincerely, 

c 

ft'4 } 1~~ic-r fyJ.-vt.J 
Gary J. Taylor 
Legislative Counsel 

cc: Mr. Donald Mad!, Executive Director, Pennsylvania Game Commission 
OIT\Iu'c1\Wl"\C::\-OMY · \LA TSC'HAIIt.L n 
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February 10, 1995 

Dr. John Latschar, Superintendent 
Gettysburg National Military Park 
R.D . 1 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

Dear Dr. Latschar: 

Nalional Affaln Office 1 Q 
II SS Connwl<ut Avenue, N. W. 

Suhe 1200 
Wuhlnaton, D.C. 20036 

[Entrance on M Stnctl 
2021861-8364 FAX 202/639-1017 

The following constitutes the comments of the Wildlife 
Legislative Fund of America (WLFA) concerning the National Park 
Service's (NPS) draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) 
regarding management of the white tailed deer population within 
Gettysburg National Military Park and Eisenhower National Historic 
Site . 

The WLFA is an association of sportsmen's conservation 
organizations established to protect the heritage of American 
sportsmen, to hunt, fish and trap . Through its associated 
organizations, the WLFA represents an aggregate membership of more 
than 1.5 million sportsmen-conservationists. 

The management dilemma the NPS faces in the Gettysburg and 
Eisenhower units is" an early example of problems the agency will 
almost certainly again be confronted with in the future. 
Management obj ectives on units across the nation will be 
increasingly difficult to achieve unless the NPS employs an 
effective and efficient means of eliminating elements obstructing 
achievement of those object! ves. NPS must e mbrace innovation as it 
designs pragmatic strategies to a~hieve management objectives. 

Unfortunately, the DEIS and · the NPS' preferred alternative 
lack both innovation and pragmatism . The Combination Management 
Alternative relies on undeveloped technologies , local landowner 
cooperation and carries with it a price tag. 

One logical element of the preferred alternative is management 
through direct reduction. Employing personnel to shoot deer is a 
strategy that has proven effective in similar circumstances on 
other public lands. However , the NPS will be burdened with 
additional expense : How much would such a strategy cost the 
American taxpayer? While direct reduction of the herd is 
pragmatic, assigning the responsibility to NPS personnel lacks 
innovation. 

The Combination Management Alternative also prescribes 
increased hunting outside the parks. In the Population Management . 

RESPONSES 

THE WILDLIFE LEGISLATIVE FUND OF AMERICA 

a. See Appendix I for cost estimates. 
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chapter of the NPS' Management Policies guidelines, it is stated 
that the NPS prefers to encourage public hunting on lands adjacent 
to park units rather than in the units themselves. However, what 
assurances does the NPS have that State fish and game agencies and 
local landowners will cooperate? And if State management 
authorities and local landowners do cooperate, how effective are b 
their efforts towards thinning populations within the units? 
Actions taken on adjacent lands will ultimately affect park lands, 
but to what degree? In crafting a management strategy, the NPS 
needs greater assurances than those proposed with State agency and 
local landowner participation. 

The preferred alternative also employs immunocontraception as 
a means for reducing the herd size. While innovative, this 
strategy is in no way a practical means for addressing the problems 
which exist at the Gettysburg and Eisenhower units. 
Immunocontraceptive technologies are not yet fully developed and C 
the consequences associated with sterilization have yet to be 
identified and understood. Furthermore, utilization of such 
technologies have not been approved by the Food and Drug 
Administration. To find Reproductive Intervention as an element of 
the NPS' preferred alternative seems notably out of the mainstream, 
if not illegal. 

The WLFA is as much concerned with what was ami tted from 
consideration in the DEIS as with what it did consider and 
ultimately NPS' preferred alternative. NPS failed to include in 
its range of .options at least one effective and fiscally self- · 
sustaining management option. NPS should consider administration I d 
of a controlled public hunt at each unit to address the burgeoning 
deer population. 

The NPS could solicit local sportsmen to submit an application 
to participate in a controlled hunt to be conducted during 
Pennsylvania's firearm and/or ·bowhunting season. In all 
likelihood, the NPS would receive volumes of applications and a 
process of random selection could be employed to determine which 
applicants become potential participants. Potential participants 
would then attend a two-tiered course to sufficiently prepare them 
for the controlled hunt. All guidelines and safety considerations 
would be covered in a classroom setting before moving on to the 
shooting range, where potential participants must demonstrate 
accurate shooting capabilities. The NPS could embrace strict 
standards in determining which potential participants ultimately 
qualify as controlled hunt participants. All administrative and 
associated costs for employing local sportsmen as controlled hunt 
participants could be fully recovered through application and 
special license fees to be determined by the NPS. Unlike NPS' 
preferred alternative, this option would fully eliminate taxpayer 
burden. 

10 

b. 

c. 

d. 

The Pennsylvania Game Commission has offered to work with the NPS and private 
landowners to maintain and Increase deer harvests on land outside the parks (see 
Pennsylvania Game Commission comment letter). Park personnel contacted some 
nearby private landowners to discuss the possibility of cooperative management 
(Alternative 4). We determined Alternative 4 to be a viable option through these 
meetings. At this time, lull Investigation Into a cooperative agreement among all parties 
lor Alternative 4is not appropriate. Until the final decision is made and stated In the 
Record of Decision, a full action plan cannot be completed. Under the preferred 
alternative (Combined Management), Alternative 28 and Alternative 4 would be 
conducted simultaneously which would likely Increase the effectiveness of each 
alternative. 

See General Response #3: Reproductive Intervention. 

See General Response 112: Hunting. 
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The WLFA is cognizant that hunting on units of the NPS is 
prohibited unless Congress specifies otherwise. However , hunting 
is generally permitted on various designated 'park lands, including 
National Preserves, National ·Recreation Areas, National Seashores 
and National Lakeshores. · The WLFA does not advocate opening the 
entire System to hunting, but we are persuaded that the NPS should 
welcome additional tools that could be utilized to more efficiently 
and effectively achieve management objectives. Furthermore, the 
NPS should support policy modifications which would afford such 
additional tools should they present themselves in Congress. 

In these fiscally conservative times, the NPS can ill-afford 
to employ costly and untested means for achieving management 
objectives, not only within these particular NPS units , but on 
units all across the nation. Burgeoning popul ations of game 
species on NPS units is a management obstacle that will .not cease 
upon resolution of the Gettysburg and Eisenhower overpopulation 
dilemmas. Other unit managers will undoubtedly face similar 
problems and the NPS must seek i nnovative and practical strategies 
to achieve its management objectives. 

The WLFA appreciates the opportunity to comment on the NPS 
DEIS and we will make ourselves available at any time to work with 
you in better conserving and managing NPS lands. 

Sincerely, 

-:3; l\ \\•r-
William P. Horn 
Director of National Affairs 

and Washington Counsel 
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or: John Latschar, Superintendent 
Gettysburg National Military Park 
97 Tareytown Road 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

Dear Dr. Latschar: 

February 9, 1995 

il~ ~ @ ·~ 0 w ~ -~ 
lill FE8 1 ~ 1995 ~ 

_j 
neTT _ CtC::C" . 

I am writing to voice my organization's opposition to the National Park Service Plan to 
manage the Gettysburg National Military Park deer population by killing deer. I am 
reiterating and expanding upon the comments made by our staff member, Craig Stark, at a 
recent public hearing on the subject. 

Last Chance for Animals represents tens of thousands of members across the country, 
including citizens living In Pennsylvania. Our members feel a special connection to this 
issue because of our deep connection with Gettysburg history and our concern for human 
and animal life. 

I oppose the suggested "harvest" of deer on several grounds at this time. I believe that the 
Draft Envlrorunental Impact Statement is incomplete and contains various factual errors. 
I feel that the management objectives of the National Park Service are not served by a loss 
of life of this, or any magnitude. I recognize certain concerns regarding the effect the deer 
population Is having upon vegetation, but I believe I speak for a vast majority of 
Americans whel). I say that more avoidable bloodshed on this historic sight would be a 
blemish on the face of our national history. 

I believe that more hearings are necessary to fully represent the various legitimate 
interests that are involved in this issue. The law under which the historical park was 
enacted forbids hunting, and the spirit of this legislation would be flaunted if the current 
proposal to kill deer Is implemented. 

These are some of my organization's concerns, and as we further examine the legal aspects, 
I reserve the right to amend and expand our comments on this issue which Is so close to 
our collective national psyche. 

Thank you for your attention to this' matter. 

cc Senator Arlen Spector, Senator Dianne Feinstein, Senator Barbara Boxer 

8033 sunset Blvd. • Suite 35 • Los Angeles, CA 90046 

Last Chance For Animals 
01flce: (310) 271-6096 • Hotline: (310) 271 -1409 • Pelllne: (900) 78-PET-THEFT • FAX: (310) 271-1890 

LCA Is o non-pront orgonllollon dependent sofey on your lax decluclfble conh1bullons. 
Ye nl•nteer c•ll LCA teioryl 
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February 13, 1995 

_GETT:::. E!SE 
Dr. John Latschar, Superintendent 
Gettysburg National Military Park 
97 Tareytown Road 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

Dear Dr. Latschar: 

I am writing this letter to you as an addendum to Last Chance for Animals' 
response to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Gettysburg 
NMP and the Eisenhower NHS. I wish to enumerate some of the criticisms 
our group has that have arisen from ~e report. 

The report identUies the management objectives for the Gettysburg NMP. It 
states that "the landscape of the sites is critical to the interpretation of the 
events that took place in these parks" ·and to an understanding of the 
historical events. The report focuses on the effect of deer browsing, yet 
ignores other factors which radically interfere with a true historical view of 
the pre-Gettysburg battlefield. The report also contains numerous omissions 
which I shall discuss. 

The report's Preferred Alternative (solution) is a mixture of Direct Reduction 
(park personnel shooting deer), Reproductive Intervention, and Cooperative 
Management (local hunters also shooting deer). 

The Organic Act of 1916 provides for conserving " ... the historic objects & the 
wildlife therein ... " in our nation's National Parks. One of the objectives for 
the Eisenhower National Historic Site Is to "assure for the visitor an 
atmosphere in which to experience the pastoral serenity ... ". Public hunting Is 
not permitted at either the Gettysburg NMP of the Eisenhower NHS. It is for 
these and many other reasons to be enumerated that we oppose any action 
Involving the shooting of deer. For clarity, I shall focus my objections 
regarding shooting the deer to a crltidsm of the Direct Reduction alternative. 

The report fails to juxtapose the concern for the effect of deer browsing on 
management objectives with the various other ways in which management 
objectives are not being met. Certain non-native plant species have invaded 
most areas of the battlefield, but the report makes no recommendation about 
restoring historical accuracy in this regard. · 

8033 Sunset Blvd. • Suite 35 • Los Angeles, CA 90046 
Last Chance For Animals 

Olflce: (310) 271-6096 • HoHine: (310) 271-1409 • Petnne: (900) 78-PET-lliEFT • F~: (310) 271·1890 
LCA ls o non-prom orgontzotton dependent sotey on yOUf tax d&ducll>le conlrlbuttons. 

Te vel•Rieer c•ll LCA te.oryl 
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LAST CHANCE FOR ANIMALS 

a. The EIS Is proposing deer management, not management of non-native plants. Non­
native plant species must be Inventoried and monitored before management can begin. 
Preliminary research Is currently being conducted on Japanese barberry by researchers 
at The Pennsylvania State University. 

[ [ [ 
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"Much larger field sizes are required to accommodate Ute use of modem 
farming techniques and machinery than what the 19th century farmers 
worked In the area which Is now Gettysburg NMP. The cropHelds on the 
ba ttlefleld are, therefore, not presently being maintained to their historic size 
and do not reflect historic field patterns." The report does not identify this as 
a major failure to meet management objectives. -

Other potential sources for crop damage are not identified. For example, is 
there evidence that diseases or acid rain might be affecting park vegetation? 

Blatantly missing from the report is a discussion of the natural circumstances 
that Interfere with visitors interpretation of historical events far more than 
any deer browsing. For example, since Ute battle occurred in mid-summer, 
the long monU\s of snow covered terrain provide a vastly different view of 
Ute features that shaped the Gettysburg battle. By comparison, deer browsing 
effect$ must be minuscule. 

An April, 1994 survey estimated the study area had an average of 853 deer. 
April mean population estimates the previous 4 years were over 1,000 deer. 
No explanation is given In the report for this trend toward a lower deer 
population, and why it might not continue. 

The report says Utat deer viewing & photographing are popular activities. 
"Many tourists and local visitors enjoy the quiet and visual aesthetics of the 
parks", "the sights & sounds of Ute management action would detract from 
some visitors' experiences at the parks. The reduction in the number of deer 
in the parks would eliminate the pleasure some people gain from viewing 
large numbers of deer." AlU\ough deer viewing and enjoyment is not itself a 
management objective for the parks, the objective of allowing for a historical 
Interpretation of the events of these parks cannot be achieved without 
visitors. To Ute extent that the deer attract many visitors to the parks, their 
tangential role in achieving management objectives should not be 
overlooked. The report Ignores this completely. 

The report states Utat "visitors often pull off the road in undesignated 
locations where deer are spotted. In some places this has led to damage to 
road shoulders, monument berms, and vegetation, as well as concerns for 
traffic safety". This can never be totally eliminated, and putting up signs 
Instructing motorists about where to stop would be a far more cost effective 
solution than shooting Ute park's deer. 

I c 

I d 
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b. 

c. 

d. 

The NPS has Initiated preliminary research to prepare a historic landscape management 
plan to address nineteenth-century landscapes. The number of deer In GeHysburg NMP 
Is not related to the field size or patterns of the 1,548 acres of cropllelds. 

Crops show evidence of browsing and deer are observed browsing in the fields. 

See page 59 regarding temporary reduction In the deer population. 
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. \'.>rlous points of the report deal with deer health. Under the Environmental 
Consequences section, the report states that "the occurrence of severe winter 
weather at this time may result in high mortality of deer, especially young 
deer which could not successfully compete for food". The Direct Reduction 
alternative (hunting) would result in much greater mortality to deer. 

In Table 1 Summary of Impacts, under Effects On Deer Population 
Management is a category called Health. Under the "No Action" alternative, 
the report states that without cropfield food source, deer health would 
decline. Yet under Direct Reduction, deer health is said to be good. This 
obviously does not refer to the ninety percent of deer that will be slaughtered. 

Under Effects On Deer, No Action Includes "malnutrition without crop 
fields" and the category entitled Stress says that stress "increases with high 
densities". Yet under Direct Reduction, stress is listed simply as "minimal". 
Our organization does not recognize as minimal the stress inflicted upon the 
ninety percent of the deer that will be slaughtered, nor the ten percent that 
manage to survive the months of shooting. 

The report concedes that "deer in the parks are in good condition". It goes on 
to state that "as long as the parks maintain the cropfields in the parks, the 
deer will likely remain healthy even at higher densities." 

The report also deals with the problem of deer/vehicle collisions. I am not 
aware that vehicles were present at the Gettysburg battle, yet the report makes 
.no suggestions for reducing vehicle traffic. 

The report states that National Park Service Policies (4:6) authorizes control ··( 
animal populations when they present a direct threat to visitor safety. This 
threat is however present throughout the entire region of the country. In 
fact, the report states that visitation to the parks Is lowest during the months 
when deer population is highest. 

Other alternatives, such as predator introduction, were not fully assessed and 
were rejected because of conflicts with National Park Service laws or 
regulations, or because they would result in substantial negative social or 
environmental impacts. The Direct Reduction alternative is also in conflict 
with National Park Service law, and will have a substantial negative social 
impact. 

The report states that "movement [of deer] into the parks may be a result of 
hunting pressure outside the parks", and "Increased shooting of deer on 
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See General Response #1 : NPS Legislative Aulhorlly. 
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private land near the parks may cause deer to seek refuge in the parks ... ". If 
this Is true, and we believe It Is, then the reverse must also be true. Hunting 
pressure inside the park will cause deer to move out. The report states that 
even the use of repellents would cause·a movement of deer to adjacent 
private lands. The park might be liable for damage and injury caused by 
migrating deer population off park land, yet this is not discussed at all in the 

. report. 

Under the dollar· cost of No Action is a sum of $304,000 when the permitee 
program terminates. Since this cost is not present under the other options, 
we must assume that only if no action is taken will the permitee program 
terminate. But this had not previously been conclusively stated. In fact, the 
report states that "some permitees may no longer be able to participate in the 
agricultural program because of severe crop damage by deer". 

The fact that permitees may withdraw is a potential and not actual cost. Yet 
under cost of Direct Reduction, no mention Is made of the far greater 
potential cost of defending law suits by animal advocacy groups· or by people 
injured during the course of the Direct Reduction action. 

Under Effects on Human Safety, No Action would have no impacts. Direct 
Reduction lists that "people may be injured or killed by stray bullets". This 
possibility Is not figured into the dollar costs of this alternative. 

In the discussion of reproductive intervention, the report states that there are 
six limes more female than male deer in the parks. Contraceptive treatment 
for 90% of the males would not effect the population. 70% of the fertile 
females must be treated to control the population growth. The report 
acknowledges that biased hunting of adult male deer may [must] be the 
reason for the discrepancy. But in the discussion of Direct Reduction option, 
no similar mention is made of targeting female deer populations. This is 
most puzzling, since the objective of limiting deer population renewal is 
equally served by sterilization or death of the animal. This leads us to believe 
that hunting interests, which, as has been noted, favor adult male deer, have 
been surreptitiously represented in this report. 

Under Effects On Historical Resources, No Action has no impacts, yet Direct 
Reduction lists "possible damage from stray bullets" . 

. Under Effects on Vegetation, No Action lists Woodlands as "probably not 
perpetuated". This has not at all been determined, and would greatly be 
affected by Pennsylvania State Game Commission policies . 

... · . : .. :_:": .. ··. 
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f. See pages 59 and 73 regarding discussion of termination of the permitlee program. 
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Under Effects on Visitor Use, No Action lists "undernourished deer may be 
observed if food becomes scarce". This is theoretical, yet no mention is made 
of the much more concrete possibility of a major drop in visitors due to a 
national boycott of the Gettysburg NMP If the Direct Reduction plan is 
Implemented. 

Under Direct Reduction, the report does list that the "sound and sight of 
personnel shooting deer or the sight of injured or dead deer could disturb 
some visitors". Since most Americans are not hunters, and a majority of 
visitors to the park are from other parts of the country and may not be 
accustomed to hunting, the effect on visitors has likely been seriously 
understated. 

Under No Action, Access to park lands would have no restrictions. Under 
Direct Reduction, large areas of the park would be restricted. 

The real issue affecting deer population is human population and activities. 
The report states that in 1965, 50 deer were killed on highways within tJu• deer 
study area. This Increased to an estimated 150 deer in 1993. This must also be 
attributed to human population growth. The report sites that the Adams 
County population was 8,000 people in 1990, and is projected to grow to 
104,000 by the year 2010. The report also says that "residential and commercial 
development Is changing the park's surrounding landscape". ''Within 20 
years the deer population in the area grew so fast that in 1964, National Park 
Service and Pennsylvania Game Commission personnel met to discuss deer 
management strategies". It is clearly human population growth and game 
management practices that are the root causes of the increase in deer. 

The report states that "the increase in single family homes in the Gettysburg 
area replaces deer habitats and generally reduces the amount of land available 
for hunting". Of course, it also creates a shortage of land for, and therefore an 
overcrowding of deer . 

Since the report concludes that the introduction of predators would have a 
limited influence on the deer population, the absence of predators must not 
be the major factor In the population increase. Once again, we must conclude 
that human activities are at the root of interference with park management 
objectives. 

( 
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Page6 

Abraham Lincoln himself said, "I am In favor of animal rights as well as 
human rights. That Is the way of a whole human being." I think he would 
be saddened at the shortsighted and brutal approach the Park Service Is 
proposing to solve a very complex problem. 

Last Chance for Animals finds the No Action alternative to be clearly 
preferable to the others discussed in the report. We also question the degree 
to which management objectives are truly being interfered with by deer 
browsing. In addition, we question the legality of shooting deer at these 
parks. Please includ;! us on any further lists of recipients for Environmental 
Impact Statements or other official communications. 

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. 

~p~urs, 
David Meyer ~ 
Executive Director 
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South Mountain Farm 

!::TT- ElSE_ 

Jr. John I.atschar, Stroerintendent 
:;ettynburg National Park 
Dfl 
:;ett:ysburg, PA 17325 

)ear Dr. tatschar: 

January 2, 1995 

I will not be able to attend the Deer Managerrent Meeting on January 
7th due to having cat t le at the Fatm s how. 

I ~d like to make sore cx::mrents though because sare of the cx::mrents 
r •ve heard sure gives me sane uneasy feeling·s. I ~d hate to see the 
Park Service get pri.rre time on the "60 Minutes" show. 

First, I'm for managing the deer problem on the park but it' s not 
,oing to be an easy task. 

Here are sare problems }'0\1: will be facing: 

1. You say there will be towers built to have shooters shooting 
da.mward. Well, they had better be p:>rtable because once you 
begin shooting, deer will soon leam to avoid those areas I 

2. You say you will bait areas. Even so you will only get one 
or o.u killing .soots before they disappear. · 

3. You say you will use lots of fir~. That will only lead 
to a lot of ~ed deer l:unning around for people to see . 

4. You say you would encourage hunting on adjoining filDl\9. That 
would be a total failure. Hartman's have their own hunting club , 
Hartin's already have a tast of what the green tag area does and 
the Wolf's have their own hunters. Most of the other landowners 
will have their own reasons for not allowing hunting. 

5 . You say you will shoot at night. Once you start shooting deer, 
they will soon leam to survive by running every time a Sf"' ! J ! •!>t· 
is played on them. 

RESPONSES 

12 
RAY GRIMES 

[ 
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Page 2 

Nc:M, let 1 s set the record straight on deer damage. It 1 s true deer, 
are causing a lot of damage, but not all of it. 

1. ~lhen a field is tdo wet to get machines in to harvest the crops 
on time, it's real easy to blame the crop damage and loss to ~r. 

2. If the Park Service would harvest the mature tilrOer f=n the wxXI­
lots, you 'WOUld do two things: a. you will receive thousands of 
dollars fran tirrbersa!es and b . it would give new growth a chance 
to grcM and those nasty little deer won 1 t take all the blame for 
eating all the re<p:'CMth. 

last but not least, is the fact that a lot of famers and orchard 
people would be oontent to have every deer in Adams County killed. Being I 
there 'Were no deer on Park lands during the Civil l~ar, sore are w::>ndering a 
of that might not be your final intent - to rerove all deer fran the Park. 

It might be brought out sarewhere in you Managerrent Plan to say· that 
it is not the intent of the Park Service to eliminate the deer fnin the 
Park- only to manage the deer herd. 

Thank you for your t.ime and believe me when I say tnost of these 
cx:mrents a:rne f=n saneone who has done all of these things. 

With wannest regards, 

/5?~ RayZs -

12 

a. The Inten t Is to control the browsing effects of deer In order to meet the parks' 
management objectives for the woodlots and cropflelds (page 13). A management 
action Is proposed to reduce and maintain the deer population at a predetermined 
density (Appendix E) that will result In a level of browsing that will enable the parks to 
meet their management objectives. 
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GETT :- E!51:: __ ! 

Dr. John A. Latschar, Superintendent 
Gettysburg National Military Park 
R.D.l 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

Dear Dr. Latschar; 

142 Briargate Lane 
Madison, Alabama 35758 
13 January 1995 

Thank you for offering me the opportunity to comment on the Draft 
Enviromnental Impact Statement (EIS), White-Tailed Deer Management Plan 
(November, 1994). I will provide my comments in two parts. First, which 
Alternative I prefer with my reasons and concerns. Second, specific comments 
on the document. Additionally, I have provided as an Enclosure my Scopiflg 
.Comments dated April 12, 1993, as I still feel that several of my scoping 
comments remain valid. 

First, of the five alternatives presented in the brochure, I strongly support the 
Preferred Alternative, Alternative #5, Combined Management. There is no 
question that Gettysburg National Military Park (NMP) cannot support the 
present White-Tailed Deer population in the park, and that the deer numbers must 
be expeditiously and drastically reduced. The most effective and efficient 
measure to accomplish the immediate reduction of the herd is through Alternative 
2B, Direct Reduction, which I recommend the approval of. Establishment of an 
integrated management plan (Alternative 4) to manage the deer population in and 
around the park is essential to a permanent solution. However, I have grave 
misgivings concerning the incorporation of the provisions of Alternative #3, 
Reproductive Intervention. I do not feel that this is a viable alternative, for a 
number of reasons provided in my specific comments. I would recommend that 
the Final EIS and the Record Of Decision (ROD) delete this component of the 
Preferred Alternative. 

I have the following specific comments on the document. 
1) General Comment. The photographs accompanying -this 4ocument generally I 
fail to support the purpose and need of the EIS. Illustrations that depict crop a 
da..rnage, garden damage, wood lot damage, vehicle damages from deer impacts 
should be used to visually support the purpose and need for the action. For 
example, Photos 7 and 8 on page 70 are well chosen and contribute significantly 
to a comprehension of the document. 

13 
RESPONSES 

DOUGlAS A. CUBBISON 

a. Two photographs have been added (see page xv for the list of Illustrations). 
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2) Page 1, Chapter 1, General Comment. The Purpose and Need Statement are 
well written, and provide an acceptable definition and identification of the 
purpose and need for this action. I support the assessment by the National Park 
Service that a White-Tailed Deer Management Plan is required for Gettysburg 
NMP and Eisenhower National Historic Site (NHS). 
3) Page 7, Figure 3, "Location ofHistoric Wood lots", and Page 9, Paragraph I b 
1.2.1. I am somewhat uncertain as to how Category A and Category B historic 
wood lots are defrned, how the determination was made as to why three wood lots 
in particular are Category A, and how this Category definition relates to 
restoration. Please provide names, locations, and acreage of Category A wood 
lots. Please provide Category A and Category B wood lots clearly identified and 
located in appropriate Figure. 
4) Page 14 and Page 16, discussion of hunting legislation. The legislative reason 
why hunting is forbidden on Gettysburg NMP is clear. However, for Eisenhower 
NHS, the concept that something is prohibited unless specifically permitted 
appears to be classic Federal Government bureaucratic nonsense. The Code of C 
Federal Regulations (CFR) quoted do not carry the force of Federal Law, and in 
this particular case are guidelines only. There is no legislative mandate 
forbidding hunting at Eisenhower NHS, and public hunting at this site should not 
be automatically excluded for regulatory reasons only. 
5) Page 17, 3rd paragraph on page. Statement is made that "With the current 
level of deer browsing, protection of orchard seedlings would be required until 
the trees grow above deer browse height." This protection, which would not be 
historically accurate to the 1863 and Memorial Periods, would represent a visual d 
and aesthetic impact to the historic landscape, and would interfere with effective 
historic site interpretation. This impact should be added to analysis beginning on 
page 71, Paragraph 4.2.2, "Effects on Certain Cultural Landscape Components, 
ALTERNATIVE ONE: NO ACTION". 
6) Page 25, Paragraph 1, Restore Predators. The statement: "Although some I 
studies have shown that predators do not limit deer numbers .... " is absurd and e 
biologically indefensible. Animal population.numbers are ahYm limited by a 
combination of the number of predators and food availability. 
7) ·Page 25, Paragraph 1, Restore Predators. I do not concur that this 
alternative should be rejected, based upon the information presented in this 
paragraph. The re-introduction of natural predators of White-Tailed Deer should 
be included and analyzed as a component of Alternative 5, Combined 
Management. I concur that Gettysburg NMP does not have a suitable habitat for 
Mountain Lions and Wolves, but I believe that Gettysburg NMP does have 
suitable habitat for some limited number of Bobcats. The statement is made that 
"Coyotes and black bear are present in small numbers in Adams County and do f 
prey on fawn population. Their effect on the parks' deer population is unknown 
but probably minimal." No validation or reference for this statement is made, 
and without suppqrting study I would consider it to be speculative. If following a 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

r. 

Further explanation of the woodlot categories and restoration are discussed on page 18 
of Appendix C. Acreage and category ldentillcation of the woodlots have been added to 
Figure 3. 

See General Response 112: Hunting. 

The text on pages 17 and 73 has been changed. 

Reier to Connolly (1978). 

According to park personnel, two bears were reported In the parks In the past 20 years. 
One bobcat was killed on a highway south oflhe park within the last year. Allhough no 
scientific study has been conducted, the ellect of a llmlled number of predators on the 
deer population must be minimal, because the number of deer In the parks has 
remained high. Except for scattered wooded areas, the parks and surrounding area are 
mostly agricultural land. We disagree that this Is suitable year-round habitat for bobcats. 



.. . 
. . · .. :.·.:-:. . . ·. •.·. ··.· .. 

comprehensive analysis of natural predators' effectiveness, permanence, and 
economics, it is determined that "natural predator deer population management" 
is not a viable strategy, then it could be removed from consideration. I believe 
that natural predators could make a contribution to a comprehensive deer 
management program, and provisions for the fostering and maintenance of 
natural predators' habitat should be incorporated into this plan following 
adequate environmental analysis. 
8) Pages 25-30, I am in complete concurrence with the reasons provided for the 
elimination of Alternatives Considered b ut ~li. )innted #2, Deterrents; #3, 
Repellents; #4, Poison; #7, Conversion of Crop fields; and #9, Landowner 
Privilege. 
9) Page 26, Alternative #5, Public hunting. Refer to previous statement #4. I do I g 
not concur that the laws that govern the National Park Service would be broken if 
public hunting were to be permitted at Eisenhov,:er NHS. Admittedly, National 
Park Service regulations would be broken, but these are guidelines, not mandates. 
The third paragraph states certain requirements for adding regulations to the 
CFR. I would argue that this EIS, properly planned and executed, should fulfill 

- all such requirements. 
l 0) Page 28, Alternative #6, Fencing. I believe that the contribution of fencing 
should not be excluded from the Preferred Alternative, #5, Combined 
Management. I concur that non-historic fencing should not be utilized. However, 
the possible contributions of historic fences (e.g. 18th and 19th century fence 
types) to passive deer management should be discussed. Replacement and/or 
installation of all historic fencing on park could make some contributions to deer 
management, and should not be excluded from consideration and analysis. 
11) Page 29, Alternative #8, Deer as a Commodity. I do not concur that this 
alternative should be rejected, based upon the information presented in this 
paragraph. To the best of my knowledge, .actions and activities of the U.S. I 
Government do not have to be in compliance with State Laws. The National Park h 
Service could choose to supersede this tn' ·, a•;tl his deer management approach 
should be added to the Preferred Alter!: ' : rvc .• #5, Combined Management for 
consideration and analysis. 
12) Pages 31-34, Alternative 2A, Capture and Transfer. I believe that this 
alternative should be moved into the "considered but rejected" category, for it has 
two significant and overwhelming flaws. First, where are the deer going to be 
·moved to? To the best of my knowledge, there is not a single location in North 
American that needs any more White-Tailed Deer. There is no identified or 
viable prospective location for the transfer of these deer. Without a clearly 
defined, approved, and feasible transfer site, this alternative simply cannot be 
implemented. Second, even if the population in the park could be reduced 
through capture and transfer, there would still be no reduction in the park deer 
population. There are too many deer on the battlefield for two simple reasons­
no predators, and a readily available food supply. Until predators are re-

13 

g. 

h. 

The text on page 27 has been corrected. In addition , see General Response #2: 
Hunting. 

While the NPS Is not subject to state regulation of management activities regarding 
reduction of the deer population In the parks, Pennsylvania state law Is In effect outside 
the parks. It would not be legal under Pennsylvania law lor any private contractor to sell 
d(
3
e
4
epr tacke

5
n

5
1n such a program or lor any person to buy a deer or deer carcass 

a. . . ec. 2312). 

Although no suitable relocation sites were Identified by the NPS and Pennsylvania Game 

b
Commlsslon (see page 61),thls alternative was fully considered because sites may have 
een found through public and agei'.~Y review of the draft document. 

[ 
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introduced (either humans or animals), and until access to the food supply is 
· curtailed (through encouraging additional off-park hunting and through historic 

fencing), deer will continue moving into the park. This alternative offers no 
permanent solution to the problem. In the ·vernacular, it is "treating the 
symptom, not the disease". Under this alternative, the National Park Service 
could capture and transfer on a pet:manent annual basis and still not reduce the 
population appreciably. 
13) Page 34, Alternative 2B, Direct ·Reduction. Although regrettable, I am in 
complete concurrence of this course of action, and support its implementation. 
My mother lives on the northern edge the study area, and I am also a Civil War 
historian who is intimately familiar with the Gettysburg Battlefield. I have 
personally seen the severe adverse impact caused by the large deer population to 
the historic landscape and surrounding farms and gardens. This alternative is the 
most effective and efficient solution to this problem. 
14) Page 35, third paragraph on page, first sentence in paragraph. Please review 
plans to use "high-velocity rifles". The use of rifled slugs in shotguns would be 
an acceptable alternative in most cases, and would minimize the potential for 
inadvertent human or domestic animal injury, or damage to historic structures. 
15) Page 36, Alternative 3, Reproductive Intervention. 1l1is alternative is not I 
feasible, and I believe that this alternative should be moved into the "considered 
but rejected" category for the following reasons: 
• Even if the population in the park could be reduced through reproductive 
intervention, there would still be no reduction in the park deer population. There 
are too many deer on the battlefield for two simple reasons- no predators, and a 
readily available food supply. Until predators are re-introduced (either humans 
or animals), and until access to the food supply is curtailed (through encouraging · 
additional off-park hunting and through historic fencing), deer will continue 
moving into the park. This alternative offers no permanent solution to the 
problem. In the vernacular, it is "treating the s}'mptom, not the disease". Under 
this alternative, the National Park Service could sterilize deer on a permanent 
annual basis and still not reduce the population appreciably. . . 
• page 37, first paragraph on page, last two sentences. I believe that to capture 
and perform surgery on six deer a day is overly optimistic. Additionally, how 
many "qualified technicians" does this entail'l Where will this surgery be 
performed? How much equipment would be required? Where would it be 
installed? What are its utility and infrastructure requirements? This alternative 
lacks detail and definition .. 
• page 38, second paragraph on page, last sentence in paragraph. It is nice 
information that· researchers are attempting to adapt this dart for deer use, but 
this has not yet been accomplished, and could prove impractical. It is speculative, 
and should be removed from discussion until it is a legitimate technology. 
• page 39, third paragraph on page. The time frame of ·"29 days" to dart 731 
deer on the park is wildly optimistic. Please provide an estimate of the number 

13 

j. See General Response 1#3: Reproductive lntervenllon. 
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of personnel, number of equipment, and training needed. What is the range of 
this blow gun? I suspect that getting within range of the deer on the hilly, 
wooded, rocky terrain of Gettysburg NMP would prove to be a difficult, slow, 
and manpower intensive task. 
• page 39, last paragraph. It is nice information that researchers are attempting 
to adapt microencapsulated boosters for deer use, but this has not yet been 
accomplished, and could prove impractical. The techno! ,~·.- is speculative, and 
should be removed from discussion until it is a proven ='i' ''·e. 
• page 40, last paragraph under alternative. Food IUh :.· rug Administration 
(FDA) approval for the implementation of this alternative is speculative and 
uncertain. It would certainly entail testing, and require considerable schedule 
time and expense to obtain FDA concurrence. Without such approval, the 
effective implementation of this entire alternative is precluded. 
• Finally, this alternative implies that it is more humane, and less stressful to the 
deer, to pursue, trap, capture, cage, "hog tie" and blindfold, transport, handle, 
and operate on deer than to cleanly and swifly. kill them with a rifle bullet. I 
personally believe that this alternative is a far crueler, and much less considerate, 
alternative to the treatment of the animals in question. 
16) Page 40, Alternative 4, COOPERATIVE MANAGEMENT. This alternative 
is an effective and efficient solution to the long term deer management issue. 
17) Page 44, Table 1, 2A Capture and Transfer. The maintenance phase costs are 
badly underestimated. Refer to previous comment #12, the Park would never 
move into the maintenance phase. The reduction phase would be continuous. 
18) Page 44, Table 1, 3 Reproductive Intervention. The maintenance phase costs 
are f.>,, " · u1u.lerestimated. Refer to previous comment #14, the Park would never 
move ir.;v u1e maintenance phase. The reduction phase would be continuous. 
19) Page 46, Table 1 and page 68, sixth line on page. I do not recognize the term 
"myopathy". Please provide a layman's definition somewhere in EIS. 
20) Page 47, Effects on Human Safety: No Action. Increased numbers of deer on 
the park, and increased contact with human beings, has the potential to result in 
increased human/deer incidents. Possible effects of increased spread of animal 
diseases to humans .and domestic animals (e.g. rabies) and deer attacks on humans. 
21) Page 50, third paragraph on page. Question statement that "Hunting is the 
major cause of mortality to deer in Pennsylvania." I had always thought that 
vehicle accidents were the major cause of deer. ~ortality, please verify 
(particularly since only male deer are annually hunted in PeMsylvania). 
22) Page 60, first paragraph on page, fifth line. Change to read: "land near the 
parks js likely to increase if deer move off .... " Reason: more accurate statement. 
23) Page 73, second paragraph on page, lines 1 to 7 of paragraph. Discussion 
beginning "Permittees farming ... " and . ending " ... deer browsing losses." is 
redundant, and should be deleted from document. 
24) Page 82, Alternative 2B, Direct Reduction-Shooting. I believe that there is 
an increase in park visitation during holiday periods (Thanksgiving, Christmas 

I 
I m 
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m. 

Capture myopathy Is a potentially fatal noninfectious disease related to struggling during 
capture (Chalmers and Barrell 1982). 

According to Pennsylvania Game Commission records, approximately 395,000 deer are 
killed by hunters annually and about 45,000 are collected annually on roadways In the 
slate. 

The NPS wishes to be conservative. 
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· through New Year, Easter). As a possible mitigation to impacts to visitors, 
preclude deer hunting during higher visitation holidays. 
25) Page 84, Paragraph 4.2.2 Effects on Human Safety: No Action. Increased 
numbers of deer on the park, and increased contact with human beings, has the 
potential to result in increased human/deer incidents. Possible effects of 
increased spread of animal diseases to humans and domestic animals (e.g. rabies) 
and deer attacks on humans. 
26) Page 86, Paragraph 4.5, Unavoidable Adverse Impacts. I agree that a 
reduction in the number of deer in the parks would eliminate the pleasure some 
people gain from the easy viewing of large numbers of deer. However, it should 
be clearly noted that Gettysburg NMP and Eisenhower NHS were not established, 
and are not funded by taxpayer dollars, to provide "deer viewing" parks. Large 
herds of free roaming deer would not have appeared on the agricultural and 
military landscape of 1863, and their presence detracts from the historic vista and 
interpretation of the events for which this park was established. I consider the 
reduction of the number of deer in the parks to be a positive, not an adverse, 
impact. 

As a Cultural and Envirorunental professional, I would like to formally request 
that I be made aware of, and be offered the opportunity to continue to participate 
in and comment on all future White-Tailed Deer Management related analysis, 
documentation, and consultation performed in compliance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act and the National Historic Preservation Act. This 
request is made in accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality's 
implementing regulations for the National Envirorunental Policy Act, specifically 
40 CFR § 1500.2, NEPA Policy; and 40 CPR§ 1506.6, Public involvement. In 
the case of the National Historic Preservation Act, this request is made in 
accordance with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's implementing 
regulations, 36 CFR § 800.1 (c) (1) (iv), Public participation; and 36 CFR § 
800.14 (d), Coordinated public involvement. 

Again, thank you for offering me the opportunity to comment on this Draft EIS. 
Please consider me to be, respectfully, 

cc: Dr. Walter L. Powell, Gettysburg Battlefield Preservation Association 
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Jan . 26, I 995 

Supt. John Latschar 

Gettysburg National Hi I itary Park 

Gettysburg, Pa . 17325 

ID)rn ® rn o \YJ ~~ 
l.ll1 JAN 3 0 1995 ~ 

Dear Supt. La.tscha.r 1 
_GETT.:-:. ElSE_ 

In reply to the National Park s~rvlc~ r~quest for 

publiC comments on the draft £nv1ronmenta.l Impact Statement 

concerning the white-tailed deer management plan for 

Getty~curg National ~11 I 1tary ParK and Eisenhower National 

Histori c Site I wish to offer the following: 

L.ast fall I gave to you a personal study of the 

agricultural program at Gett y sburg National Military Park 

wtth emphasis pl aced on th~ PicKett's charge area and 

adJoining fields . In my comments I will utilize figures 

from that study as well as addl tiona 1 Information proviaed 

In the draft EIS. 

The document "Economic Value of Agriculture Program at 

Gettysburg Na t ional Ml I ltary ParK an d E:senhower National 

Hi stor lc Sl te• ope n · , : ; 1, the statement, "The prImary 

purpose ot the agricultural program at G~~p and ENHS is to 

recreate and maintain the historic scene and character of 

these two National ParK areas • . • • From a cultural 

per spective, the primar y landsc ape features ••lthin GNHP 

include hi storic field s:z es, clusters ot historic 

farmsteads, historic circulation networks, and the 

... ·::· • ; ~ ,• • • .;:. : : ·· l • ·.: : :'. ·: .. ~. ', 

14 RESPONSES 

BARBARA PLATT 

Most of the Issues presented are covered In the document. 



v~g~tativ~ texture5, ma~~ing and patterns within the 

historic network." 

Four paraoraph5 later Is the statement "that an 

overpopulation of deer adv~rsely affects tne National ParK 

Servic•'s long-term abll lty to perpetuate economically 

viable agr I cu 1 ture and may even tua I I y adverse 1 y affect the 

ability to achieve and perpetuate the desired historic 

appearance <co lor, texture and pattern> of cropflelds.· 

In "Managing Culturally Significant Landscapes In the 

National ParK System-Gettysburg National Ml I 1tary ParK and 

Ei ~enhower National Historic Si te• section S.O "AI ternatlve 

Solutions Exam1ned by NPS to MaKe the Agricultural Program 

Hore Viable" states that "NPS has alr~ady concluded that the 

numo~r o+ wnlt~-tai1ea O~@r ana the aamag~ they cause IS 

seriously threatening the vlabil lty of the agricultural 

program. 'Deer impacts wil I neea to be mitigated if the 

Service wishes to accurately represent the hi storic, rura l 

agrarian landscape' <GNMP €"v a luation of Alternative s , p.l7> 

In fact the agricultura l program at present does not 

acrur~t•lr repres~nt tne hi s t oric l anoscape_, but there l s no 

dOUbt that, QiVen the agriCUltural program f« rQmmfttPd to_ 

commercial aoricu ltur,,it 1s ser i ouslY threatened bY damage 

caused by the deer.• 

This Is, wit hout question, the bottom lin~ and the 

National ParK Serv i ce needs to publ icly state whether it 

14 

a a. See page 11 . 
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Is committed to historic accura~~ or economically viable 

agriculture. 

I would also call att~ntlon to the document "Management 

Pol 1c1es·, US Oepartment of tn• Interior, National ParK 

Service, 1978. Under the heading "Management of animal 

populations• i s tnt Statement "Natural proctsses Shall be. 

relied upon to regulate populations of native species to the 

greatest extent possible. Unnatural concentrations ot 

native spe cies, caused by hum!n actl vl tiPJ 1 mar be rtgu!ated 

bf those actiVIties caus1no tne concentrations cannot bg 

controlled~" I believe that human activities lt. the 

agr1cultural permittee program, nas led olrectl y to tne 

Increase In the deer population on the battlefield . The 

raistng of corn, wneat, alfalfa ana otner crop s attractive 

to dttr, on a larg• commercial bas ls1 could be txp•cted to 

attract increasing numbers ot deer to tnt area. ro my 

knowledge th ere has be~n no effort made · to d e hrmlne the 

effect on tnt deer population If the core area were to be 

planted In grasses. 

In fact the alternative of reducing the detr htrd In 

tnt parKs by converting tne a reas o+ nlgn d eer oenslty to 

grasse s less att rac tive t o deer than g rain crops, has been 

oiwmissed out of nano as ev 10enced b y the sta tement, 

"AI though th e Inter s persion of var i ous colored grasses may 

simulate nistoric tielo pattern s , the desirable ve get a tion 

features of height and t~xture would not b e attalned .••• Thls 

1 
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b. See General Response #4: Crop11eld and Woodlot Management. 
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opt1on ... cannot b~ con51d~re~ a~ an alternat•v~ to act•v~ 

f-rming or d!~r manag@ment.• <Evaluation oi Alt~rnativ~~ ior 

Managing tn~ Appearance ot Cropflelds and woodlots 1992>. 

Yet the draft EIS states that "Pl~ntino grass's of 

ojff~r•nt co)ors and tPxtur"s in tnt> agricultural lands 

could crttte chtckerboard ileld patterns to give the 

appearance ot different agricultural crops. Tnl$ would 

eliminate the existing dl'ec damage to aoricul tural crops.• 

\pp 29>. 

•dots not support tne management obJectlvt~ nor tne goals 

for ccopfield appearance at GETT/EISE ••• • <Management 

AlttrnatiVt'S) ~~an indefensible argument since tne current 

appearance of the cropfields In no way resembles the 1863 

landscape. Tne dcatt EIS states on pp 11 ·Much larger field 

sizes ace required to accommodate the use oi modern farming 

techniques and machinery ... Toe croptlelds on thr 

battleileld arr. therefore, not presrntlr belno maintained 

tO thtjr historic size IOd dO OQt CPfl~rt hlstncl c fjeld 

pat hens._• 

Th e arguments for deer reduction have been bas~d on th~ 

assumption that thee~ wil 1 cont1nue t o be an • ec onomical IY 

viable" (a term used In park docum~nts> agricultural progr am 

on the battlefield w1tn 1 t s· requirements for large, 

contoured, drained fields unlIke an y thing seen on the 

b a ttlefield in 186 3. Eitner the parK ~er v ice will opt t o 

c 
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c. See General Response #4: Croplield and Woodlol Management. 



restore the battlefield to Its historic appearance wl th 

It wil 1 continue the present non-historic agricultural 

program. rt cannot do both. 

Aside from the "economically viable' vs the 

"h1storlcally proper• ac;~ricul tural landscape r have a 

concern over tht misconception the publ lc may have about the 

of th'l draft EIS m~ntlons that there art 15 agrlcul tural 

p~rmitttes engaged in farm1ng on the two parKs. However no 

distln tl · · c on Is made between those holding permits for 

cropland and those holding permits for pasture land. Nor Is 

more than passing mention made that only 2 permltttes,<of 

tht 11 holding cropland permits> received a waiver of fees 

The statement Is made <pp 59 draft EIS> that some of 

tht ptrmlttees would •probabl y" quit wit~ln tht next 2 to 3 

ytars and replacements 'probably" cou ld not be found . Since 

onlY q ot tht permittees farm large areas of the parKs and 

on l y two of thtse ralst crops logic would suggest that only 

Tht statement Is then m~.de that 'National Po.rK Service 

personnel would have to taKe over farming to ma int ai n the 

~grlcultural landscape~ of the parKs.• This Is qui t e 

misleading. Only ll tht dtcision is made to continue the 

largt commercial, non-historic appearance of the core are~of 

14 

d d. A new farm was added to the Eisenhower NHS agricultural program In 1994. Currently 
(1995), there Is a total of 16 permit holders for both Gettysburg NMP and Eisenhower 
NHS: 5 are for pasture only, 5 for cropflelds only, and 6 for both pasture and cropllelds. 



be~n 5t~ted, the parK service plans to restore the cor ~! .are<\ 

of U1• battle.fi~ld to its' !1363 appear~nce tnrough the 

re5toration of historic fencing and the resulting small 

fleld5 1 then the current farming practices would not be 

po ,.sible. In this cas e the permittee farming the 636 ~cres 

in thiS area of the parK would most probablY ftnd it 

n~cess~ry to relocate elsewher~ . Should this occur only the 

permittee ~t CNHS would remain in the area of hignest deer 

population. Although larger field operations are 

approprt~te to tnls ~rea so is electric tenctng ~nd its use 

would provide the permittee sufficient protection to 

contlnut operation. Current ~stim~tes by professionals in 

the field indicate that properly installed and maintained 

electric fencing 5 1(2 .feet high wi I I deter 90-9~ percent of 

&II deer . 

It i!l significant that on page 60 of the draft EIS is the 

statemtnt 'As long as tnt parKs maintain crop fields tn the 

parks, the deer wi II lil<ely remain · he~l thy even at high 

densities · . Here the crucial word ts "cropf teld"" · If. 

those croplands within the core area were converted to gras s 

and/or crops not attractive to dee~ there is every reason to 

txpect the deer ~opulatlon would react negatively. 

14 
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Th@ m~tt~r of vi~ltor ~afety Is one of extreme concern 

to me. Tne parK has no perimeter fencing and there~ore no 

way to prevent access to the parK from any point on its 

boundary. Only access from roads could be adequatel y 

,:o~ trolled . Even here patrol! i ng, to ensure a.cces~ Is 

1 lm1t~d or pr~ve nted 1 can in no way a~sure ad~quate visitor 

safety, there are alway~ those-as past experience ha~ shown-

who wit I ignore botn barrier s and warning ~ign~. Patrol I lng 

at night away from roadways would be extremely difficult Ytt 

the draft ETS indicate s that night hunting would be 

ut l l iztd . Identificat i on of hunters duri ng n i ght time hours 

would be difficult If not impo~sible. The use of bait 

stations too, as mentioned In the draft EIS, could prove to 

be potential IY dangerou~ sinc e tnere wou l d be no wa y , other 

than the constant on site presence of rangers, to assure 

that would-De poachers wo uld not loc ate ana utilize the 

bait stations prior to an y approved hunting. Poaching Is an 

on going problem for parK personnel and the use of ba~t 

station s would onl y exac e r b a t e it . The prese nc e of two 

hunur s Killing deer on the battlefield In the belltt that 

It had already been opened for hunting, gives onl y a small 

Indication of tht problems connected w1 th hunt ers who 

have~ain~d access to battlefield land . To assume that all 

member s of the hunttng public would refrain from entering 

the park simply because they are not among the selected 

hunt~r ~ is naive. 

7 
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e. See page 35 regarding shooting deer In lhe parks at nl hl 
hunting outside the parks which would not occur at night. 9 · Alternative 4 discusses 

f. See General Response 112: Hunling. 
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Furth~rmore the co~t of additional rang~rs to patrol 

tne ~arK woul~ b@ significant. Th@ estimat~ for 3 

addl tlonal rangers a s quoted in the draft EIS is Sl0,500 for 

one huntino "season·. Not "only Is th is est1mate 

conservatlv@ but the qu@stion arises wh~ther 3 rang9rs, no 

matter h ow sKI I led, can ad@quatel y patrol parK boundaries, 

control roadway traffic in the hunt ing a rea, and assure that 

al 1 nunter s are properl y registered. Access to GNMP is 

possible from any point on Its perimete r and to patrol the 

limit s of the ar~as to be hunted would also put those · on 

duty In danger from stray bu llets. 

Despite tne statement that "personnel hiQhi Y sKi I led 

and trained in the u se of firearms would shoot the deer with 

high-power~d rilles " lpp 35, drait EISJ there IS still 

danger to the publ lc. Even ski lled marksmen can and do 

miss. High pow@red rifles can Ki 11 at a range of 1 mr1~ 

or more. The danger Is admitted on pp 84 of the draft EIS: 

"Tnd lvi duals in the parKs or on private l and adJacent t o or 

In the parks could be InJured or killed by s tray bullets. 

The possiDI ity of this occurring would be expect~d t o be 

e x tremely low, because safe ty zones would be est ablI s hed and 

enforcement per sonnel would restrict access .. . • However 

olven the l ethal range of high-powered rifles the question 

becomes one ot safety zone size . To extend a safet y zone to 

even the minimum range of s uch w@apon s would ex tend it 

beyond tne boundaries of the parK and onto private land. 

8 
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Also on pp 84 of the draft EIS Is the statement: 

•Participants in the shootong could be InJured or Kl 1 led 

b~tray bullets. The possibility of this occurring would 

also be expected to be extremely low, ••. Human safety would 

be increased by the wearing of fluorescent orange when day 

shooting occurred . . . • rt should be noted that only the 

hunters are I IKely to be wearing fluorescent orange. Nor Is 

anythong sa1d about safety dur1ng night hunting. Yet on pp 

35 of tht draft EIS Is this statement• 'Deer would be shot 

dUring the day ana nighttime hours. Shooting deer at night 

would Improve tfflclency and cost effectiveness , because 

deer move int o open fields and closer to roadWays at night. 

Night shooting would be conducted only at bait stations.• 

PresumablY these bait stations would necessari IY nave to be 

In open fields and close to roadways. 

Tne use ot s l1 ~ncers, as suggested on pp 35 of the 

draft EIS 'to reduce di sturbance to people' could very well 

Increase the danger to visitors since no shot sou nds would 

be heard to alert them to tht prtsence of hunters. 

Hunting du ring the months ot October and April should 

not, i n the interest of public S3fety, be acceptable under 

any circumstance. Figures provided In the draft tiS show 

that v isitation on the ba~tlefield is generally higher In 

April and October tnan it IS in September . Thus to conduct 

any typ e of hunting activity in the parK during those months 

increases the danger to the publ 1c . v isiting groups scatter 

( 
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th~oughout th~ pa~k, schola~s ~oam th~ entl~e pa~k at all 

s~asons (visibility Is best after leaf-faiiJ. All of tnese 

Individuals wilt be at r isk during a ny hunting activity, 

Woodlots: 

Much Is being made of protecting woodlots from 

d~e~browsing. How9ver fogures presented on the draft E1S 

are misleading. The table on pp 133 gives the impression 

that 387 acres of woodlots would have to be fenced and a 

cost estimate is presented for the Installation and 

maintainancefof e1ectr1'c fencing for this entire area. Aside 

from the fact that •lect~ic fencing would be the worst 

possible alternat(ve in t~rms of both safety and 

malntalnance the statement directly beneath the table reads: 

·an open understory os d~sired (in the forst three woodlots 

I isted) and woodlot fencing may not be necessary as long as 

the acceptable charact~ristic~ ot height of overstory, 

conlf•ro"'/deciduous ratio, and natlv'> species are being 

perpetuated;" Yet no adJ ustm">nt is made to the cost 

•stlmate based on this statement. Since the cost estimate 

is $160 per acre ellm(natlon of thos 180 acr">s would ' reduce 

the cost by $28,800. In addition 4 of th~ remaining 

woodlots are witnin pastures currentlY being grazed by 

Th~se account for 57 acres. Damage to these 

woodlots is far more 1 iKely to be don• by catt le than bY 

deer. If this 57 <>.cres is also removed from the ·Initial 387 

acres there would remaon only 123 acres of woodlots in q 

10 
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d;fferent area~ whtcn mlgnt require fenctng at a cost of 

SI9,6SO, not the S61 1 920 giv~n in the draft EIS pp 133, 

Tnt argument 1~ also made that "Any fenctng 1 whether 

chain link, woven wire, or electric, would Impede v!s!lor 

acce••· . . • Tru•re ts howevvr, a type ot fenc 1 ng wn !'en avoid~ 

this probl~m. By using Virginia •worm" fencing, which Is 

compatfole with the historic scene and already In use . on the 

battlefield, deer can be exc luded from sel•cted woodlots 

while stit I permitt1ng visitor access. Such fencing 

requires no posts and can be removed and reused In other 

locations , ~ntrance ~ can be constructed in a double "L" 

configuration which will deter deer from enteri ng the fenced 

area but Wit I permit human access . Although more expensive 

to purchase, at S9,19 per 1 lneal foot, there I s no 

·~arntatnance except to replace tne occasional broKen rat I, 

A fence ~ 1/2 feet high, properly constructed, should repel 

alI fawns and virtual IY at t adult deer. Another advantage 

to this type of fen c ing, aside from Its adaptabll ity, is the 

/ a ct that it can be erected bY volunteer groups sutn as Boy 

Scout s , worKing under th~ guidance of park personnel. 

Cost: 

The cos t of the de e r ~ tudy to da te, the additional 

costs tnvolved in thv a lt ernat tv es recommended, t n e 

continuing 'malntainance" costs , and the costs of any 

potenti a l 1ltlg~. tton 1 should be of great concern to the 

publIc. Figures provid~d by NPS s t a ff s how that, a s of 

II 
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August 1994 1 deer study costs were $39 7 , 849 e xclusive of 

salaries. S1nce one person· has be~n employed full time to 

writ~ the draft EIS and at leas t 4 st a ff memb~rs have, for 

th~ past several years, spent portions ot their time on 

matters related to the de~r study, it Is reason a ble to 

estimate tnat the expendltur~ for salaries related to deer 

study activltles,has reached or e x ceeded $50 1 000. Thus the 

total e xpended to date seems 1 iKely to nave r e ached at least 

$437,849 and probabl y Is approaching the half mil 1 ion dol f a r 

I eve 1 • It is impossibl~ to ~stimate court costs should 

I i tlgatlon be pursued b y those oppose d to herd reduction by 

the methods selected by the NPS. However It rs reasonable 

to assume that such costs would reach into the thousands of 

dollars. 

On page 170 of the draft EIS the estimated cost of 

administering alternatiVe 28-dlrect reduction-is given as 

$155 1 509 for one year. On page 179 the cos t of alternative 

5-tne stated preferred alternative- IS $101,351. WhY the 

cost of this alternative, which combines alternatives 26 1 3 

and q, is less than the cost ot 2B alone IS unclear. 

Howe•Jer the Important factor Is that this estlm<>.te Is for 

on~ year onl y . Tt additional years ar~ needed to reach the 

I~ 
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d~sirqd herd r-qduction !<?vel then the $101 1 351 cost will 

continue in ensuing years. On page 163 of tne draft EIS it 

1 s stateda "It may take several years to reduce the deer 

population to tne predet«rmfnodd~nslty.· Tnerefore It (s 

reasonable to anticlpat~ that the SIOI ,351 will be an annual 

rf two addl tlonal years 

wer~ r-equir~d to r-educ~ the herd to the predetermined size 

tne cost \includang money alreadY spent/ would r i se to 

5741 1 902 or 5?59.76 per deer . 

9y compar a' son it wou I d cost $IUT,5''11' to -fence, wi tn 

VIrginia worm fenc~, the 123 acre s of woodlots at great~st 

risK. Tnas would be a one time onl y expenditure and is 

approximately the same as the cost for one year of herd 

reduction under alternative~ and nearlY $50,000 less tnan 

the cost of alternative 28 alone. 

r t has also been sho•·m that shou I d the 636 acres of 

cropland curr~ntl y farmed In the core area of the 

battlefield be converted to grass tne cost of mowang tnis 

a.rea twice a year wo•Jid b e either 514,271.84 using the GNMP 

divlsaon of Natural Resources cost estamate of $10.22 per 

acre, or 58904 us i ng the Penn State Ex tension figure of $7 

per acre per mo•JJang. rn el tner c ase the cost wo•J 1 d b<> 

dramatically less than that given for either alternative . 

It would also be less tnan the combined maintainance costs 

of alternative 28 and 4 a s given on pp 178 of the draft EIS. 
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Ev~n when added tog~th~r th~ cost of mowing and the on~ year 

cost o~ ~tncing is less than the one year cost of 

al t<>rnatlve 28 and, using Extension figurt's 1 only about 

S9000 more than the one year cost ot alternatiV<> 5. 

Furthermore, as stated above, the cost of f•nclng ($101,549) 

i s a one time expenditure whereas the cost of alternatives 

28 and~ wi ll remain high so l ong as e·l ther al ternatlve Is 

u t '1 I i zed . 

One addi tlonal concern needs to be addressed when 

considering the alternatives for reduction of the deer herd 

at GNMP. There is at least one organization exerting 

continuing pr•ssurt to open the national parKs to hunting. 

To Initiate a direct reduction program In GNMP, even us ing 

se-lected p~r~onneol, would provtde- the- .. foot 10 the ClOOf""'" to 

hunting In national parY.s that this group so ardently seeks. 

Thus a precedent set at GNMP could maKe 1 t ev en more 

difficult to retain the "no hunting" policy at other 

national parKs. This should be avoided at alI costs. 

PI ea5e under5tand that I am not oppo5ed to r<>duc.l ng the 

d9er h•rd at GNMP but I am strongly oppo~•o to the 

al ternatiOJes put forth in the draft EIS. There Is no 

empirical evidence to indicate that non - lethal alternatives 

such as conv~rsion to grass coup led with woodlot fencing, 

would not achieve the same results. until this or a similar 

approach has been tried and the results objectively 

evaluated I can see no JUStification for the uti ilzat ion of 

IY 
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~ny of the al ternatlv~s outl ln~d in the draft EIS dePr 

management plan for Gettysburg National Ml I ltary Par K. 

Sincerely, 

15L-tt......~ tf.R.,-IJ-
Barbara Platt 

905 B~lmont Rd. 

Gettysburg, Pa. 17325 
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Or. John Latschar 
Superintendent 
Gettysburg National Military Park 
97 Taneytown Road 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

Dear Dr. 'Latschar: 

January 30, 1995 

J wish to give you my comments on the management plan being considered 
on the National Battlefield for the white tailed deer. Being a land owner 
adjacent to the Eisenhower farm I am not convinced as stated before that you 
have 1,000 deer in the park or 90 deer per square mile as stated in the 
population estimates in the past . 

J have been a land owner for ZJ years in the Eisenhower area. 
remember the deer herd crossing Business Rt 15 at the Peach Orchard back in 
the early seventies that required your rangers to stop traff ic and set out 
flares to let the deer cross. In the past few years I have never seen the 
deer 1n the south area of the battlefield in large numbers as it was back 
then. The most I have counted in one field lately was approximately 30 or 
40 across from Business Rt 15 and Confederate Ave . In my fields on the same 
day when the deer were out because of a weather change I would see 
approximately 15 to 25 deer . If there were 90 deer to the mile I have not 
been able to see that many at one time in any of the fields along Bus iness 
Rt 15 and Confederate Avenue the entire 4 miles into town . I believe you do 
not have a true estimate of how many dee r you· have in the Park. 

J observed your fenced-in test area at the corn field along Confederate 
Avenue with much interest . It's true the deer ate the corn down around the 
outside area that was not fenced. I would like to express that this was not 
a valid test of crop damage done by deer . I noted your small corn field was 
the only corn planted for the 1994 season in all of the farms along Bus iness 
Rt lS and also Confederate Avenue. Since this was the only corn in this 
South area . I think this was a very poor test . I al so have wooded areas on 
my 1B5 acres and I do not see the kind of damage to small trees or 
undergrowth as has been stated. Upon inspection of your wooded area along 
Confederate Avenue I do not see the damage that is so often spoken of in 
this area. What I have observed during the very hard winter we had last 
year and some winters ·in the past. the deer did do damage to a lot of the 
evergreen trees in my area. It i s a known fact you will not have much new 
growth in mature wooded areas unless some of the older trees are cut. 

15 
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RESPONSES 

LINWOOD P. KERN 

The deer exclosure Is not a test of crop damage but a demonstration area that shows 
and !nlorms 1he public ollhe effect of deer browsing In 1he park. The plot Is not used to 
momtor deer damage (see Animal Protection Institute comment letter response d). 
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GNMP Page 2 

I do not agree with shooting the deer day and night at batt stations. 
This practice ts illegal and I do not believe you should be above the Game 
Laws for Pennsylvania. I do not believe the question asked at your last 
meeting on how you would keep from sterilizing deer, to keep them from 
reproduction. on other people's land was a foolish one as stated. I want to 
go on record as being highly upset at such a suggestion and feel this would 
infringe on my right to have deer freely reproduce on my property. I am a 
member of Wild Life Forever and I should hope you would not resort to such 
measures. If you are convinced you have pocket areas with many deer then 
you should work very close with the PA Game Commission to resolve it. 

1 am a hunter and I have allowed hunting on my property. Perhaps in 
the areas you are most concerned about you should encourage the Game 
commission to allow hunters in some areas surrounding 'the Battlefield to 
harvest more than one deer and to allow hunters to take buck or doe . If 
this was allowed I am sure the deer herd could be kept under control Instead 
of relying on hard winters to thin t~e deer herds . Hunters have access to 
these areas but many or then do not harvest a deer because they can shoot 
only bucks during rifle season and have not been able to get a doe permit. 
The season should be open with hunters' choice and then many more deer would 
be harvested. The deer are very important to a lot of families In this area 
because they provide a source of meat for the winter. 

I b 
I c 

I hope a responsible decision will be made. Let's not loose sight 1 ~ 
that a lot .or visitors enjoy seeing the deer in this area . 

Sincerely. 

{¥~~ 
Linwood P. Kern 

PA Game Commission 
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c. 

d. 

e. 

The game laws In Pennsylvania are directed at hunting. Shooting deer In the parks 
(Aitematlve 28) would not be hunting. 

See General Response N3: Reproductive Intervention. 

See Alternative 4. 

Enhancing wildlife viewing opportunllles Is not a stated purpose of the parks. 



GI1Y R. MAll TIN 
(201) 434-IUO 

PERK.INS COlE 
A LAw PM"rn~ttP IHCWOa...o Plt()f"t:SSK)NAL CORPORATlONS 

607 FooJnUHn< STOW, N.W. • WAS>nNCTON, D.C. 20005·20 II 
TD.UHot<t : 12021 628·6600 • FACS~M~tL:'i202i4H· I690 

Februaxy 6, 1995 

BY fEDERAL EXPRESS 

Dr. John Latscbar 
Superintendent 
Gettysburg National Militaxy Park 
97 Taneytown Road 
Gettysburg, Pennsylvania 17325 

Re: DEIS on White-Tailed Deer Management Plan 

Dear Dr. Latscbar: 

These comments on the draft environmental impact statement ("DEIS") on the 
National Park Service ("NPS") white-tailed deer management plan for the Gettysburg 
National Militaiy Park ("GNMP") are submitted on behalf of Sylvester M. Brown. As 
the owner of Brown's Ranch, which is private property located within the exterior 
boundaries of the GNMP, Mr. Brown is directly affected by the NPS proposed plan. 
Mr. Brown's purpose in submitting these comments is to ensure that his property 
rights, personal privacy, and the safety of individuals who are on his property are all 
protected under the plan ultimately adopted by NPS. Mr. Brown appreciated the 
effort put forth by Mr. Hal Greenlee and Dr. Bert Frost in meeting with his personal 
representative to discuss the GNMP's preferred plan. 

Mr. Brown recognizes that there is a severe deer over-population.problem in 
the Gettysburg area and that the resulting browsing is damaging park resources, as 
well as personal property and crops. Public safety problems also have been created as 
a result of deer collisions with vehicles. It is also Mr. Brown's understanding that 
current deer population levels far exceed those of the 1860's. For all of these reasons, 
Mr. ~rown believes it is appropriate to undertake appropriate measures to reduce the 
deer population in the vicinity of the GNMP. Mr. Brown is aware that the deer 
management program will take several years to implement. 

(1"1'-000I/DAJlOlJO.Ol6) 
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D.r. John Latscha.r 
February 6, 1995 
Page2 

In addition to this general conunent, Mr. Brown has three specific points he 
would like to emphasize. First, with respect to the discussion in DEIS on the · 
prohibition on hunting in the GNMP, Mr. Brown notes that this prohibition does not 
apply to his private hunting practices on his private lands. It is Mr. Brown's position 
that, because these lands are privately owned, they arc not subject to the hunting 
prohibition. Moreover, Mr. Bro~ is now in the process of fmalizing a conservation 
easement agreenient with NPS. If this agJ:eemcnt is entered into and an ·acceptable 
purchase price ls offered by NPS, Mr. Brown will transfer certain of his property' 
rights in the Brown's Ranch to NPS. The current easement agreement specifies that 
Mr. Brown would retain these hunting rights upon execution of the agreement. 
Mr. Brown specifically requests that the decision-making record on the deer I 
management plan reflect that Mr. Brown will be allowed to retain his personal hunting a 
rights on his property. 

Second, Mr. Brown wishes to address concerns over access to his property by 
others for hunting purposes. Mr. Brown does not intend to authorize the general 
public to have access to his property for hunting purposes. Indeed, the current draft of 
this conservation easement agreement with NPS would prohibit such a result, as 
hunting by other parties would be expressly prohibited. Mr. Brown is willing to 
cooperate with NPS, however, to allow hunting on his property by his invited guests 
in a m8rlller that would advance the goals of the NPS plan. If Mr. Brown's invited 
hunting guests reach their bag limits before the end of the season, Mr. Brown would 
be willing to consider a request from NPS to allow additional hunters onto his 
property. In making this offer, Mr. Brown emphasizes that he will at all times insist I b 
upon the authority to decide who may hunt on his property and under what conditions. 

Finally, Mr. Brown requests that NPS take all necessary steps to ensure that his 
property and the safety of individuals on Brown's Ranch property are fully protected 
when the plan is being carried out. In particular, Mr. Brown requests that a "zone of 
f~re•, such as NPS discusses on page 41 of the DEIS, be established around his 
property to ensure that hunters will direct their shooting away from his property. 
Mr. Brown would be pleased to consult with NPS in establishing this zone or 
developing alternative safety precautions. 

tt63 16.000 IIDA9l0ll0.026l 116191 
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a. 

b. 

This concern will be addressed separately In ongoing negotiations regarding the 
conservation easement. 

The NPS can not force private landowners to allow access to hunters. The NPS would, 
however, encourage private landowners to allow additional hunter access to their land 
when acllon Is taken within the parks. A cooperative agreement that would meet the 
needs of all the parties would be sought If the preferred alternative (Combined 
Management) or Alternative 4 (Cooperative Management) Is chosen as the final 
alternative. 



Dr. John Latschar 
February 6, 1995 
Page 3 

Mr. Brown appreciates the opportunity to submit these comments. If you have 
questions, please contact me or Don Baur (202) 434-1621. 

cc: . Sylvester M. Brown 

GRWDCB:cdm 

(IUI6-000IIDAU01JO.Ol6J 116/lll 
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RESPONSES 
PAUL WISLOCKY 

a. See General Response 111 · N 
. PS Legislative Aulhorlly. 

b. See General A 
esponse 113: Reproductive Intervention. 
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c. See Alternative 4: Cooperative Management. 

d. See General Response 112: Hunting. 

e. See Allernative 4: Cooperative M 
anagement. 
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February 10, 1995 

MtC-.&L.I. CIHXlMII 

Dr. John Lat9char, Superintendent 
Gettysburg National Military Park 
97 Tareytown Road 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

Dear Dr . Latschar: 

.&IUMU• L. OOLOIIAO 
0' COUJOIJIL 

YOIIIK 01,.1CC: 
11• C. MAiliKlf aTIIIlCT 

YOIIIK, I'A. 17 .. 01 
c717t a•3·7••z 

CCOIIIIUSI'OHO TO 
t4AIIIIIII.aUIIIO 0"11CCI 

Please be intormed that I am representing an animal welfare 
organization, Last Chance for Animals, in a~l matters pertaining to 
the White-Tailed Deer Management Plan to . be implemented in and 
around the Gettysburg National Military Park and ·the Eisenhower 
National Historical site. These comments are written pursuant to 
your requirement that all comments be postmarked . J'IO later than 
February 10, 1995 . · · 

At this juncture, you should have received correspondence !rom 
the Executive Director ot LCA, David Meyer, generally detailing the 
concerns of the organization. You may assume that this letter 
encompasses LCA's concerns and comments. However, I would like to 
briefly expand on one element of that l etter. In reviewing the 
statutory provisions surrounding the formation of the Gettysburg 
National Military Park, the legislature is axtr~mely clear. about 
its intention to prohibit further killing on this battlefield . The 
legislature was equally clear in its intention to preserve all 
e lements of this battlefield as they existed in 1895. These 
strictures against defilement and violence have remained in tact 
for 100 years. It seems to me that it is unnecessary to now 
challenge congressional intent by authorizing a mass kill, 
particularly when non-violent alternatives are available. 

As such, LCA is reques ting to delete alternative 2 (b) and 
alternative 4 from consideration until such time as the National 
Parks Service can demonstrate tha t non-violent alternative 3 fails. 
In other ~lords, why promote killing in a sacred area if it is not 

·necassary and we have no data at tha present time to suggest that 

18 
RESPONSES 

GUY H. BROOKS 

a. See General Response 113: Reproducllve lntervenllon. 



Dr. John Latschar, Superintendent 
Gettysburg National Military Park 
February 10, 1995 
Page Two 

it will be necessary. I suspect that, by proceeding in this 
manner, the National Parks Service will save itself !rom defending 
the inevitable litigation that will be filed on behalf of all those 
interested entities that oppose violence on the battlefield. 

Thank you tor accepting these comments and I would appreciate 
it if you would include my name, on behalf of Last Chance for 
Animals, on your mailing list for the distribution of the final 
environmental impact statement and the final deer management plan. 
If this is not possible, I wold appreciate it if someone from your 
office could let me know. 

Very truly yours, 

G&tsro~ 'ZJ~ 
GHB/dlh 
cc: Mr. David Meyer 
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The Lone Stnr 
HWtting Oub 

Preserving for the Future 

Fr\ll!l: Th l.ooe StM Hunting Club, Pr.,s.- Vi"c i':".:-~ic~r.t 
To: Gc!l)5lmrg N~liondl Militaty .bri." 

1• rr<: Supcrint-mdcnt 
Subject: WhitetAil Popubtion 

of Fulton, HWttingdon, 
& Bedford CoWtty, Penna. 

Febl\n -~1~9~ TWJ~·?. F·· 
. . u ~ -· ·u 
\~u FE3 1 ~ 199: :.; 

I - ----
rr.t=TT - "''"'' 

The Lone Star Hunting Club, Inc .. is interested in offering the Gettysburg National Milit.nry Park I a 
a possible site for a transfer program. 

1lte Lone Star Hunting Club of Fulton, Huntingdon, and Bedford Counties, Inc. is a non-profit 
~:-;;.t.."l.it;~aun :::t~:iu.sa.\::J J~y-l, i;l~:: iu the. Cu1lu;"~v1r~~~iU1 ofr'~lUUJhtat~c~. · 

The Club W:IS organized to preserve and protect tradition:~! recreational activities such :IS hunting, 
camping, hiking and wildlife management for furure generations, by leasing or owning land for such 
purposes. 

The Lone S!Ar docs not discriminate because of race, color, religion, gender or age. Our 
memhership limit is guided b)· the amount of acreage owned or leased to su~cessfully manage the 
wildlife populations within our property. 

The Lone Star currently holds 8300± contiguous acres, with no fences to obstruct the 
movement of wildlife. We current!). have approximately 800 acres offields planted with a vari~ty 
of grasses including clover. The property contains no domestic livestock of any type. 

The Lone Star leases property which is prime habitat for-:ill wildlife and twrently support 
~ood popubtions of whitetail deer, black bear, Nrkt-}", grouse, squirrel, coyote, hawks, owls, etc. 

The Lone Star would be willing to offer whatever assistance we could, in capturing and 
relocating whitetail from Gettysburg. 

We would also offer our property as a potentinl site for a transfer program upon inspection 
by Representatives from the Park. 

The Lone SL:It feels that a relocation program would be in the best interest of the park and 
the people. 

In elo~ing, we would like :vou to understand that we do not hope you would proceed with a 
pmgnm ju5t so we would have large whitetail buc~ to harvest during hunting ~·~on. Wr: already 
have ~> good healthy herd of whitetail that we do our best to manage, and do so under al! Game 
Commission RegulatioM. We would be happ)' to help tronsfer female deer only if needed to 
help the Park with its population problem. 

RespectfuUy; 

. . ,4~/.14?·~~-~-
.,. lb.ny J.:.fle"dge Jr.: PZ.;., .· :. ··-

mx'~~ /11·~.532- 4.3/l :. "j _. 

19 RESPONSES 

THE LONE STAR HUNTING CLUB 

a. See lhe Pennsylvania Game Commission comment letter. 
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RESPONSES 

JERRY SANDERS 

a. 

b. 

Cattle are presently grazed In 2 of the 26 historic woodlots. Plans have been completed 
and funding requested to replace the historic fencing and axclude cattle from these 
2 woodlots. In addition, historic fence lines will be reconstructed to exclude catlle from 
Impacted stream channels and wetlands when p lanning Is completed and funding 
obtained. Cows can be controlled by historic fence types and styles, whereas deer 
cannot. 

See General Response 114: Cropfleld and Woodlot Management. 
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NATIONAL HERSHEY ASSOCIATION 
P. 0 . Box 655 

Hershey, PA 17033 
(717) 566-2738 

February 10, 1995 

Dr. John Latschar, Superintendent 
Gettysburg National Military Park and 
Eisenhour National Historic Site 
Gettysburg, Pennsylvania 17325 

Dear Dr. Latschar: 

Thank you for the opportunity to present the following perspective relevant to the pro­
posed implementation of the National Parks Service's deer population reduction program. 
Because I have personaUy had the unpleasant task of having to kill deer for their economic 
damage to Appalachian Nurseries, I am sympathetic to the difficult position which the 
Park Service is presently facing in the fields around Gettysburg. 

I do not stand in opposition to your plan to preserve the natural environment of the park. 
However, as a conscious citizen, the proposed solution invokes the foUowing concerns. 
After reviewing the NPS Drafted Environmental Impact Statement, I have come to the 
conclusion that this document, serving as the academic justification for the proposed 
population reduction action, is deficient in scope. In simpler terms, I contend that thi5 
document is too narrowly focused towards treating the sy!nptC>m of the problem. " ' ''"" 
necessarily ignoring the cause. 

It is my understanding that what you are proposing to do is to kill hundreds of animals 
who are innocently damaging the natural balance in the pll!k. f,hould there not be room in 
this study to include a philosophical and a historical analysis before the NPS proceeds in 
resolving this threat against natures' preservation? After all, what was the fundamental 
intent behind the creation of this national monument? Why did Congress see fit to specifi­
cally protect the animals from the hunt and to also prevent the destruction of every "tree, 
bush and shrub'7 These are questions which I consider relevant to this problem which 
have not yet been academically addressed. 

21 
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RESPONSES 

CRAIG STARK 

a. We believe our philosophical analysis has been discussed. See pages 1 and 5 for the 
purpose of creating the parks. Refer to the Organic Act lor the lntent ·of Congress. 



One century ago, Congress created the Gettsyburg monument in the spirit of symbolism. 
During the past one hundred years many changes have occurred but the law has emerged 
specific concerning the Gettysburg Battle6eld. The interpretation of this monument is in­
tended to, and was designed "in the larger context" to enhance and preserve our collective 
understanding of American history.(l6 USCS 430g-9.) Words within the law invoke con­
cern about this issue relevant to "the causes and consequences ... including the effects ... " of 
the Gettysburg history on all the American people. 

There may be found here, a deep sense of symbolism in how the NPS has detennined it 
must now act in order to preserve the park. The proposed action may well be viewed by 
future historians "in the larger context" as being part of a far larger conflict then the one 
which transformed these farmlands into killing fields in 1863. 

For the collective benefit of the lesson our nation might learn bere, I am asking you to ex­
pand your agency's position to include the entire truth about this symbolic issue of 
slaughtering deer on the Gettysburg Battlefield. Should it not be more thoroughly ex­
plained by the men and women who are qualified to do so, that the true scope of this pres­
ent conflict at Gettysburg is global in nature? Between the historians, sociologist and bi­
ologist it should be portrayed in your explanation to the American people that the real 
warring factions engaged here are clearly between the progress of civilization and the 
preservation of nature. The deer, like the park itself, is little more then a symbol as Presi­
dent Lincoln so eloquently said in his historic dedication of this monument. As a simple 
symbol, the deer has served my family for centuries as the emblem atop our Coat of Arms. 
I can't help but feel remorse as I expect to bear witness to this noble creature being herded 
to the alter, and then "harvested" by managment's hand as a symbolic sacrificial lamb. 

I do not wish to prolong or complicate this difficult task before you. However, in keeping 
with the power of symbolism recognized and used by our Founding Fathers I wish to share 
this perspective. Beneath the Great Seal ofThe United States of America there lies an in­
scription which embodies the Founders wishes. It is easily seen by anyone who turns over 
and reads the back side of the almighty US dollar. NOVUS ORDO SECLORUM is sim­
ply the inscription beneath a symbol whose meaning has become lost in the present day. 
The literal interpretation of these Latin words reveal several translations among which can 
be found" New Order for Successive Generations of Man and Animal in Coexistence." 

I hope you will reconsider your position and allow for another public hearing on this issue 
once the Drafted EIS is complete. I believe the current draft is deficient of socialcultural 
and economic conditions which are contributing factors to the present problem. Further­
more, I believe that the PeMsylvania Game Commission's recent public hearings concern­
ing the statewide deer management problem may be of benefit to. the final EIS. 
I appreciate your consideration by expanding your perspective to include my concerns. 
Sincjely, , 

u.fP 

21 



[ 

. --·- - .. -··· ·--. 1r·,,., 'u r. 1· -,· R ~ -:r::s !. ~-:- ~~ ..! ·.~,- l~ r
1
p 

:1"( •i I . 
,lr: : cc::- 1 l • o~.; : ~ •! :UL! , - => • • · ... , .• '-'I 
! i 

GI;'TT - F.:!:3E 

Supt. John Latschar 

· February 14, 199 5 

Gettysburg National Military Park 
97 Taneytown Road 
Gettysburg, Pennsylvania 17325 

Dear Mr Latschar: 

I would like to comment upon the proposal of the National Park 
Service to shoot the Park's oversized deer herd during the months 
of October through April. The article in the Civil War News 
relative to this new plan indicated that while shooting is 
underway, access to large portions of the park would be restricted. 

My husband and I visit several Civil War battlefields every 
year, and those visits usually take place in the off months such 
as October and/or April. I'm sure we are not the only ones whose 
visits to Gettysburg would be at best substantially curtailed, and 
at worst rendered dangerous by the proposed plan . I also wonder 
how much good your plan would do inasmuch as deer will always be 
able to enter the ' park through its borders, even if you are 
successful in decimating the herd that is there now. It does ~ot 
seem fair to those o( us who try to visit the park during the off 
season to essentially foreclose such visits in this manner . 

If this plan spreads to other battlefields the only safe t ime 
to visit them would be in the summertime. In effect you might as 
well close them for the rest of the year. Since I believe a 
contemplative visit to these parks is impossible in the presence 
of crowds of other people, I would reques t that you re-think this 
plan and rind another way of dealing with Gettysburg's deer 
population . 

Very truly yours, 

~t~~ 
KM/ce 

[ [ [ 

RESPONSES 
22 

KATHLEEN MANAGHAN 

a. See The Humane Society of the United States comment letter response c. 

[ [ 
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RESPONSES TO LETTERS 23-34 

The following individuals offered comments in their letters which required a response. The 
response to their comments is the same. To conserve resources, the response is given below 
and their letters follow. 

Allen, Dorothy L. 
Brown, Abe 
Drish, Dianne 
Dwingo, Antoinette 
Edwards, Jack 
George, Kay 
Horowitz, Judith and Martin 
Kalata, Denise 
Less, Len 
Moore, Patricia 
Morwick, Jean A. 
Swanson, Pat 
Walsh, Eileen 

a. See the responses to the Animal Protection Institute comment letter. 



572 Doyle Avenue 
W. Homestead, PA ·15120 

January 24, 1995 

John Latschar, Superintendent 
Gettysburg National Military Park 
RD. 1 
Gci)'sburg, PA 17325 

Dear Mr. Latschar: 

23 

I am writing with regards to the National Park Service's plan to cull the deer herd at the 
Gettysburg Battlefield and Eisenhower Farm Historic Site. 

First of all I am sick to death of Pennsylvania's attitude toward the deer herds that we 
are responsible for cultivating. The Pennsylvania Game Commission originally loved 
the idea of hunting deer-it was touted as a great new way to bring In money! Now, 
many years later, when the healthy balance of diverse wildlife has been Interrupted or 
comp!P.Hy destroyed, the deer herds are looked on as nothing more than a nuisance. 

Who is responsible for allowing the deer's natural predators to dwindle down and in 
some cases, such as the wolf, to become extinct in Pennsylvania?? 

We have an obligation and a responsibility to handle this situation In an Intelligent and 
humane way. Why not Introduce predators such as coyotes and red fox that will help 
replicate the ecological balance of wildlife that was present In 1863? Why can't you 
include plants that are considered non-preferable by deer? Why not use 1863 cropping 
methods in field sizes that match the 1863 landscape utilizing the minimum security 
County Jail work projects to till and harvest the crop fields on both the farm and the 
battlefield? Why, for once, can't we, Pennsylvanians try a more creative, natural 
approach to culling deer herds? - Something we can all be proud of. 

I want a management program that determines overpopulation of deer by monitoring 
the actual impact of the deer on the habitat and what the habitat will carry, NOT ON 
AN ARBITRARY NUMBER SET AS A MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE. When monitoring 
shows excess deer exist, ALL OTHER ALTERNATIVES HAVE FAILED, then as a 
controlled conservation tool--NOT AS A SPORT HUNT - only specifically certified 
marksmen should shoot the number needed to restore the balance. 

Thank you for hearing my comments. 

~~~ 
@At~, 
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January 18, 1995 

EILEEN NALSH 
237 Roycroft Avenue 

Ht. Lebanon, PA l5234 

Mr . John Latschar 
Superintendent 
Gettysburg National Military Park 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

Re: Gettysburg Battlefield and Eisenhower Farm 

Dear Mr. Latschar: 

As a Pennsylvanian I was saddened to learn that the above­
referenced areas are sites where deer will be culled because land 
leased by farmers is planted w1'tll crops attractive to them. 1 
sympathize with any individual whose livelihood ls threatened by 
whatever force . I would like to suggest a few steps you might take 
to prevent the destruction of these liv ing, sentient animals whose 
livelihood, in turn, has been taken by us. 

Instead of destroying these wonderful woodland creatures, could you 
not attempt a program to return the area to the state it was in in 
mid-nineteenth century? How would you do this? 

Obviously, re-introduce the predators from that era. 
Plant crops not attractive to deer. 
Encourage area farmers to take steps to protect their crops 
from deer. 

Gettysburg Battlefield was not pristine when it was the site of 
bloody battles during the Civil War, and it doesn't have to be 
today. First, we must serve and preserve the animals now dwelling 
there i n the absence of cannons and the cries of the dying, dressed 
either in gray or blue . In the memory of these Americana who have 
gone before, who made the "ultimate" sacrifice for a principle they 
thought embodied the truth, I urge you to think .long and hard about 
the lives of these animals. Should an over abundance still inhabit 
the area when all avenues have been tried, please do not dishonor 
the ground by a sport hunt -- have only highly qualified marksmen 
perform the onerous task and distribute the meat as food. 

I wish you well in the performance of your awesome responsibilities_ 
and implore you be gentle to the beautiful woodland creatures in 
your charge. 

Sincerely, 

·· · ... ·, · :­
_,· .. · . 
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. _.,... 
693 Hammond Street 

Chestnut Hill, t~ossachusetts 02167 

January 20, 1995 

Mr. John Latschar 
Superintendent 
Gettysburg National Military Park 
R.O. 1 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

Re: Plan to cull deer herd 

Dear Sir: 

You probably feel like you're caught between a rock and a hard 
spot on this one. The farmers want all the deer killed and us 
animals lovers want you to protect them. Even I know that too 
many deer concentrated in one spot isn't good !or the deer, 
though. Would you consider the following compromises? 

introduce coyotes and red fox to balance the wildlife 
something like it was in 1863. 

plant and maintain woody underbrush as browse in the 
woodlots and wooded areas in non-critical battle sites. 

include plants in crop rields that deer don't consider 
ravorite foods. 

increase the deer population level of 25 per acre to the 
surrounding areas' density levels of 35 per acre. 

Mr.· Latschar, history is important to you. How about :using horse 
drawn plows in the fields, just like our forefathers did in 1863? 
I drive through Pennsylvania at least once every year and I'd 
love to come back to your park next ear to the hi s tory And 
the deer that you've preserved. 

27 
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January 24, 1995 

John Latschar, Superintendent 
Gettysburg National Military Park 
RD1 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

Dear Mr. Latschar: 
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I deplore the anticipated culling of the deer herd at the 
Gettysbury Battlefield. There has been quite enough killing! 

I realize that all of Pennsylvania has a large population of deer, 
many of which are getting into areas where they come into a clash 
with the humans, who have also overrun appropriate areas! I 
believe many things can be done to alleviate the problem without 
resorting to killing. One is to bring back .coyotes and foxes. 
They have been sorely missed since humans extirpated their natural 
predators many years ago. Another is to plant plants that deer 
don't care for, rather than those yummy ones that are present in so 
many areas. Also, especially in the Gettysburg area, in would be 
preferable to use the old-fashioned, horse-drawn plows. Then, at 
the end of the season, bits would be l e ft in the fields for the 
deer to feed on during the winter. Finally, I believe your goal of 
25 deer per acre is low. Besides the above, birth control methods 
would also be a good plan. 

I hope you will reconsi de r the death warrant. 

Sincerely, 

f7~9k~ 
Patricia Moore 
414 Kathmere Road 
Havertown, PA 19083 

ohn Latsc har , Superintee dent 
ettys burg National Military Park 
0.1 

.ettysburg , BA 17)25 

~ear Smperintenddent, 

30 
Jan 21, 1995 

[ have just read that the National Park Service is preparing t & cull 
;he deer t e rd a t the Gettus burg oattlefield and Eisenhower F~rm His toric Site 
ln Pennsylvania. I am strongly in opposition to this cull • . 

r want th~ap~~Qa~Ervice to knbw that I support a heal thy bal ance of 
~iverse wildlife , where you ceul d introduce predators such as coy~tes. 
~nd red fox that will h~lp replicate the ecological balance of w1ldl1fe 

~ hat was presen~ in 186) . 

I would like tp see a management program that determines 9verpopplation 
of deer ~y monitoring the actual impact of the dee r on the habi tat snd what 
the ha bitat will1 carry,~ on an~ arbitaauy number set as a management 

objective . 

P ·· their l andscape in t he crop f i elds I~the Park Service ASA to rev1se 

0 include plants that are considered~-preferable by deer , 
and plant and maintain woody underbrush as browse in~e woodlands 
· nd wooded areas ·that are of l ess importance to t he interpretation 

f:

f the bat~l e . 
When monito~ing shows e~cess deer exist, and there is no alternative, 
the~s a controlled conserva tion t pol---NOT AS A SPORT HUNT~-- only specially 
cert i fied marksmen should shoot the number needed t o rest ore the balance . 

Sincerely, 
Jean A. Morwick 
J5 Hatherly RD"• 
Scituat e , MA 020~6 

G ETT :--- EIS-=-
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GETT- ElSE_ 

John Latschar, Superintendent 
Gettysburg national Military Park 
RDU 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

Dear Mr. Latschar: 
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January 19, 1995 

I am writing this letter to you in reference to the proposed 
culling of the deer herd at the Gettysburg Battlefie ld and the 
Eisenhower Farm Historic Site . 

Once again it seems the powers that be are putting the cart 
before the horse in an attempt to accomplish .a very "easy solution 
to a complex problem. It is much easier to "shoot them all" rather 
that think of alternate solutions to the problem of the deer. Thank 
goodness our forefathe rs did not practice or think the same way that 
the people in power do today, or there would be no wildli-fe at all 
anywhere today, both predators and prey alike. Solutions to this 
problem are available however, but they require a little bit of work · 
and maybe that is the problem. No one wants to "work". 

First and foremost a management program should be started that 
would determine fairly the overpopulation of deer in a particular area, 
and the measures that need to be taken to "manage that population". 
Controlled conservation by certified marksmen, not a sport hunt by your 
average hunter is an extreme method but one that may become necessary, 
if alternate methods fail . 

Other methods of managing the population should a l so be 
considered such as: 

1. Introduction of natural predators to the area that will help 
. · .replicate the ecological balance (such as what was present in 1863) 

.2 . Plant and maintain woody underbrush as browse in the woodlots and 
- wooded areas (such as was present in 1863). The deer then can feed on 
this and will leave farmers crops alone, if that is thei·r •·coinplaint. 
Money from this can be gotten, I am sure from one of state ' s many 
conservation programs, if they are in fact interested in true con-

·servation . · · 

Again, I ask you to examine the alternatives , and instead of 
shooting first and then questioning later, why don 't we do the logical 
thing and question first and shoot only as the last resort, after trying 
everything else. 

sv;.~~~~~ 
Denise Kalata 
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Appendix A 

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES FOR 
GETTYSBURG NATIONAL MILITARY PARK 

The management objectives for Gettysburg National Military Park and Gettysburg 
National Cemetery are based on the units' establishing legislation, past management 
history and objectives, and on their long traditions of commemoration, preseiVation, 
and interpretation. These ·objectives serve to guide park management in fulfilling 
the purpose of both areas. 

GETIYSBURG NATIONAL MIUTARY PARK 

Adjacent Lands 

Promote conseiVation of the important features of the Gettysburg Battlefield 
Historic District-including certain structures, lanes, fields, faimsteads, landforms and 
other landscape features that influenced the Battle of Gettysburg-which are 
necessary for maintaining the rural, agricultural, and memorial character of 
Gettysburg and conveying to the visitors why, where and how the battle occurred. 

IDterpretation and Visitor Use 

Using the battlefield setting as the primary interpretive resource, interpret the Battle 
of Gettysburg (and its impact on ·the community and the country) in the context of 
the Gettysburg campaign, the Civil War and U.S. history; the significance of 
Lincoln's Gettysburg Address, and the events surrounding the creation and 
dedication of the Soldiers' National Cemetery; and the commemoration and 
monumentation of the Gettysburg Battlefield by battle veterans and contemporaries 
and up to the present 

To manage all public use and activities to assure for the visitor an atmosphere in 
which to contemplate the acts and deeds of the Battle of Gettysburg. 

Landscapes 

To manage the park as a ·memorial landscape which not only reflects the pre-battle 
1863 rural agricultural environment but includes thc;>se superimposed post-battle 
elements (monumentation, avenues, interpretive devices, facilities, etc.) which are 
necessary for commemoration and visitor understanding of the battle. No 
restoration of structures or landscape elements may create an anachronism; that is 
all elements must have coexisted during a single historic period. 
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Management Objectives for Gettysburg National Military Park 

Essential landscape features may include: 

Structures 
Fence lines 
Field Size 
Wetlands 
Wet Areas 
Waterways and Springs 
Boulders 

Orchards (structure) 
Woodlands . 

Woodlots 
Roads and Traces 
Ditches 
Vegetation Cbaracteristics, 

(beight/tcxture,llocation) 
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Appendix B 

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES FOR 
EISENHOWER NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE 

The management objectives for Eisenhower National Historic Site are 
based on the unit's establishing legislation, and past management 
history and objectives. These objectives serve to guide park 
management in fulfilling the purpose of the area. 

Resource Management 

Preserve significant features of the cultural landscape to reflect 
the general character of the Eisenhower farm at the time of its 
donation to the National Park Service in 1967. 

Interpretation 

Interpret the Eisenhowers' life at Gettysburg, as well as General 
Eisenhower's life and career, using their home and farm, and 
associated Gettysburg sites,· as the primary stage. 

Public Use 

Manage all public use and activities to assure for the visitor an 
atmosphere in which to experience the pastoral serenity of the 
presidential retreat and retirement farm. 

Collections 

Manage and develop a collection of artifacts and equipment needed 
to interpret Eisenhower's life at Gettysburg. 

Setting 

Promote conservation of the setting of Eisenhower National Historic 
Site so that visitors can experience the historic, scenic, rural 
and agricultural character of the farms during the period of the 
Eisenhowers' occupancy, 1950-69. 
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Appendix C 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE DOCUMENT ENTITLED 
"EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES FOR 

MANAGING THE APPEARANCE OF 
CROPFIELDS AND WOODLOTS" 
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EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES FOR MANAGING THE APPEARANCE 
OF CROPFIELDS AND WOODLOTS 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
GETTYSBURG NATIONAL MILITARY PARK 
EISENHOWER NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE 

January 1992 

. /{ 
APPROVED: o.<. ·II (!/~- .. .,.h- DATE: 
~~ A. CISNEROS 

Superintendent 

CONCUR: 

I~ 
! 
i 

Gettysburg National Military Park 
Eisenhower National Historic Site 

t LORRAINE L .f ~I NT MEYER 
Regional D~r~cto 
Mid-Atlantic Reg1on 
National Park Service 
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INTRODUCTION 

A strategy for the development of a deer management plan for Gettysburg 
National Military Park (GNMP) and Eisenhower National Historic Site (ENHS) has 
been initiated by the National Park Service (NPS}. This strategy has been 
designed to confront the resource management problems associated with the high 
population of white-tailed deer on both National Park Service units. One step 
of the development process includes the evaluation of options for managing two 
important resources critical to the interpretation and understanding of the 
Battle: cropfields and woodlots . A second step is likewise an evaluation of 
options t~ address the landscape management objectives for the Eisenhower Farms. 
The perpetuation of these resources is threatened by the existing deer 
population; thus creating a conflict between deer and park management objectives. 

The management objective for landscapes at Gettysburg National Military 
Park states that "the Park will be managed as a memorial landscape which not only 
reflects the pre-battle 1863 rural agricultural environment but includes those 
superimposed post-battle elements (monumentation, avenues, interpretive devices, 
facilities, etc.) which are necessary for commemoration and visitor understanding 
of the battle. Essential features may include: structures, fence lines, field 
size, wetlands, wet areas, waterways and springs, boulders, orchards, woodlands, 
woodlots, roads, trees, ditches, and vegetation characteristics 
(height/texture/location)." 

Similarly, the management objective for resources at the Eisenhower 
National Historic Site is to "preserve significant cultural resources and 
features of the cultural landscap~ to reflect the character of the Eisenhower 
farm at the time of its donation to the Park Service in 1967." 
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Appendix C 
MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES FOR MANAGING THE APPEARANCE OF CROPFIELDS 

Acceptable cropfield appearance: 

Agricultural cropping at Gettysburg National Military Park is used as a 
means to support the National Park Service's primary goal of preserving 
significant battlefield cultural landscape features. The significant features 
provide an agricultural setting in which historic events can be interpreted. 

From a cultural perspective, the primary landscape features within GNMP 
include historic field sizes, clusters of historic farmsteads, historic 
circulation networks, and the vegetative textures, massing, and patterns within 
the historic landscape . 

From an interpretive perspective, the desirable cropfield within the GNMP 
should reflect historic field patterns and contain crops compatible in general 
appearance with those of the historic period. Generally, the same crop species 
are desirable, however, varietal differences will be acceptable. Acceptable 
structure exists when seventy-five percent ( 75%) of the plants in a field 
progress throughout the entire growing season and reach a stage of maturity where 
harvest is possible (i.e . , ears of corn or grain heads must be present), unless 
uncontrollable, environmental conditions such as drought or storms prevail. 
Desirable crops for Gettysburg NMP include corn, oats, sorghum, wheat , barley, 
rye, hay and other historic crops planted in the same relative percentages as 
existed during the historic period. Other crops such as alfalfa, soybeans, and 
milo may be planted in limited acreage as necessary (e.g. , to complete a 
rotation, use of crop management strategies - legumes producing nitrogen). 

Fields of lower interpretive or historic significance could have more than 
25% damage or be planted in permanent grass; however, the NPS would need to mow 
these areas twice annually to keep them open and free of weeds and woody 
vegetation. Pe riodic rotations to other crops will be necessary when the stand 
grows thin or weedy. The 216 acres of park croplands designated as having low 
interpretive and historic significance are located in areas where the least crop 
damage from deer has occurred. Since this acreage represents only a small 
percentage of the total crop acreage it is not distinguished in the following 
analysis. 

Comparatively, appropriate crops for Eisenhower NHS will include historic 
species (corn, milo, soybeans, small grains and various species of hay) planted 
in patterns similar to those that existed during the historic period. Again, 
varietal differences will be acceptable. Unless impacted by uncontrollable 
environmental conditions, seventy-five percent (75%) of the plants in a field 
must grow from seed and reach a stage of maturity where harvest is possible. 

It was concluded at the Management Objectives Workshops for Gettysburg NMP 
that an overpopulation of deer adversely affects the National Park Service's 
long-term ability to perpetuate economically viable agriculture and may 
eventually adversely affect the ability to achieve and perpetuate the desired 
historic appearance (color, t exture and pattern) of cropfields. 

2 
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Damage to crops would be a consideration only if the resultant appearance was in 
conflict with the above management goals for color, texture and patterns. If 
browsing causes plant damage in excess of 25%, the structure of that crop will 
be stunted and the appearance will be unacceptable. This scenario is now 
occurring and has been documented through photographs and research (Storm et al., 
1989). Browsing is a behavior which continues through the whole growing season 
and impacts the entire plant from emergence to maturity, not the fruit (seed) 
alone. 

For example, while it is historically preferable to grow corn on GNMP, it 
has become impossible to successfully grow this crop on the southern end of the 
battlefield, due to total destruction by deer. Farmers have been forced to plant 
an alternative crop, milo, at both Gettysburg and Eisenhower. With this major 
turn to milo, cropfield patterns on the Military Park are now incompatible in 
general appearance with that of the historic period. Even with this change, deer 
have adjusted and developed a taste for milo grain which now serves as a food 
source. (See Appendix I for Crop Percentage Objectives) 

While an active agricultural cropping system is important to interpreting 
certain features of the landscape, there are various alternative methods that 
could be employed to achieve the desired goal. This section will examine and 
explain each agricultural cropping alternative. 

I. Presentation of Cropfield Alternatives 

A. Agricultural Permittee I Leasing System 

Traditionally, agricultural pasturing and cropping by private farmers 
through a lease or special use permit arrangement have been used as tools in 
maintaining the rural agricultural setting necessary for interpretation of 
historic events at both Park areas. 

In 1990, under the Agricultural Permittee System, approximately 1640 acres 
of the GNMP and the ENHS were cropped by local farmers who held either a Special 
Use Permit (SUP) or a Historic Lease. The farmers paid a fee of $11.25/ac. for 
the croplands covered by a SUP and $12.00/ac. for the Historic Lease at ENHS 
Farms 1 and 2. The permittees are responsible for all elements of an active 
farming program, including the necessary farming equipment and materials, as well 
as the harvest and disposal of the produce. This mutually beneficial and 
cooperative arrangement indirectly contributes to the local economy. 

Agricultural activity, permitted by the 1897 enabling legislation for 
Gettysburg, has been used t o maintain the open portions of the battlefield 
landscape for at least a century. Although the agricultural permittee program 
has generally been successful in maintaining the open landscape, new concepts 
with regard to restoring culTural landscapes require that current agricultural 
practices be modified to institute changes such as the reconstruc ~ ·on of fences 
to establish historic field sizes. The Eisenhower Farms a.!- remain in 
agriculture in continuation of the President's historic use of the lands. 
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Appendix C 
Although the program has proven to be a cost beneficial and management 

efficient program for maintaining the landscapes at both GNMP and ENHS, serious 
problems have arisen in recent years in regard to the negative impact of white­
tailed deer on the crops, especially in the southern end of the park. Several 
permittees have shown that they have incurred losses or are just breaking even 
on their crop production efforts. The impact of the deer has increased to the 
point where permittees indicate that they are reluctant, if not unwilling, to 
renew their permits unless actions are taken to reduce the effect of deer on 
their crops. Current permittees have been cooperating with the park in hopes 
that actions will be taken to address their loss of crops. 

From an Integrated Pest Management perspective the white-tailed deer 
population has exceeded the damage and economic thresholds for the farmers. It 
may be difficult to replace current permittees who choose not to renew their 
leases/permits. 

Fermi ttees currently operate on an 8-year crop rotation cycle, and on 
average 50% of the total farmed area is in hay, 25% in corn or milo, and 25% in 
small grains. In 1990, this system generated a total of $18,720 in fees for the 
use of 1640 acres of cropland. An additional 289 acres of farmland at East 
Cavalry Field were added to the program in 1991. However, to temporarily 
mitigate the current situation, an Interim Deer Management Plan was prepared and 
allowed for the waiving of permittee fees in 1991 for those farmers who proved 
at least a 15% loss in production attributed to deer damage. 

Two permittees qualified for waivers in 1991 as they had losses in excess 
of 15% in 1990. Fees were waived on a total of 1,023 acres, the non-hay portion 
of this acreage (50%+) suffered measurable losses of 15% or more. With this 
waiver in effect, the NPS only received $7,000 in permittee cropland fees for 
1640 acres in 1991. Although permittees received this waiver, they may be 
compelled to buy comparable produce to that which they will likely lose in order 
to serve their own needs. Permittees view this as only a short-term arrangement 
and have indicated that they will not accept it as a permanent solution. 

The collected fees are utilized within the Park to defray the costs of the 
total agricultural program. The fees collected are retained within the Park and 
used along with other operating funds to draft and renew permits; conduct soil 
tests of agricultural lands; maintain pastures and open areas; repair, inspect, 
and install conservation structures; restore and maintain orchards; and 
reconstruct historic agricultural fencing. Currently the Park issues permits for 
croplands to 11 permittees (all local farmers) having positive working 
relationships with the Park. This system has provided flexibility in management 
for both the Park and the permittees. Additionally, it allows the Park to place 
special conditions upon .the permittees pertaining to crop or pasture management. 
The size and expenses of operating this program may vary as new management plans 
to restore fields to their historic acreage are implemented. 

It is estimated that the annual cost to administer the croplands portion 
of the agricultural permit program is about $25,000 and includes inspections, 
meetings, soil testing, billing, permit revision, integrated pest management 
coordination, and some operation of government tractors and machinery. 
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Pastures, as differentiated from cropfields, have been excluded from all 
calculations and considerations. Deer utilize pasture lands frequently; however, 
their impact is mitigated through pasture management and adjustments in livestock 
numbers. 

The U.S.D.A. Soil. Conservation Service has cooperated with the National 
Park Service to formulate soil conservation plans for most of the Park farms. 
Conservation structures such as grassed waterways, diversions, and field tiles 
have been installed by the National Park Service. The Soil Conservation 
Service's primary goal behind the construction and use of conservation devices 
is "to control erosion and sedimentation from agricultural land and to conserve 
the water resources of the land." (Local SCS office; 16 U.S.C.; 590(e)(g)(h)) 
The installation of conservation structures was initiated to comply with NPS 
policies (Management Policies 4: 9, 4 : 20). New structures must undergo compliance 
review in accordance with NPS cultural resource policy prior to installation and 
construction. The establishment and maintenance of conservation structures are 
necessary factors of an active cropping program and have been considered integral 
parts of each alternative and not i ncluded in calculations. 

The yield and valu.e of the crops produced fluctuates annually. Yields vary 
due to seasonal and annual variations of weather; wildlife impacts ; weed, insect, 
and disease outbreaks. Value is determined by crop quality and the market price 
as determined by the economy at harvest . Often, in a year when yields are below 
average, prices are up--basic supply and demand. Using a five year average of 
crop prices and the yields for each crop in a "good" year (using the five year 
best yield) and the yield for each crop in a "poor" year (using the five year 
worst yield), value estimates for good and poor years were calculated using the 
objective crop percentages for fields at ENHS (Tables 1 & 2) and GNMP (Tables 3 
& 4) . 

In an excellent year for all crops (an ideal situation with little or no 
crop damage) using the stated management objective and average market prices, 
there is a potential gross crop value of $336,899 for 8 permittees on 1640 acres. 
In a poor year for all crops (a situation with environmental damage-drought) at 
average prices, gross crop value could drop to $221 ,·320. Many variables are 
involved and in any one year prices could -exceed or drop below those mentioned 
above. Gross crop value is not necessarily the price a faraer receives for all 
crops sold, but the s1111 of any crops sold plus the value of those crops used as 
feed or forage for livestock. The actual cash value of feed or forage is not 
realized until livestock or dairy products are sold . Hay crop value constitutes 
a major portion of the values shown above. In general, hay is not considered a 
cash crop and its primary value is not a monetary one. Hay is generally used as 
a forage crop for livestock within an individual permittee's own farm operation. 
Often grain crops produced by a farmer (e.g., corn and barley) are ground/milled 
and used as livestock feed on the home farm. In years when dry weather prevails 
and the corn crop is not likely to produce a harvestable grain crop, farmers will 
often cut the corn plants for silage. Silage, in general, is not a marketable 
commodity, yet has value as a feed/forage within a farming operation. Without 
the monetary value of b3y calculated into the above figures, cash crop values in 
a good year on park land may yield $163,395, while in a poor year yields may drop 
to $94,957. 
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EISENHOWER NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE 

Gross Crop Values for Target Crop Percentages 
-- (Refer to Appendix I) 

Table 1: Excellent year for all crops. (5 yr. best yield & 5 yr. ave. price) 

CROP ACREAGE YIELD AVE. VALUE GROSS VALUE 

Corn 135.45 98 bu/A $2 . 53/bu. $ 33,583.47 

Wheat 32.27 55 bu/A $3.16/bu. $ 5,608.53 

Barley 32 . 24 58 bu/A $1. 75/bu. $ 3,272.36 

Oats 32.24 68 bu/A $1.69/bu. $ 3,705.02 

Hay* 154.80 2.65 T/A $83.80/Ton $ 34,376.44 

TOTALS 387.00 **** **** $ 80,545.82 
* 1 cutting of hay per year. 

Table 2: Poor year for all crops. (5 yr. worst ·yield & 5 yr. ave. price) 

CROP ACREAGE YIELD AVE. VALUE 

Corn 135.45 51 bu/A $2.53/bu. 

Wheat 32.27 36 bu/A $3.16/bu. 

Barley 32.24 49 bu/A $1.75/bu. 

Oats 32.24 47 bu/A $1.69/bu. 

Hay* 154.80 1. 93 T/A $83.80/Ton 

TOTALS 387.00 **** **** 
* 1 cutting of hay per year. 

Reference - USDA/NASS/PASS, 1989-90. 
Years used for data (1985-1989) 
Adams County Yields 
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GROSS VALUE 

$ 17,477.11 

$ 3, 671.04 

$ 2,764.58 

$ 2,560.82 

$ 25,036.42 

$ 51,509.97 



GETTYSBURG NATIONAL MILITARY PARK 

Gross Crop Values for Target Crop Percentages 
(Refer to Appendix I) 

Table 3: Excellent year for all crops. (5 yr. best yield & 5 yr. ave. price) 

CROP ACREAGE YIELD AVE. VALUE GROSS VALUE 

Corn 313.25 98 bu/A $2.53/bu. $ 77,667.21 

Wheat 78.31 55 bu/A $3.16/bu. $ 13,610.28 

Barley 78.31 58 bu/A $1.75/bu. $ 7,948.47 

Oats 156.63 68 bu/A $1. 69/bu. $ 17,999.92 

Hay* 626.50 2.65 T/A $83.80/Ton $ 139,126.86 

TOTALS 1253.00 **** **** $ 256,352.74 
* 1 cutt1ng of bay per year. 

Table 4: Poor year for all crops. {5 yr. worst yield & 5 yr. ave. price) 

:~~OP ACREAGE YIELD AVE. VALUE 
~ 

Corn 313.25 51 bu/A $2.53/bu. 

Wheat 78.31 36 bu/A $3.16/bu. 

Barley 78.31 49 bu/A $1. 75/bu. 

Oats 156.63 47 bu/A $1. 69/bu. 

Hay* 626.50 1. 93 T/A $83.80/Ton 

TOTALS 1253.00 **** **** 
* 1 cutt1ng of hay per year. 

Reference - USDA/NASS/PASS, 1989-90. 
Years used for data {1985-1989) 
Adams County Yields 
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GROSS VALUE 

$ 40,418.65 

$ 8,908.55 

$ 6,715.08 

$ 12,441.12 

$ 101,326.35 

$ 169,809.75 



-

... 

-

-

Appendix C 

B. National Park Service Staff Farming 

Another alternative would be for the Park to farm the land with government 
employees and government owned farm equipment. All crops would need to be 
harvested or mowed at least once annually to control weeds and pests and to 
reduce the amount of tillage necessary to establish the next crop in the 
rotation. Standing crops, as opposed to harvest residue, would require 
additional tillage to break down plant material that would otherwise interfere 
with the next seeding operation. Grain crops such as corn and the small grains 
may generate revenue similar to that discussed in section lA, assuming a market 
or outlet for these grains can be found. Federal legislation enables parks to 
sell items produced from interpretive programs and utilize the proceeds to offset 
the costs of presenting those programs. Therefore, any crops grown could be sold 
as a byproduct of living history and the revenues returned to the park to defray 
the costs .of production. 

Many of the expenses for this a1 ternati ve would be one time initial start­
up costs. The total first year farming costs would be approximately $518,099 and 
~ill include acquisition of equipment, buildings, personnel, supplies and other 
services. Annual operating costs for succeeding years will total $239,819 
including personnel costs and supplies/services. The expense of NPS farming 
could fluctuate· as management plans to restore field sizes and locations to their 
memorial appearance are implemented or as additional land is acquired. Listed 
on the following page are the costs associated with implementing and operating 
this alternative for the first year. Again 1640 acres were used to calculate all 
costs. A variation of this alternative would be for the NPS to assume farming 
responsibilities for only those acres. where the heaviest deer damage is 
occurring, which is approximately 1,023 acres. · In this instance, some of the NPS 
supply and service costs would be less; however, the equipment investment would 
remain nearly the same, posing the dilemma of whether to farm the remaining land 
(617 acres) by permit or go ahead and incorporate them into the NPS operation. 

The personnel that are listed in this alternative are .additional federal 
employees that would be needed if the 1640 acres were to be actively farmed by 
the government. .The present staff would not be able to absorb a farming 
operation of such magnitude . An NPS-operated farm program would be a new and 
complex workload. The additional staff would be a necessity since the farming 
operations need to be performed consistently and concurrently over the entire 
acreage within limited time frames. 

The equipment now owned by the National Park Service is not of the size, 
design, nor horsepower to adequately perform the necessary farming operations. 
The current inventory is . most useful for orchard maintenance and landscape 
projects. 

If the National Park Service were to take over active farming on parkland 
using government equipment and employees, the deer situation would still need to 
be resolved, since the impact on cropfield appearance would remain in conflict 
with park objectives. 
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Table .?: 

FIXED IMPLEMENTATION COSTS - FIRST YEAR 
Equipment --- 1991 Local (FA.) Prices 
Used Equipment 

-Tractors 
(1) 4WD 120-160 Hp. 
(2) 80-120 Hp. 
(1) 60-80 Hp. 

New Equipaent 
-Square Baler w/ kicker (1) 
-Hayrakes (2) 
-Brushhog - 8ft . (2) 
-Harrow (2) 
-Grain Drill (2) 
-Corn Planter (1) 
-Disk - 13ft. (2) 
-Chisel Plow - 9ft. (2) 
-Haybine (Pull-type) (2) 
-Sprayers (2) 
-Moldboard Plow - 4 or 5 bottoms (2) 
-Trailers - flatbeds (1) 
-Truck w/ Grain Bed 
-Rack Wagons - 8' by 8' by 18' (4) 

32,000.00 
40,000.00 
17,000.00 

12,000.00 
5,600 . 00 
5,200.00 
4' 200 .. 00 

13,780.00 
16,700.00 
12,300.00 

5,900.00 
16,000.00 

6,000.00 
12,000.00 
4,000.00 

20,000.00 
5,600.00 

Equipaent Storage Buildings (possibly in Guinn Woods) 
-2 Equipment Storage Buildings 50,000.00 

TOTAL IMPLEMENTATION COSTS $278,280.00 

VARIABLE OPERATING COSTS - ANNUAL $101,846.00 
Personnel (Additional Federal employees) 

-(1) Full- time Maintenance leader - WL-6 
-(1) Full-time Maintenance worker - WG-6 (1 mo.furlough) 
-(4} Seasonal Laborers- WG-3 (May-Oct.} 
-(1} Seasonal Ranger f or pest scouting, monitoring, etc . 

Overtime (Late Hours or Wee~ends) 15,000.00 

TOTAL PERSONNEL COSTS 

Supplies 
-Fertilizer(Lime-twice/8 years) 
-Pesticides 
-Seed 

TOTAL SUPPLIES 

Other Services 
-Custom Combining Work 
-Transportation, Fuel 
Repairs, Misc . Supplies (e.g., oil 
twine, lubricants, etc.) 

TOTAL OTHER 

ANNUAL OPERATING COSTS: 

TOTAL FIRST YEAR FARMING COSTS 
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$116,846.00 

34,935.00 
5,300.00 

14,760.00 

$54,995.00 

17,548. 08 
50,430.00 

$67,978.00 

$239,819.00 

$518,099.00 
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Appendix C 

C. Custom Farming 

In a custom farming arrangement, the Park would hire contractors and their 
machinery to complete all tillage, planting, spraying, and harvesting operations 
necessary to establish the desired crop patterns. The contractors would be 
responsible for their own fuel and repairs. Meanwhile, the Park would agree to 
supply all materials such as seed and fertilizer. Contractors would be hired on 
a seasonal basis due to the variability of an 8-year crop rotation. Using the 
acreage (1640) currently being cropped under the agricultural program (excluding 
East Cavalry Fields), costs are estimated to be $155,488 annually to implement 
custom farming. Itemized costs are listed on the following page. The amount and 
expense of custom work needed would fluctuate as management plans to restore 
field sizes and locations to their memorial appearance are implemented or 
additional land is acquired. Grain crops such as corn and the small grains may 
generate revenue similar to that discussed in section IA, assuming a market or 
outlet for these grains can be found . As explained on p. 8, crops grown could 
be sold as a byproduct of living history and the revenues returned to the park 
to defray the costs of production. 

It should be noted that, other than the combining of corn and small grains, 
it may be difficult to hire local custom operators for some of the other 
processes. In some areas individuals own combines and possibly other equipment 
and are available for hire along with their machine. In Adams County, custom 
work other than small grain harvest may be available through local farmers who 
have completed their own work at home. However, this system may not be 
dependable, since times for planting, _spraying and harvesting are critical and 
the work at home comes first. It may be possible to find an operator willing to 
harvest crops and accept the crop in lieu of cash. 

In addition to the above costs, contract administration, transportation, 
disposal, and storage costs (should crops be harvested) must also be considered. 
Harvesting the crops is necessary because additional mowing, tilling and 
herbicide treatments would be necessary if no harvesting were to occur. 
Additionally, unharvested crops would not be compatible in general appearance 
with those of the historic period and may even appear unsightly to the public as 
well as impede interpretation. Transportation and storage are included since the 
Park will be responsible for the produce. Disposal of the corn and small grains 
would depend on whether or not a market can be found. The hay produced could be 
difficult to market due to the mass amount involved. Currently, the hay produced 
is either used by the permittees or sold through markets that are already 
established by the permittees. 

If the National Park Service were to take over active farming on parkland 
using custom services, the deer situation would still need to be resolved, · since 
the impact on cropfield appearance would remain in conflict with park objectives. 
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Table 6: Custos Faraing Costs For GNMP and ENHS - 1640 Acres 

Hay (established) : 781.3 acres 
-Mowing/conditioning $9.10/ac = 
-Raking $4.90/ac = 
-Baling (large round bales 1070 lbs./bale avg.) 

Adams County average 4400 lbs./ac. or 
4.11 bales/ac. * 781.3 ac . * $5.50/bale = 

(Hayfields will require either a second cutting 
or mowing annually for weed control.) 

Corn: 448.7 acres 
-Fertilizer (NPS) 
-Seed (NPS) 
-Disk 
-Minimum Till 
-Weed Spraying & Material 
-Combining 

Oats: 188.87 acres 
-Fertilizer (NPS) 
-Seed (NPS) 
-Spring Plowing 
-Disking 
-Harrowing 
-Drilling 
-Combining 

Wheat/Barley: 221.13 acres 
-Fertilizer (NPS) 
-Lime (NPS) 
-Seed (wheat & hay seed)(NPS) 
-Fall Plowing 
-Disking 
-Harrowing 
-Drilling 
-Combining 

TOTAL CROP EXPENSES: 

$24.00/ac = 
$17 . 00/ac = 
$10 . 70/ac = 
$ 9. 20/ac = 
$ 8.50/ac = 
$21. 40/ac = 

$21.15/ac = 
$13.00/ac = 
$11.40/ac · = 
$10. 70/ac = 
$ 7. 50/ac = 
$ 9.20/ac = 
$21 . 40/ac = 

$37.00/ac = 
$ 5 . 00/ac = 
$25.00/ac = 
$11. 40/ac = 
$10. 70/ac = 
$ 7.50/ac = 
$10.10/ac = 
$21. 40/ac = 

Transportation, Storage, Etc. Costs 
Contracting & Supervis ion Costs 

TOTAL ANNUAL COSTS CUSTOM FARMING OPI'ION: 

Reference : USDA/NASS/PASS, 1989-90 
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7,109.83 
3,828.37 

17,661.29 
$28,599.49 

10,768.80 
7,627.90 
4,801.09 
4,128.04 
3,813.95 
9,602.18 

$40,741.96 

3,994.60 
2,455.31 
2,153.12 
2,020.91 
1,416.53 
1,737.60 
4,041.82 

$17,819.89 

8,181.81 
1,105.65 
5,528.25 
2,520.88 
2,366.09 
1,658.48 
2,233.41 
4,732.18 

$28,326.75 

$115,488.09 
$20,000.00 
$20,000.00 

$155,488.09 



Appendix C 
D. Fencing Croplands 

Recognizing the deer population as having a definite adverse effect on 
essential landscape features (Management Objectives-GNMP, 1990 & Management 
Objectives-ENHS, 1991}, another cropland management alternative might be to 
exclude deer by fencing the cropfields. As an example, an estimate for electric 
deer fencing was prepared for the entire Eisenhower NHS cropfields. The total 
first year fencing construction costs for Eisenhower would be approximately 
$52,823.75. A summary of the calculations and associated costs is listed on the 
following page. The Eisenhower cropfields represent only 387 acres out of the 
1640 acres (1990) of cropfields at GETT/EISE. Using the 387 acres of cropfields 
(Eisenhower 1,2,3) as a basis, we can calculate a rough estimate of the expense 
required to enclose the remaining 1253 acres of park cropland: ~$200, 480 or 
about $160 per acre. The estimate would certainly be much higher on these 
remaining lands which encompass networks of roads and lanes. Gate setups and 
additional corner structures add significant expense to a fence construction 
project of this type. 

Mowing would be necessary mainly to eliminate the chance of grounding due 
to contact with vegetation. Additionally, a 3 foot wide strip along the entire 
length of the fence would need to be sprayed with herbicides to kill all 
vegetation . Inspections would have to be conducted at least once per week if not 
more often to check for wire damage, fallen trees, grounding, animal 
entanglements, vandalism, and operation of the electric fence charger. These 
costs would be approximately $8,600 annually. 

If damage has occurred, immediate repair will be necessary. Repairs of 
these types of fences will generally require the work of two staff. The time and 
materials involved will vary with the type of damage and will be an additional 
annual expense. Ideally, fencing such as this can last up to 20 years, if 
properly maintained. 

Several other types of deer-proof fences were examined including non­
electrified chain link fence and non-electrified welded wire fence at least eight 
feet in height. The chain link fence costs approximately $5.00/ft. for materials 
while the welded wire costs $1.50/ft. 
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Table 7: 

Fencing Style: 6-wire, 5 ft. high, every other line electrified. Need 
15 ' between new .fence and historic fence to discourage jumping by deer. 
Need 5' between new fence and crops for . turning and weed control. 4 
mowing passes. 

-Eisenhower Fara # 1 

9,350ft * $1.75/ft to construct= 

Mowing - Approximately 1 
7.08 mi. (total dist. of 
= 7.08 hrs. * $30/hr. = 
Mowing should be done at 

-Eisenhower Fara #2 

hr. mowing time/mile 
4 mowing passes) * 1 hr. 
$ 212.40 
least 4 times per year * 

6,860ft * $1.75/ft to construct= 

Mowing - Approximately 1 hr. mowing time/mile 
5.20 mi. (total dist. of 4 mowing passes) * 1 hr. 
= 5.20 hrs. * $30/hr. = $ 156.00 

$16,362.50 

$212 . 40 = $ 849.60. 

$12,005.00 

Mowing should be done at least 4 times per year * $156.00 = $ 624.00. 

-Eisenhower Far• #3 

13,975ft * $1.75/ft to construct= 

Mowing - Approximately 1 hr. mowing time/mile 
10.59 mi. (total dist. of 4 mowing passes) * 1 hr. 
= 10.59 hrs. * $30/hr. = $317.70 
Mowing should be done at least 4 times per year* $317.70 = 

Total Construction: 

Annual Mowing Costs: 
Annual Inspection Costs 

(Once per week, 8 hours@ $10/hr.) 
Herbicide Costs: 

(To keep a 3 ft. wide band free of 
vegetation beneath the fence.) 

TOTAL First Year Fencing Costs for Eisenhower: 

$24,456.25 

$ 1,270.80. 

$52,823.75 

$ 2,744.40 

$ 4,160.00 
$ 1,720.00 

$61,448.15 

Note - The $30/hr. figure for mowing includes labor, equipment, fuel and 
lubricants. 
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E. Conversion to Grasses 

Appendix C 

The final alternative in cropland management is to convert all agricultural 
lands to mixed grass species, hay or sod. A mixture of various grass species 
could create the desired checkerboard field patterns. Establishment will take 
time and would need to be completed in association with other crops (i.e. small 
grains). Some rotation with other crops would be necessary 5-7 years after the 
initial establishment to remove the old grass crop and establish a new pure 
stand. After several years a grass stand will become mixed with weeds and other 
grasses and some tillage will be necessary to renovate the field. This option 
would require mowing 2 times per year to control establishment of woody plants 
and prevent the invasion of noxious weeds. The estimated annual cost for mowing 
1640 acres twice a year is approximately $39,360 (Interim Deer Management Plan, 
1991). 

II. Evaluation of Alternatives for Managing the Appearance of 
Cropfields 

A. Agricultural Special Use Permits 

The agricultural ·permittee/historic leasing program, remains a viable 
management option for the cropfields. Flexibility, cost effectiveness, and a 
workload and equipment inventory spread out among eleven permittees are the 
primary reasons for continuing to utilize this program. 

Additionally, since it is a current program, implementation costs are 
eliminated and operating costs are comparable to prior years. While this is the 
recommended alternative, it may not be available as a future option without .the 
reduction of the deer population level. Due to the local publicity generated by 
the high deer population and because the Pennsylvania Game Commission (PGC) crop 
damage\deer control program is not applicable on NPS lands, the Park has no 
waiting list of potential agricultural permittees. 

Therefore, if no measures are taken to reduce deer impacts and the current 
permittees either cancel or decline to renew their lease/permit, and other 
farmers are not interested, then the NPS will be forced to implement one of the 
other agricultural options, without any assurance of achieving our management 
objectives. 

B. NPS Staff Farming 

If a deer population of normal or controlled levels existed in the parks, 
the NPS farming alternative could be implemented since it would then satisfy GNMP 
and ENHS management objectives. Initially, it would take some time to acquire 
the necessary equipment, thus delaying the complete implementation of this 
alternative. The Park Service would be compelled to utilize other alternatives 
for some length of time until all of the additional equipment had been procured. 
There would also be difficulty in managing such a large acreage of cropfields, 
in the case of machinery malfunction, with only a limited amount of equipment and 
labor. The major disadvantages to this system are the initial expenses 
associated with obtaining equipment, hiring staff, time management, and repair 
and upkeep of an extensive machine inventory. 
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Labor difficulties would play a significant role, as farming is labor 
intensive, timing is critical and late night hours and weekend work--as is a 
common practice among local farmers--will certainly be necessary. Certain 
farming operations must be completed within a narrow window of time. For 
example, plowing for corn must be completed at a time when the conditions are 
right : soil temperature warm enough for germination, soil moisture which allows 
equipment to operate eff iciently and correctly, planting early enough to allow 
the seed the appropriate number of growing days to reach maturity. Other factors 
limit specific farming activities to a particular week or day. For example, if 
it has rained for several days and then stops; the forecast calls for three days 
of sunshine and another week of rain and the growing season is getting short; 
those three days will have to be used very wisely. The first day may be a drying 
day and the second and third days must be used for planting, possibly working 14 
- 16 hours per day. 

Necessary storage for crops and machinery will pose a problem. Historic 
barns are scattered throughout the Park and could be used for some equipment 
storage; however, the lack of a centralized facility for storing equipment and 
materials would generate logistical, safety, and protection problems. 

Establishing markets will take time. Farmers establish markets through 
long associations with grain dealers, cattle feeder operations, horse breeders 
and boarders, race tracks, and mulch hay buyers such as mushroom growers. The 
National Park Service cannot assume that markets used by their permittees would 
be available as outlets for government produce. 

If the NPS were to begin farming such an expansive area of cropland, the 
U. S. Government would be putting itself in the position of competing with local 
farmers. Since the Government could accept lower prices on crop sales than local 
farmers, the NPS may cause the prices to plummet locally. Farmers who rely on 
crop sales for their earnings would likely view the Government as an unnecessary 
competitor. 

If the National Park Service were to take over active farming on parkland 
using government equipment and employees, the deer situation would still need to 
be resolved, since the impact on cropfield appearance would remain in conflict 
with park objectives. 

C. Custom Farming 

Again, if a deer population of normal or controlled levels existed in the 
parks, the custom farming alternative could satisfy GNMP and ENHS management 
objectives. However, the park might find it difficult to implement since custom 
work, excluding combining, is not readily available in south central 
Pennsylvania. Unlike the West and Mid-West where custom farming businesses which 
work on contract are available, similar businesses are not commonplace in this 
region of the country. Lack of available services would force park management 
to select an additional alternative to supplement ·available custom services. 
Even if enough contractors could be hired to complete all the desired work, it 
is likely that many would need to travel from other areas, thus elevating the 
costs of this alternative. A second disadvantage of this system is the lack of 
direct control over the timing of agricultural activities that must be performed 
within limited time frames. 

15 

132 

-



liiill 

Appendix C 
Additionally, the Park would be charged with the responsibility of finding 

a market for their grain crops and for storing these crops and possibly hay if 
no immediate market should be found. As the National Park Service currently has 
none of its own livestock, stored hay may carry over from year to year posing a 
disposal problem as the next season approaches. Another option would be to mow 
the 781 acres of hay twice annually and leave the hay crop lay. Regular mowing 
would be necessary to keep these fields free of weeds and woody vegetation. 
Baling could be done on an annual rotational basis among fields to produce some 
sellable hay crop. Hay fields would still need to be kept in rotation with other 
crops, unless a grass/hay crop is significant to interpretation and must be 
retained in grass. Although not included in the cost calculations, additional 
staff would be necessary to ensure resource protection through close monitoring 
of custom operations and to deal with harvested crops. 

If the National Park Service were to take over active farming on parkland 
using custom services, the deer situation would still need to be resolved, since 
the impact on cropfield appearance would remain in conflict with park objectives. 

D. Fencing Croplands 

Practically, fencing, whether electric or non-electric (which must be at 
least 8ft. in height), may seem to be a viable solution. However, it would be 
a major cultural and interpretive detriment at both the Gettysburg NMP (with its 
1863-1900 setting) and the Eisenhower NHS (with its 1950-1969 setting). On the 
GNMP, the construction of electric fencing would add non-historic elements to the 
historic scene (Electrified Fencing for Deer Management, 1991). On the ENHS, 
there was limited use of electric fences during the historic period. However, 
these fences were designed for cattle management and would not adequately exclude 
deer. The style of fencing needed to exclude deer would be a major visual 
distraction in both parks. In addition to fencing, devices for deer similar to 
cattle guards would need to be used on roadways. The construction of such 
devices on the main roads in the Park would eliminate or severely reduce bicycle 
and pedestrian use of park roadways and trails. 

In addition to the interpretive and cultural arguments against fencing, the 
vast road network (8 major roads and many connecting avenues and farm lanes} in 
the Park, makes it impractical to fence all the cropfields on the GNMP and ENHS. 
Any major fencing project would not only impede visitor accessibility, a 
management objective of the Park, but would also create a potential safety hazard 
for visitors. Partial fencing of certain cropfields, would only concentrate the 
deer population on unprotected areas and on roadways, both undesirable 
situations. Additionally, park staff through some means would have to remove the 
deer from within the area being fenced. 

Electric fencing is not 100% effective. Larger deer will attempt to jump 
these fences and may succeed or become entangled and damage the fence. Should 
the fence become damaged from limbs or entanglements some deer will inevitably 
find the opening and it would be necessary to remove these animals and make 
repairs. For non-electric fences which span long distances, deer often create 
"tunnels" under fences by continually pushing and bending or snapping the wire. 
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Essentially, it is not feasible to erect any type of fencing on the GNMP 
or ENHS that would practically and effectively exclude deer and still be 
culturally acceptable. The parks were set aside to preserve the scenes, cultural 
resources and settings associated with historic events. The construction of deer 
fencing would interfere with interpretation and management of these resources. 
Additionally, the safety factors and maintenance issues offer further 
justification for selecting a less intrusive alternative. 

E. Conversion to Permanent Hay/Grasses 

Although the interspersion of various colored grasses may simulate historic 
field patterns, the desirable vegetation features of height and texture would not 
be attained. Grass species indigenous to local soils are approximately the same 
in height (3-4ft.) and do not offer the texture and appearance characteristic 
of corn and sorghum fields. For example, definite patterns and textures are 
created by contrasting golden wheatfields against taller, green leafy corn plants 
interspersed with hay fields and cultivated barren soil in a state of continuing 
transition. This option does not support the management objectives nor the goals 
for cropfield appearance at GETT/EISE and can not be considered as an alternative 
to active farming or deer management. 

Suaaary 

By some .method other than a wide-scale deer fencing program, deer impacts 
will need to be mitigated if the Service wishes to accurately represent the 
historic, rural agrarian landscape through permittee, custom or staff farming. 
Since the fencing option is unacceptable from a cultural and interpretive 
perspective, control of the deer population is a necessary factor for 
implementing the agricultural options and maintaining crop structure within the 
acceptable 25% damage level. 

Because of its flexibility and cost-effectiveness the agricultural permit 
program remains the preferred option for maintaining the cultural landscapes of 
both park areas. Therefore, the desired cropfield appearance can only be 
obtained through deer reduction efforts and the continuation of the flexible, 
cost-efficient agricultural permittee program. 
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MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES FOR RESTORING AND MAINTAINING (PERPETUATING) THE 
IMPORTANT CHARACTERISTICS OF PARK WOODLOTS 

Appendix C 
Woodlots and vegetation characteristics are among the identif1ed landscape 

features essential to the historic scene. Prior to July 1863, wooded areas 
belonged to local farmers who utilized the trees for lumber, fence material, 
firewood, furniture, tools, and so on. On July 1, 1863, the wooded areas, like 
many other features assumed a new military function. Fighting took place in a 
few and the remainder were used for shelter, and the movement or positioning of 
troops . Perpetuation and restoration of woodlot characteristics is an element 
of the management objectives for Gettysburg National Military Park. 

Specifically, the NPS has concluded that the important characteristics for 
which woodlots should be managed are: height of the overstory, density of the 
understory and mix of deciduous vs . coniferous trees. Additionally, woodlots 
should be managed with native/historic species when practical (Gettysburg 
Management Objectives, 1990). 

Although the full extent of the deer impact on the woodlots is now just 
beginning to be recognized there are definite indications that if no protective 
action is taken, the natural perpetuation and preservation of their important 
characteristics will be impossible . A recent study of the woodlots by Penn State 
has determined that there is an absence of saplings in the smaller diameter 
classes, and that this· deficiency is attributed at least partially to the 
browsing pressures of deer (Fairweather & Cavanaugh, 1990). 

In order to evaluate management alternatives it was necessary to classify 
park woodlots into two categories: (1} Those associated with significant battle 
action, and (2) those significant to battle movements and positions. Park 
historians have determined that Culp's Hill, Herbst Woods, and Rose Woods were 
sites of significant battle action and are located in areas assessed as high 
priority for restoration. These woodlots should be restored to reflect their 
historic appearance as part of an active battlefield. The height of overstory, 
density of the understory, mix of deciduous and coniferous species, and native 
species are the important factors in preserving these woodlots. 

Generally, in those three woodlots in which significant battle action 
occurred, the understory will be kept fairly open as it likely was during the 
time of the battle. These stands should be managed in such a manner that trees 
of various size classes will be present in approximately the same percentages as 
those woodlots of the memorial period. This information will be derived from the 
analysis of historic photographs and records from the memorial period. 
Preliminary evaluation of historic photographs indicates that an average of 25% 
of the trees in these woodlots were composed of trees 1-4" in diameter, 35% were 
in the 5-8" class, 30% were in the 9-12" class, and trees over 13" made up about 
10% of the woodlots. Extensive vegetative manipulation and intensive management 
will be necessary factors in restoring these areas. 

It has been suggested that browsing deer serve to keep some woodlots open 
as they were historically. However, deer browsing is uncontrollable and those 
seedlings and saplings which aay be desired for recruitment into the woodlot 
structure by park managers are typically the preferred food species of deer. 
Browsing can result in the death or severe stunting of seedlings and the death, 
stunting, or deformation of older saplings. 
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The remam1ng woodlots (as identified in Table 9) served primarily as 
screens for army movements and positions and are best interpreted and preserved 
as topographic features. Height of the overstory, mix of deciduous and 
coniferous species, and native species are the important factors in perpetuating 
these woodlots. Maintaining the historic density of the understory in these 
stands is of lesser importance. These woodlots will be perpetuated through the 
use of a model for sustaining uneven-aged diameter distributions within a wooded 
area. The target numbers cited below are for an ideal stand structure based on 
silvicultural principals and current stand structures (Karish, 1991). 

Table 8: 
Total Number of Trees Per Acre Per Tree Size Class 

Size Class (DBH) Trees Per Acre (TPA) 

1-4" 618 

5-8" 153 

9-12" 37 

13"+ 13 

Without deer pressure the three open woodlots could be managed through a 
combination of natural regeneration, protection/selection of individual trees, 
supportive plantings, hand cutting, herbicides, mowing, controlled grazing, 
control of non-native species, and the removal of downed materials as needed. 

The remaining woodlots could be managed through natural regeneration, 
control of non-native species, and selective removal of downed materials and 
overstory canopy. Individual woodlot management prescriptions were outlined in 
Penn State's woodlot restoration report (Fairweather & Cavanaugh, 1990). 

This section evaluates alternatives for coping with deer and perpetuating 
park woodlots. 

III . Presentation of Woodlot Alternatives 

A. Fencing Woodlots 

Since the criteria on which the woodlots are managed are dependent upon the 
species composition and the regeneration, then an obvious alternative might be 
to fence the woodlots and exclude the deer . Using the same fencing costs for 
agricultural lands the following estimates were developed. 

-Fencing Style: 6-wire., 5 ft. high, every other line electrified. 
-Average Cost to Install: $1.75/ft. or $160/acre 

(Materials & Labor) 
-Maintenance Inspections : $1.00/acre 
-Weed Control: 

To control vegetation in a 3 ft. 
band underneath fence . 
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Appendix C 
Fencing estimates were developed for the woodlot areas covered in the Penn 

State Woodlot Study and Gulp's Hill. These estimates are indicative of average 
costs associated with fencing wooded areas and could be used t o calculate fencing 
costs for additional wooded areas. 

Table 9: 

Estimated Woodlot Fencing Costs 

Woodlot Acreage Estimated Cost 

Culp's Hill 125 $ 20,000.00* 

Herbst 22 $ 3,520.00* 

Rose 60 $ 9,600.00* 

Codori-Trostle 12 $ 1,920.00 

Trostle 14 $ 2,240.00 

Biesecker 33 $ 5,280.00 

McMillan 8 $ 1 ,280.00 

Pitzer-Sherfy 49 $ 7,840.00 

Rummel 27 $ 4,320.00 

Spangler 28 $ 4 ,480 .00 

Patterson 9 $ 1,440.00 

TOTALS 387 Ac. $ 61,920.00 
* An open understory lS des1red and woodlot fenc1ng may not be necessary 
as long as the acceptable characteristics of height of overstory, 
coniferous/deciduous ratio, and native species are being perpetuated; 
however, individual trees may need to be protected. 

Annual costs for maintenance inspections and weed control for a fenced 
boundary of 387 acres is calculated to be $20,124 and $4,257, 
respectively. 

Inspections would have to be conducted at least once per week if not more 
often to check for wire damage, fallen trees, grounding, animal entanglements, 
vandalism, and operation of the electric fence charger. If damage has occurred, 
immediate repair will be necessary. Repairs of these types of fences will 
generally require the work of two staff. The time and materials involved will 
vary with the type of damage and will be an additional annual expense. 
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B. Exotic Cover Removal 

To encourage additional r egeneration in the woodlots, one alternative is 
to remove and stump treat the exotic non-historic cover , such as japanese 
barberry and multi-flora rose, with herbic ides. 

While some of these plants may have been introduced to the battlefield 
during the memorial period for various reasons , they have become pests which 
compete with existing, desired vegetation and regeneration for growing space, 
moisture, nutrients, and light. Although most of the invading species are at low 
density levels now, they are present in most of the Park's wooded areas and it 
is expected that due to their reproductive and growth rates that they soon will 
be rivals for understory dominance in many of the wooded areas (Fairweather & 
Cavanaugh, 1990). In many cases their adaptive growth abilities allow them to 
gain a competitive advantage over the natural vegetation. 

Currently, the only approved herbicides that would be applicable to the 
woodlot situation are Round-Up, priced at $82.25/gal., Garlon 3A at $76.25/gal., 
and Garlon 4 at $101.00/gal. Although this alternative would not deter deer 
browse it would provide the opportunity for sore desirable vegetation to become 
est ablished. However, even with addi tiona! plant establishment, woodlot 
characteristics could not be perpetuated without integrating other management 
actions. 

C. Selective Overstory Cutting 

Selective cutting of overstory would open growing space and allow for more 
light, nutrients and moisture to reach the forest floor. Undoubtedly, this would 
result in increased growth and vigor of the remaining vegetation, however the 
extent of this increased growth has not been fully determined. 

D. Direct Seeding 

Seeding the woodlots directly is yet another method of establishing the 
regeneration needed to perpetuate the important woodlot characteristi cs. In the 
seeding process, a planting bar is used to create a slot in the soil in which an 
acorn, nut or other seed is deposited. There are several advantages to direct 
seeding: seeding can be done over a longer season than seedling planting; a 
person can seed more area pe r day than he/she can plant with seedlings; and a 
person can control what species of seed is distributed over an area. 

Certain requirements are necessary if adequate regeneration is desired 
through direct seeding. The requirements are as follows: seeds must be 
adequately protected against bird and rodent depredation; seeds must be sown on 
suitable sites and covered to the proper depths; competing vegetation must be 
adequately reduced before and controlled after seeding occurs; and the seedlings 
must be protec ted against wildlife damage (Direct Seeding in the Northeast, 
1965). 

21 

1 38 

. .., 



-
Appendix C 

E. Supplemental Planting 

Rather than rely on natural regeneration or germination of planted seeds, 
an alternative in woodlot management is to supplement natural regeneration. By 
contrasting the target total number of trees per acre in the 1-4" size class with 
the actual number of trees per acre per woodlot from the woodlot study, the 
following table is generated for use as a guide in establishing a target number 
of trees per acre (TPA) in those woodlots where height of overstory, 
coniferous/deciduous ratio and native species are the prime concerns. The target 
number allows for adequate natural recruitment into the upper diameter classes 
to meet ideal stand objectives. The target TPA could be used for similar 
woodlots after evaluation to determine actual and deficit TPAs. 

Table 10: 
Target Number of Trees Per Acre vs. Actual Number of 

Trees Per Acre for 1-4" DBH 

Woodlot Target TPA Actual TPA Deficit 

Codori-Trostle 618 100 -518 
Trostle 618 212 -406 
Biesecker 618 284 -334 
McMillan 618 380 -238 
Pitzer-Sherfy 618 371 -247 
Rummel 618 3'96 -222 
Spangler 618 354 -264 
Patterson 618 260 -358 

Clearly, supplemental plantings are needed to compensate for the lack of 
recruitment of seedlings into the upper diameter classes for the woodlots in the 
second management category. However, obtaining saplings of the desired species 
and size could be difficult and expensive. Generally, a balled and burlap 
sapling, 1. 25" dbh will range from $30-50. 00 per tree and a bare root sapling of 
the same size would cost between $5.00-10.00 each, depending on the species. 
Similarly, current prices show that a 2" sapling in a wire basket costs between 
$60-80.00 per individual, again depending on the species (Planting and Price 
Lists, 1991). Since the average height of a 1" sapling is 7-10', branches would 
be above the deer browse line, and no protective devices would be required. 

Another variation of silvicultural plantings would be to use seedlings 
instead of saplings. Seedling costs range from $0. 30-0.50 each per 1000 
individuals, depending on the species . Volunteer groups such as scouts are 
readily available to plant of seedlings of this size; a reasonable expectation 
based on volunteer participation is about 3,000 seedlings annually. Most of the 
major nurseries carry the species endemic to the battlefield woodlots. 
Considering the present deer population and the height of most of these seedlings 
( <6 ft.) it would be necessary to protect the seedlings with some type of 
sheltering device. Tree shelters (such as Tubex) average $4.00 each; but prices 
are flexible depending on the total number ordered. 
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IV. Evaluation of Alternatives for Restoring and Maintaining 
(Perpetuating) the Important Characteristics of Park Woodlots 

A. Fencing Woodlots 

Fencing alone will not solve the park's woodlot management problems. Deer 
play a definite destructive role in the woodlots, however, some canopy thinning 
and exotic species removal may also need to be conducted. Although fencing would 
protect the Park's wooded areas, it would only serve to force the deer pressure 
onto other unprotected a!'eas and roads. In addition, the construction of any type 
of daer exclusion fence on the GNMP would seriously detract from the historic 
sc~ne and would overwhelm interpretation efforts to the point where the focus 
would be the fence and deer instead of the landscape and battle action. Any 
fencing, whether chain link, woven wire or electric, would impede visitor access 
especially in those woodlots which contain roadways, avenues, or trails. 
Additionally, the construction of electric fences around the woodlots would not 
only limit visitor access to those areas but also create a potential safety 
hazard (electric shock) to visitors. 

B. Exotic Cover Removal 

Non-native/non-historic plants should be identified and removed as a 
supportive measure. On an individual woodlot basis, removal and treatment of 
these plants should result in successful control of problem species. National 
Park Service policy (4:12) offers guidance on management of these populations and 
allows control in situations where species disrupt the accurate presentation of 
a historic scene, and interfere with natural processes and the perpetuation of 
natural features or native species. This option should be used in conjunction 
with other measures to reduce adverse impacts to understory individuals of native 
tree species. 

C. Selective Overstory Cutting 

It has been suggested (Fairweather & Cavanaugh, 1990) that selective 
cutting may be a necessary management component for the maintenance and 
perpetuation of the important woodlot characteristics. The opening of the canopy 
may encourage increased growth of plants under normal pressures, however the 
current large deer population is one of the major factors inhibiting seedlings 
from reaching the stage when the light and nutrients will be beneficial (second 
or third year) . Any increased vegetative growth or vigor may stimulate growth 
of the deer herd or at least augment the food supply for the existing deer 
population. In woodlots where the impact is greatest, new seedlings are usually 
consumed or deformed by deer the fall after emerging. Lack of recruitment into 
the sapling stage has been documented in Penn State's White-Tailed Deer Research 
and in the Woodlot Restoration Research. In addition, some cutting or thinning 
of historic trees (those dating to the Battle) may be a necessary element of such 
a selective cutting program. 
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D. Direct Seeding 

It bas already been established that both wildlife and competing vegetation 
pose serious barriers for a successful direct seeding operation in the Park 
woodlots (Fairweather &: Cavanaugh, 1990). Therefore, at this time, the 
requirements needed for a successful direct seeding operation are not present. 
For those individuals which germinate and emerge, recruitment into a second 
growing season without destruction or deformation is unlikely with the current 
population of deer. As mentioned in IV C., any increased vegetative growth or 
vigor may stimulate growth of the deer herd or at least augment the food supply 
for the existing deer population. 

Although it may be possible for some of this type of planting to occur, it 
seems infeasible to expect any wide-scale operation designed at reaching the 
target number. 

E. Supplemental Planting 

Planting large balled trees would require hundreds of tractor-augured holes 
2-3' wide and 2-3' deep, which would be not only time consuming (average 1 
hole/hr. ) but would also require cultural compfiance and archeological 
investigation prior to starting such an effort. This option may be useful in 
those woodlots where an open understory is appropriate. 

The seedling option could be used in conjunction with other measures to 
establish individuals for possible recruitment into the overstory. This option 
may be useful in those woodlots in the second management category. Tree shelters 
would provide adequate protection from deer; however the presence of such 
shelters in the woodlots may detract from the overall historic scene if used in 
abundance. 

Summary 

Although each silvicultural alternative might somewhat offset the impact 
of the deer on. woodlots, the pressure on regeneration and young growth is so 
extensive that these alternatives would likely not be able to compensate at 
current deer levels. Even in combination, one could only expect a marginal 
success rate as the deer impact would still be present and increasing each year. 
These actions alone may spur growth of the ·.deer population or increase the 
quantity of food available for the existing population. At the management 
objectives workshop for GNMP, it was "concluded that deer adversely impact the 
ability to perpetuate important woodlot and woodland characteri stics." 
(Gettysburg Management Objectives, 1990) Their impact influences the future 
management and perpetuation of park woodlots by affecting the current status of 
the resources . Ideally, the most effective woodlot management scenario would be 
a combination of the previously presented alternatives (Fairweather & Cavanaugh, 
1990). But as indicated, even this approach would be ineffective at perpetuating 
the historic characteristics unless the deer impact is reduced. 

Reduction of the deer population, natural regeneration and a combination 
of silvi cultural techniques should be relied upon to perpetuate the desirable 
woodlot characteristics to the extent necessary for preservation of the cultural 
landscapes and the interpretation of history. 
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APPENDIX 1 

Objective Crop Percentages on Landscape 

I . GETTYSBURG NATIONAL MILITARY PARK 

Corn 
Grass/Hayb 
Small Grainsc 
Milo (Sorghums} 
Soybeans 

Current 
- 7% (All north end) 
-sox 
-28% 
~10% . 

- 5% 

Objective& 
25% 
50% 
25% 
<10%d 
i 5%e 

a) These percentages represent an average within a 6-8 year crop rotation; the 
figures may vary in any given year +- 10%. Corn will not be grown more than 3 
years within a rotation cycle. 

b) Alfalfa, which did not become widespread until the later 1800s, should not 
represent more than 5% of the total in any one year. Alfalfa is a beneficial 
legume that may be included in a rotation by individual farmers. 

c) Small grains may include oats, wheat, rye or barley. 

d) Sorghums (e.g. broom. corn), milos, millets, buckwheat: These crops would be 
acceptable but should not represent more than 10% of the total croplands in any 
one year. 

e) Soybeans - Should not represent more than 5% of the total in any one year. 
Soybeans were not popularized until 1889-1920. Soybeans are beneficial legumes 
and may be desired one year within a rotation cycle by individual farmers. 

II. EISENHOWER NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE 

Corn 
Small Grains 
HaY' 
Milo (Sorghum) 
Soybeans 

Current 
0% 

-31% 
"'21% 
-43% 
... 5% 

Ob.iectivef 
35% 
25% 

... 40% 
- <10%h 
- i10x1 

The most common crop rotation from 1959-1966 was Oats, Barley, Hay, Corn (1 yr. 
each}. Modern rotations are on a 6-8 year cycle with hay representing about half 
of the entire cycle. Corn will not be grown more than 3 years in any 6-8 year 
cycle for a strip/field. 

f) These percentages represent an average within a 6-8 year crop rotation and 
the figures may vary in any given year +- 10%. 

g) Hay - Grasses (Bromegrass, Orchardgrass, Timothy, Trefoil) 
Legumes (Alfalfa, Clovers) 

h) Milo (sorghum} and soybeans were included in the rotations of several fields; 
individually they should not represent more than 10% of the total crops planted 
during any one year within a 6-8 year rotation. 
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THE SCOPING PROCESS 

In compliance with regulations of the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) (40 CFR 1501.7), a Notice of Intent was published on August 21, 
1992, in the Federal Register. It announced the intent to prepare an 
environmental impact statement to help decide the best alternative to meet 
woodlot and cropfield standards which could not be achieved due to deer 
browsing. A second notice published on January 28, 1993, announced the 
public information and seeping meetings. 

A February 2, 1993, news release announcing two public meetings was 
sent to over 300 groups and individuals. The mailing list (Chapter 6) 
included members of the public, interested groups, elected officials, county 
commissioners, and state, federal, and local government agencies. The 
announcement was also sent to several magazines, newspapers, and radio 
and television stations. Information about the meetings was available in 
Gettysburg NMP's Visitor Center and Cyclorama. 

About 130 people attended an informational meeting held at the Gettysburg 
Junior High School on February 27, 1993. This initial meeting was held to 
answer questions and provide information relating to park management 
objectives and the effects deer are having on the parks' ability to achieve 
these objectives. The seeping meeting, held on March 27, 1993, at the 
same location, was attended by about 195 people. People attending the 
second meeting were invited to participate in work groups. These groups 
identified the issues and concerns which people had concerning the high 
deer density. in the parks and the proposed deer management program. In 
addition, 49 written comments from individuals and groups were received 
within the following three months. 

These meetings were not the first time that information had been provided 
to the public about park management objectives and the effects of deer on 
these objectives. Since 1985, several steps have been taken by park 
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managers to inform the public of the management issue at Gettysburg 
NMP and Eisenhower NHS. At least 50 articles have been printed in 
8 newspapers, including a national newspaper, and 7 articles were printed 
in 3 magazines. In addition, this issue has been the topic for 8 television 
programs, 3 radio programs, 6 news releases, and 16 presentations to a 
variety of interested groups. 
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N1615 

November 2, 1993 

Memorandum 

To: Michele Batcheller 

From: Natural Resource Management Specialist 

Subject: Deer EIS - Steps Taken by NPS to Inform Public 

As you requested, here is a list of steps we have taken to inform the publ ic 
about the deer EIS process. 

NEWSPAPER ARTICLES: 
THE HANOVER EVENING SUN: 
Battlefield is home for too many deer, 02/06/89, Lisa S. Buckwalter 
Gettysburg park lists new objectives, 09/18/91, David Perlis 
Gettysburg area farmers battle park deer herd, 01/17/91, T.W. Burger 
Battlefield deer population is still climbing, 02/06/93, T.W. Burger 

THE GETTYSBURG TIMES: 
Deer hunters: return radio collars, 12/04/85, T.W. Burger 
She ruined my. day, 02/15-16/86, B.J. Small 
Editorial, Humankind isn't kind to animals, 02/25/86, James A. Kalbaugh 
The Gettysburg Deer Study, submitted 03/27/86, Gerald Storm and Richard Yahner 
Deer study at halfway point, 11/26/86, T.W. Burger 
Meeting "The Monster" - again , 12/5-6/87, B.J . Small 
No easy solution in sight or battlefield deer problem, 1989, T.W.Burger 
What should be done about the deer on the battlefield?, 01/ 24/90, Street Beat 
More Study, 02/24/90, B.J. Small 
Battlefield deer damage controls eyed, 03/12/90, Bobbie Platt 
Yes, if at all, 06/16/90, B.J. Small 
The buck eats here, 08/11/90, B.J. Small 
Field file, 10/27/90, B.J. Small 
Help make the management plan work: get your deer, 11/29/90, Thomas E. Piper 
Don't pick up that battlefield deer!, 03/26/91 
Deer linked to pickup truck crash, 06/27/91 
No deercision, 07/91, B.J. Small 
Letter to the editor - Deer herd, Park must do something, 07/15/91, Robert D. 
Barnes 
3 women attacked by whitetail buck, 11/20/92 
3 lucky women and a whitetail, 11/21/92, B.J. Small 
Park takes its deer problem to the public, 03/01/93, B.J. Small 
Battlefield, Eisenhower Farm deer herd grows from 720 to 1,600 in 5 years, 
03/01/93, Pat Nevada 
Public has say in Park's deer solution, 03/02/93, B.J. Small 
Still Studying, 03/10/93, B.J . Small 
Motorcycle hits deer on Emmitsburg Road, 07/26/93 
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THE HARRISBURG PATRIOT: 
Deluge of deer, 01/13/90, Jeffrey B.Roth 
Park deer chewing up Gettysburg, 03/07/93 

THE LANCASTER SUNDAY NEWS: 
Deer damage at Gettysburg, 1991, Jack Hubley 

THE PHILADELPHIA INQUIRER: 
Deer herd imperils Gettysburg's fields, 03/24/89, Deborah Baker 
Deer invade Gettysburg farms, 1989, Beth Arburn Davis 
In Gettysburg, a battle over field's condition, 09/06/90, Beth Arburn Davis 

THE ROCKLAND COUNTY JOURNAL NEWS - NY: 
Herd of 1,250 deer ravishing Gettysburg, 06/18/89, Steve Gossett 

USA TODAY: 
Whitetail deer become red-flag issue, 11/23/90, Linda Kanamine 
Battling animal overpopulation, 03/25/93, Ben Brown 

THE YORK SUNDAY NEWS: 
Oh, Deer! Military park studying animals on its lands, 10/13/85, Jeffrey B. 
Roth 
Addressing the deer problem, 02/16/86, Jack Hubley 
Gettysburg faces battle with deer, 05/28/89, Martin Sipkoff 
Study: Hunt could solve park's deer problem, 01/28/90, Martin Sipkoff 
Battlefield Deer at Gettysburg are reducing forest and farm to stubble, 
05/06/90, Jack Hubley 
Deer overrunning park, 01/05/92, Martin Sipkoff 
Gettysburg residents up in arms over deer, 02/28,93, Patrick De Lany 

UNKNOWN: 
Deer eating seedlings at Gettysburg, ?, Associated Press 
Famous battlefield faces deer problem, ?, Associated Press 
Season ready to open on corn-fattened deer, 1991, Thomas Piper 
Abundant deer affecting ecology, 1992, Associated Press 
Abundant deer affecting flora, fauna of forests, 1992, Associated Press 

MAGAZINE ARTICLES: 
THE CIVIL WAR NEWS: 
Oh Deer : Buck Attacks Park Visitors, 01-02/93, Deborah Fitts 
Public Hears of Damage From Gettysburg's Deer, 04/93, Deborah Fitts 

PENNSYLVANIA WILDLIFE: 
When Deer Become Unbearable, Volume VII, No. 3, Jack Hubley 
Regeneration at Gettysburg, Winter 1990, Brian C. Avery 
Gettysburg National Military (Deer) Park, May-June 1990, Jeffrey B. Roth 
Gettysburg National Park: History Lost to Whitetails, Volume X, No. 4, Julie 
Lalo 

SPORTS b.FIELD: 
Too Many Deer "in Eastern Parks, 12/91, Kit Harrison 
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TELEVISION PROGRAMS: 
WVIA/Scranton (Channel 44), 01/02/89, video 
Pittsburg station, 01/01/89 & 01/07/89 
WITF (Channel 33), 01/14/89 
WQLN/Erie ((Channel 54), 11/20/89 
WPSX/University Park (Channel 3), 11/08/89 
WHYY/Philadelphia (Channel 12), 12/14/89, video 
WLVT/Allentown (Channel 39), 12/17/89 
WGAL/Harrisburg (Channel 8), Hal Greenlee on 03/09/93 

NEWS RELEASES: 

Appendix D 

Public meeting on Management of White-Tail Deer on 02/27/93 - Kiwanis Club of 
Chambersburg - The Weekly Bulletin, 01/93 
Three-year Study of Park Deer Completed, 01/12/90 
Public Informational and Scoping Meetings on White-Tailed Deer Management 
Program, Federal Register, 01/28/93 
National Park Service Schedules Meeting on Deer Impacts, 02/02/93 
National Park Service Holds meeting on Deer Impacts, 02/93 
Second Deer Meeting, 03/10/93 

RADI 0 PROGRAMS: 
WITF FM, Hal Greenlee interview with Janelle Stilson to air on 02/26/93 on 
National Public Radio 
WSBA radio, York, Mac Heebner interview with Dave Brady on 02/26/93 
WINK - 104 FM, Hal Greenlee interview with Don Harrington on 03/11/93 

PRESENTATIONS: 
Wildlife Society, Pennsylvania State University Student Chapter, University 
Park, PA, 03/11/87, Hal Greenlee 
Audubon Society, South Mountain Chapter, Gettysburg, PA, 1988, Hal Greenlee 
Fish and Gaae - McSherrystown, McSherrystown, PA, 1988, Hal Greenlee 
Fish and Game - Adams County, Ortanna, PA, 1988, Hal Greenlee 
Fish and Game - Littlestown, Littlestown, PA, 1988, Hal Greenlee 
Pennsylvania Wildlife Federation Annual Conservation Forum, Millersville 
University, PA, {800 attendees) 03/11/89, Hal Greenlee 
Hunter-Trapper Education Instructors Course administered by the PA Game 
Commission, York Springs PA, 04/11/89, Hal Greenlee 
Rural Mail Carriers Association - Adams County, Gettysburg, PA, 10/21/89, Hal 
Greenlee 
Soil Conservation Society - North Maryland Chapter, Annual Meeting, 
Gettysburg, 1989, Dan Huffman 
Fish and Game - York/Adams, Hanover, PA, 1989, Hal Greenlee 
Lions Club, Cashtown, PA, 1990 1 Hal Greenlee 
American Association of Retired Persons, Gettysburg, PA, 1990, Hal Greenlee 
American Association of Retired Persons, Biglerville, PA, 1990, Hal Greenlee 
Trout Unlimited, Vienna, VA, 1991, Hal Greenlee 
Ladies Garden Club, Taneytown, MD, Spring 1992, Ed Wenschhof 
Rotary Club, Chambersburg, PA, 1992, Hal Greenlee 

VIDEOS: 
Protecting a Sacred Place: The National Parks at Gettysburg - shown at the 
February 27, 1993 deer EIS informational meeting. 
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EXHIBITS: 
Six exhibits were developed and displayed at both deer EIS scoping meetings. 
We intend to also display them in the Cyclorama Center in Gettysburg NMP. The 
topics concern the following topics and how deer impact them: 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

Cropfields - management goals and objectives 
Farm Crops 
Woodlands - management goals and objectives 
Forested Ecosystems - seeds, browsing, antler rubbing, stress 
Restoration of the Farm Woodlots 
The NEPA Process 

HANDOUTS: 
"Cropfield Management Objectives and Standards" 
"The Deer Population at Gettysburg NMP and Eisenhower NHS" 
"Effects of Deer on Crops at Gettysburg NMP and Eisenhower NHS" 
"Effects of Deer on Forested Ecosystems" 
"The NEPA Process" 
"Restoration of the Farm Woodlots at Gettysburg NMP" 
"White-Tailed Deer at Gettysburg NMP and Eisenhower NHS"-an interpretive 
brochure 
"The White-Tailed Deer Population at Gettysburg NMP and Eisenhower NHS" 
"Woodlot Management Objectives and Standards" 

PUBLIC MEETINGS: 
February 27, 1993- Informational meeting 
March 27, 1993- Meeting to solicit input on the public's concerns 

Hal Greenlee 
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PROCESS USED TO ARRIVE AT DEER DENSITY GOAL 

The precise density of deer that would result in an acceptable level of 
browsing that would allow Gettysburg NMP and Eisenhower NHS to meet 
their landscape management objectives is unknown . .The National Park 
Service has decided, therefore, to set an initial deer density goal and to 
monitor the effects of browsing in the parks' cropfields and woodlots. The 
deer density goal would be raised or lowered based on the comparisons of 
the effects of that level of browsing with the cropfield and woodlot 
objectives. Through time, the National Park Service would learn which 
deer density would have an acceptable level of browsing on the cropfields 
and woodlots of Gettysburg NMP and Eisenhower NHS as stated in the 
Evaluation of Alternatives for Managing the Appearance of Cropfields and 
Woodlots (1992). To establish the initial density goal, the National Park 
Service examined the effects of known deer densities on croplands and 
forested areas. 

The Pennsylvania Game Commission reports that the 1 0-year average 
over-wintering deer density for Adams County is 38 deer per square mile of 
forested land. Although some farmers on private land in Adams County 
have high crop losses due to deer, most farmers can successfully grow 
crops. Some farmers, however, shoot deer under the Pennsylvania Game 
Commission's Crop Depredation Program in order to reduce crop losses. It 
may be possible for the parks to meet their cropfield objectives if the deer 
density in the parks was reduced to the same deer density as the rest of 
the county. 

The population estimate of the number of deer in the parks would continue 
to be based on April surveys conducted in the deer study area (Figure 5). 
This 11-square mile study area has 3.2 square miles of forested land 

... (Storm et al. 1989). Applying the estimated Adams county deer density of 
38 deer per square mile of forested land to the forested land of the study 
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area would result in a desired April population goal of 122 deer for the 
study area. The formula is: 

'38 deer/sq.mi. forest x 3.2 sq.mi. forest study area= 122 deer/study area 

The National Park Service examined the available literature to determine 
the relationship of deer densities to the regeneration of tree seedlings. 
There are only a few controlled studies on how vegetation responds at 
different levels of deer abundance. The data are site specific, but they 
provide the National Park Service with a starting point. A deer density 
study in a northern hardwood forest in New York reported that seedlings 
could grow when the deer density was reduced from 27 to 17 deer per 
forested square mile (Behrend et al. 1970). Earlier studies, also in northern 
hardwood forests, reported successful regeneration at densities of 16 and 
20 deer per forested square mile (Bramble and English 1948, Bartlett 
1958). Northern hardwood forests, however, are mostly maple and beech 
which are not the dominant species found in the parks. The Pennsylvania 
Game Commission has conducted long-term research studies in the 
oak/hickory forests in central Pennsylvania. They found that a winter 
population of 20 deer per square mile of mature forest allowed seedlings to 
grow (Drake and Palmer 1991 ). Applying this density to the forested land 
in the study area would mean a desired April population goal of 64 deer in 
the study area. That formula would be: 

20 deer/sq. mi. forest x 3.2 sq. mi. forest study area = 64 deer/study area 

Park deer populations need to be kept at a level so that the objectives for 
.bQ.tb. cropfields and woodlots (Evaluation of Alternatives for Managing the 
Appearance of Cropfiel.ds and Woodlots 1992) would be reached and 
maintained. The National P~uk Service has decided the initial April deer 
density goal will be 25 deer per square mile of forested study area for the 
alternatives that propose to control the number of deer in the parks. At this 
density, the study area would have an estimated population in April of 
about 80 deer. This is an initial density goal which through monitoring may 
be modified to determine a final deer density goal suitable for the 
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maintenance of the landscapes of the parks. Due to personnel limitations, 
time restrictions, effectiveness of the action, movement of deer into the 
parks, and deer productivity, it may take 3 or 4 years to achieve the initial 
density goal. The population would be maintained at the initial density goal 
of 25 deer per square mile until the results of the monitoring of the 
woodlots and cropfields determines that a change in this initial density goal 
is required. 

The decision to make any adjustments to the deer density goal could not 
be made until the deer density has been maintained at the density goal for 
4 to 5 years. The woodlots, cropfields, and deer population would need to 
be monitored 4 to 5 years at the initial deer density goal to see if the 
landscape management objectives are being met at the reduced deer 
density. The extent of deer browsing to cropfields could be detected the 
first year after reaching the deer density goal. Any change in the effects of 
deer browsing to the growth and survival of tree seedlings, however, would 
not be known for at least 4 years. It takes approximately 4 years to 
determine if tree seedlings have become successfully established 
(Todd Bowersox, Professor of Silviculture, The Pennsylvania State 
University). A poor seed crop, severe drought, or other environmental 
factors could affect the establishment of the seedlings in the woodlots and 
extend the length of the monitoring period. 

If it is learned at the end of this monitoring period that the woodlot and 
cropfield objectives are still not met, the deer population goal would be 
lowered below 25 deer per square mile. If the objectives are met at 
25 deer per square mile, the deer density goal may be increased to see if 
the objectives could still be met at a higher density. The level of 
adjustment of the deer density goal in either direction from the initial 
density goal would relate to how close the conditions of the woodlots and 
cropfields are to the objectives. In this way the balance between the 
density of deer in the parks and the management objectives could be 
found. 
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- 155 



YEAR JAN FEB MAR APR 

1987 24451 29653 63786 163182 

1988 26413 32046 61356 148837 

1989 30367 33523 65981 145565 

1990 32892 37805 65936 134444 

1991 . 28958 35285 83221 137720 

1992 26535 36155 64068 119959 

1993 31578 24957 56260 108195 

1994 18624 27719 75208 127893 

YEAR JAN FEB MAR APR 

1987 116 942 2835 10648 

1988 141 807 2368 10924 

1989 0 941 "2859 10538 

1990 145 1173 3067 10263 

1991 174 783 3080 10041 

1992 248 910 2111 8691 

1993 313 489 1450 9027 

1994 107 427 . 1771 9781 

VISITATION PER MONTH 
GETTYSBURG NATIONAL MILITARY PARK 

W\Y JUN JUL AOO SEP 

175131 177052 209929 193~94 122673 

183735 209471 282496 194655 139249 

177465 189356 216489 191897 132663 

161558 149997 191294 163958 122450 

183861 182939 211594 192720 134362 

186473 178604 178278 171792 160647 

216782 233996 227295 165779 103112 

239365 286678 291724 201374 132773 

EISENHOWER NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE 

W\Y JUN JUL AUG SEP 

13080 14559 19833 18658 14405 

13005 15679 19286 · 16892 15336 

12948 15225 17963 17381 14344 

12737 16314 17728 17298 15372 

13309 14233 16252 15847 14174 

11586 12432 15116 14668 12243 

12150 12141 14396 14646 11737 

13839 15910 16358 16425 14792 

OCT ~v 

156595 65293 

168863 62408 

158554 61917 

154138 76409 

174483 80824 

172944 61174 

199972 83276 

2l 5638 89964 

OCT to/ 

18713 3053 

18282 3641 

17482 3111 

17449 4129 

15882 3726 

14576 2850 

15500 3015 

17663 4243 

DEC TOTAL 

28708 1,409,647 

29415 1,538,944 

23351 1,427,128 

27361 1,318,042 

31873 1,477,840 

27749 1,384,378 

34651 1,485,853 

41972 1,748,932 

DEC . TOTAL 

1448 118,290 

1795 118,156 

1016 113,808 

1261 . 116,936 

1756 109,257 

948 96,379 

1110 95,974 

1513 112 , 829 

September 7, 1994 
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""C 
""C 
CD 
·:::J 
a. x· ., 



liiil 

-
-
-

Appendix G 

NUMBER OF DEER KILLED FOR CROP DAMAGE AND 
ON HIGHWAYS WITHIN AND NEAR THE PARKS 
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COMMONWEAt.TH 0~ PENNSYLVANIA 

P. 0. Box 3753 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 
June 06, 1994 

Appendix G 
suEWECT• Deer Data 

To. Hal Greenlee, N. P. S. 

FROM1 

Dist. 

r:y di~trict cor.sists of the souttern ~elf c! Adecs Cc~nty. 
t!:at area t!:e data is as follows: 

. .. •'- . •• :. .... l.!l 

Road-killed Deer 

1993 414 deer 
1992 353 
1991 421 
1<?90 :;64 

1989 337 
1988 391 
1927 394 
1986 334 

Crop-killed Deer 

1993 total - 6Q__ deer, 
1~92 88 

117 

Deer which I and my deputies disposed of, and those 
which were utilized by the general public under our 
permit system. 

(!. estimate that approximately 125 to 150 of these 
deer were killed by vehicles in the vicinity of the 
Battlefield. This estimate might have a large 
margin of error associated ·with it due to our system 
of record keepin~ and because an unknown number of 
deer are not reported to us by the public, and 
because some of the deer probably move away from the 
vicinity of the road and die and are never found.) 

(51 of these deer were killed on: ·farm land in the 
vicinity of the Battlefield.) 

Other Deer-This includes thos_e deer shot illegally or my mistake, those 
killed by fences and dogs, those dying from injuries 
or starvation, etc. 

1993 total - 68 deer. (15 of these deer were from the vicinity of the 
Battlefield.) 

Additional Deer--Found by Jerry Storm, Hal Greenlee, the rangers, by 
PGC personnel, and others. 

1993 total - 57 deer. (These were all found in the vicinity of or on 
the Battlefield. They all died from weather 
related conditions.) 

Please note that the above figures are for my entire district, with a 
separate breakdown for those deer on or near the Battlefield. 
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DEER MORTALITY RATES 
BY CAPTURE AND TRANSFER METHODS 
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Mortality Rates for Different Capture Methods. 

Capture Technique n 

Box Trap 251 

Box Trap 28 

Box Trap 2035 

Box Trap 19 

Box Trap 285 

Box Trap 32 

Corral Trap 260 

Rocket Net 17 

Drive Net 144 

Drive Net 345 

Drive Net 430 

Drop Net 175 

a p· ~sgah-clover trap. 

b Died or euthanized due 
c 

Not r e ported. 
to 

Mortalities 

7 

0 

c 

0 

b 
8 

2 

42 

c 

3 

1 

43 

12 

injury in the 

16 5 

Mortality 

% 

2 . 7 

0 

2.1 

0 

2.8 

6 . 25 

13.9 

23.5 

2.1 

0.3 

0.9 

7 . 4 

trap . 

Reference 

Wood 1944 

Hawkins 

1967 

Palmer et I 
al. 1980 

Diehl 1988" 

Bryant et I 
al. 1990 

Allen 1958 

Hawkins 

1967 

Palmer et I 
al. 1980 

Silvy et I 
al. 1975 

Beasom et I 
al. 1980 

Sullivan 

1991 

Conner et 

al. 1987 
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COST ESTIMATES 
Cost estimates for those alternatives that propose to manage the 
number of deer in the parks are dependent on the number of deer to be 
treated, captured, or killed. The exact number of deer that would 
need to be treated/captured/killed to reduce the population to the 
predetermined deer density is not known. It may take several years to 
reduce the deer population to the predetermined density. Alternative 
3 Reproductive Intervention would take the longest, possibly 8 to 10 
years, before the population approached the predetermined density. In 
the meantime, the remaining deer in the parks would continue to 
reproduce. Deer would also continue to move in and out of the parks 
from private land. 

Maintaining the deer population at the predetermined density in later 
years would cost much less than the initial reduction phase, because 
there would be fewer deer to remove or treat annually. Approximately 
40 percent of the reduced population (54 deer ) would have to be 
removed annually in Alternative 2A Capture and Transfer, Alternative 
2B Direct Reduction, and Alternative 4 Cooperative Management to keep 
pace with reproduction. Alternative 3, Reproductive Intervention, 
might require treating approximately 70 percent of the fertile females 
in the population to maintain the population at the predetermined 
level. The development of computerized deer population models 
specific to the parks would provide a more accurate estimate. 

To simplify the cost estimates, each alternative has been examined as 
if the predetermined density would be reached in one year and the 
number of deer was the same as the 1994 mean population estimate. 
Therefore, the number of deer used in the cost estimates is the 
difference between the April 1994 mean population estimate (853 ) and 
the initial deer density goal (80) or 773 deer. 

The estimates are minimum costs associated with each alternative. 
Annual costs would be expected to decrease as the number of deer to be 
treated, captured, or killed decreased and the efficiency of the 
operation increased. As the number of deer in the parks or the number 
of untreated deer decreased, however, the time required to treat, 
capture, or kill a deer would be expected to increase. 

The National Park Service would need to develop talks and displays to 
inform visitors to the parks about deer-related management policies, 
park management objectives, and ecology. These programs would be 
needed for all alternatives, therefore, costs associated with creating 
and setting up the programs are not included in the cost totals. 

Monitoring of the woodlots, cropfields, and deer population would 
continue to occur. Costs associated with monitoring would be similar 
for all the alternatives. Costs associated with media coverage and 
inquiries, press releases, and interpretive support at the parks would 
be similar for all the alternatives. Monitoring and public 
information costs are, therefore, not included. 
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All National Park Service labor costs are based on a General Schedule 
level 9 salary with benefits, which is $18.13 an hour (1994). Costs 
for the alternatives were estimated from previous efforts and studies. 
Unless stated, .labor costs reported in each study referenced was based 
on the minimum hourly wage rate at that time. The cost of the studies 
referenced are not precisely comparable. For example, the cost per 
deer reported for one study may cover only labor and travel, whereas, 
another study may also include equipment, administrative costs, and 
monitoring in the total figure. No attempts have been made to adjust 
the costs reported for each study for comparison purposes. 
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ALTERNATIVE 1 NO ACTION 

Costs of the No Action Alternative are expected to be minimal as long 
as the permittees continue to farm the agricultural croplands. If the 
National Park Service were to take over the agricultural program, the 
cost to the government would increase dramatically . Staff time would 
be required to handle complaints regarding deer damage and 
deer/vehicle collisions. 

A. Annual cost to handle complaints regarding deer damage and 
deer/ vehicle collisions (approximately 70 incidents a year)_ 

Public Information Officer to handle complaints -
1 percent of time: 

Traffic accident investigation/deer disposal -
40 minutes each, 1 Park Ranger: 

TOTAL 

B. Income from Agricultural Special Use Permit fees 
Fees waived because of crop losses greater than 15% 

TOTAL Income lost due to program termination 

$ 450 

950 

$1,400 

$ 20,981 
- 10.839 

$·10,142 

C. Staff farming would be required to maintain the cropfields when 
the Agricultural Special Use Permit Program terminates. Cost 
estimates are taken from the "Evaluation of Alternatives for Managing 
the Appearance of Cropfields and Woodlots", 1992 (Appendix C). These 
figures are based on the maintenance of 1,640 acres of cropfields. 

(1) Equipment purchase and storage 

(2) Annual operating cost (personnel) 
Supplies (fertilizer, pesticide, seed , etc.) 
Fuel, repairs, transportation, custom combining 

TOTAL ANNUAL operating costs 

-169 

$ 278,280 

$ 116,846 
54,995 
67,978 

$ 239,819 



D. Income generated from the produce assumes there is a market for 
the c rops and that 75 percent of the crops grown could be harvest ed 
( 25 perc ent would be lost t6 deer browsing). 

ANNUAL INCOME generated from produce $ 225,000 

TOTAL COSTS FOR ALTERNATIVE 1 INITIALLY (A) $ 1,400 

TOTAL COSTS WHEN AGRICULTURAL SPECIAL USE PERMIT PROGRAM TERMINATES 
AND PARKS MAINTAIN CROPFIELDS (A + B + C1 + C2 - D) = $ 304,641 

TOTAL MAINTENANCE COSTS (A + B + C2 - D) = $ 26,361 
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ALTERNATIVE 2A CAPTURE AND TRANSFER 

Cost is dependent on habitat~ deer density, equipment, and the 
knowledge and experience of the handlers. 

A. The following studies provided cost estimates per deer. Included 
in the cost is capture equipment, personnel (which may involve 
veterinarian assistance), and travel unless otherwise indicated. 

Capture Technique Cost/deer Reference # Deer 

Box Trap $400 1st year Bryant and Ishmael 1990 285 
273 3rd year 

Clover Trap 570 Ishmael and Rongstad 1984 2 
(Labor and travel only) 

Rocket Net 50 Anderson and Stoebe 1973 11 

Drop Net 28 Conner et al. 1987 117 
(Labor only) 

Drive Net 523 Ishmael and Rongstad 1984 5 
(Labor and travel only) 

Dart Gun 179 Ishmael and Rongstad 1984 6 
(Labor and travel only) 

Clover and Panel Traps 450 Clark et al., 
Drop and Tangle Nets, and unpubl. rep., 1982 215 
Chemical Immobilization 

Box Trap 781 1st year Frank Drummond* 27 
Box and Corral Trap 1253 2nd year 14 
Box Trap 560 3rd 8 

* Transactions of the Urban Deer Symposium held at the 55th Midwest 
Fish and Wildlife Conference. 

Using the average of the above cost figures and the number of deer to 
be removed (according to 1994 mean population estimates) results in 

$ 461/deer X 773 deer = $ 356,353 

** The annual maintenance phase would require the removal of 
approximately 54 deer which results in 

$ 461/deer x · 54 deer = $ 24,894 
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B. Income generated from previously waived permittee fees $ 10,839 

TOTAL COSTS FOR ALTERNATIVE 2A: 
REDUCTION PHASE (A - B) $ 345,514 

MAINTENANCE PHASE (A** - B) $ 14,055 
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ALTERNATIVE 2B DIRECT REDUCTION -- SHOOTING 

A. Enhanced law enforcement would be needed during the shooting to 
ensure restricted public access. The management action would be 
conducted for varying periods of time during October through April. 
The salary of 1 Park Ranger for 8 hours a day, 7 days a week for 4 
weeks is the basis for the estimate. 

Law enforcement patrol - 3 Park Rangers 
Blockades, traffic cones, salary for set~p 

2 special event teams for crowd control- 7 members/ team 
Additional personnel to support special event teams 

$ 10,500 
800 

13,000 
6.000 

TOTAL $ 30,300 

** Maintaining the deer population at the predetermined density would 
probably not require special event teams. Enforcement maintenance 
costs would be 

Law enforcement patrol - 3 Park Rangers 
Blockades, traffic cones, salary for setup 

MAINTENANCE TOTAL 

$ 10,500 
800 

$11,300 

B. The following studies provided cost estimates. These estimates 
include administrative costs, ammunition, wages , bait , carcass 
transport and processing unless otherwise indicated. 

t; Deer Cost/deer Reference 

34 $ 74 Ishmael and Rongstad 1984 
($3.65 hr, bait, travel, and equipment) 

181 46 Peter Jordan * 
(wages, bait, travel, and equipment) 

39 286 1st year Frank Drummond * 
20 243 2nd year 
44 222 3rd year 

95 195 1st year Michelle Stradtmann * 
167 168 2nd year 

' Transactions of the Urban Deer Symposium held at the 55th Midwest 
Fish and Wildlife Conference. 
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Using the average of the above cost figures and the number of deer to 
be removed (according to 1994 mean population estimates ) results in 

$ 176/deer X 773 deer = $ 136,048 

** The annual maintenance phase would require the removal of 
approximately 54 deer which results in 

$ 176/deer X 54 deer = $ 

C. Income generated from previously waived permittee fees 

TOTAL COSTS FOR ALTERNATIVE 2B: 

9,504 

$ 10,839 

REDUCTION PHASE (A + B C) = $ 155,509 

MAINTENANCE PHASE (A** + B** C) $ 9,965 
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ALTERNATIVE 3 REPRODUCTIVE INTERVENTION -- STERILIZATION OR 
CONTRACEPTION 

Documented costs are few at present because this approach is still in 
the experimental phase. Total costs would depend on the number of 
deer that need to be treated and the frequency with which treatments 
need to be applied. The cost associated with surgical implantation 
and sterilization is much greater than darting deer with an 
immunocontraceptive. Darting deer eliminates the need to capture the 
deer for treatment, which reduces the time and labor required. 

Only fertile animals need to be treated. The number of fertile 
animals in the population is u n known, therefore, all animals are 
considered fertile. The exact number of male and female deer in the 
population is unknown. Research has shown there were 6 times more 
female than male deer in the study area in 1987 (Storm et al. 1989). 
Using the 1994 mean population estimat e (853 deer) and assuming the 
sex ratio has stayed the same over time results in 731 female and 122 
male deer. 

Agricultural Special Use Permit fees would continue to be waived until 
permittees have less than 15 percent crop losses in a field because of 
deer browsing . The deer population may not be reduced to the 
predetermined density for 8 or more years; therefore, income generated 
from waived permittee fees is not included in the cost estimates for 
reducing the deer population. Income generated from previously waived 
permittee fees is used for the maintenance cost estimates . $ 10 ,839 

A. STERILIZATION - Unlike treatment with contraceptives, surgical 
sterilization would be a one-time, permanent treatment. The average 
cost per deer ($461/deer ) for the different capture methods in 
Alternative 2A were added to the cost for surgery reported by the 
reference. Only one sex would need to be sterilized. 

Treatment 

Surgical sterilization (male ) 

Surgical sterilization (female) 

Cost/deer 

$ 527 

597 

Reference 

Elizabeth Frank' 

Elizabeth Frank' 

(1) $527/ male deer X 122 male deer = $ 64,294 

(2) $597/female deer X 731 female deer = $ 436,407 

• Transactions of the 55th Midwest Fish and Wildlife Conference. 
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** The maintenance phase would require sterilizing fertile deer that 
had migrated into the parks. It is not known how many deer would need 
to be treated; therefore, cost estimates are not known . 

B. SURGICAL IMPLANTATION - This has not been tested on male deer. 
Cost includes capture. 

Treatment Cost/deer Reference 

MGA implants (steroid) $ 600 
(If effective for 2 years) 

Plotka and Seal 1989 
(labor and equipment 

only) 

$600/deer X 731 female deer = $ 438,600 

** The maintenance phase would require treating approximately 70 
percent of the females, after the population is reduced to the 
predetermined density, which results in 

$600/deer X 70% (40) female deer = $ 16,800 

C. IMMUNOCONTRACEPTIVE DARTS - At least two teams of 3 would be 
needed to treat the deer twice in one month. 

6 people X $18.13/hour X 8 hours/day X 30 days = 
2 dart guns ($500/each) and 120 darts ($300 total) = 

TOTAL equipment and labor 

Treatment Cost/deer Reference 

$ 26,107 
1,300 

$ 27,407 

PZP (immunocontraceptive) 
(For 2 doses) 

$ 50 Jay Kirkpatrick 
(personal -communication) 

$50/deer X 731 female deer = $ 36.550 

TOTAL for immunocontraception = $ 63,957 
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** The maintenance phase would require treating approximately 70 
percent of the females, after the population is reduced to the 

- predetermined density, which results in 

-

$50/ deer X 70% (40) female deer = $ 1,400 

3 people X $18.13/hour X 8 hours/day X 10 days = $ 4.351 

Maintenance phase TOTAL for immunocontraception = $ 5,751 

D. Income generated from previously waived permittee fees $ 10,839 

TOTAL COSTS FOR ALTERNATIVE 3: 

STERILIZING MALE DEER (A1) = $ 64,294 

STERILIZING FEMALE DEER (A2) = $ 436, 407 

MAINTENANCE COSTS USING STERILIZATION (A** - D) = UNKNOWN 

SURGICAL IMPLANTS (B) = $ 438,600 

MAINTENANCE COSTS USING SURGICAL IMPLANTS (B** - D) = $ 5,961 

DARTING WITH PZP (C) = $ 63,957 

MAINTENANCE COSTS DARTING WITH PZP ( C** - D) = + $ 5, 088 
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ALTERNATIVE 4 COOPERATIVE MANAGEMENT -- PRIVATE LANDOWNERS. 
PENNSYLVANIA GAME COMMISSION. AND NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

A. Enhanced law enforcement would be needed to restrict public access 
in areas where shooting or deer drives would occur . The salary of 1 
Park Ranger for 8 hours a day, 7 days a week for 4 weeks is the basis 
for the estimate. 

patrol - 3 Park Rangers 
cones, salary for setup 

Law enforcement 
Blockades, traffic 

2 special event teams for 
Additional personnel to 

$ 10,500 
BOO 

13,000 
6.000 

crowd control - 7 members/team 
support special event teams 

TOTAL $ 30,300 

** Maintaining the deer population at the predetermined density would 
probably not require special event teams. Enforcement maintenance 
costs would be 

Law enforcement patrol - 3 Park Rangers 
Blockades, traffic cones, salary for setup 

MAINTENANCE TOTAL 

$ 10,500 
BOO 

$11,300 

B. Staf f time to organize a "controlled" public hunt with the 
Pennsyl v ania Game Commission and to coordinate with private 
landowners. 

4 people/$18.13 hour/8 hours a day/5 days a week/4 weeks $ 11,600 

** The maintenance phase would be expected to require less staff time 

1 person/$18.13 hour/ 8 hours a day/ 5 days a week/4 weeks $ 2,900 

C. Assuming volunteers would carry out the drive, staff time would be 
needed to organize pers onnel and deer drive effort. 

1 person/ $18.13 hour/ 8 hours a day/ 5 days a week/ 3 weeks $ 2,175 

D. Income generated from previously waived permittee fees $ 10,839 
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TOTAL COSTS FOR ALTERNATIVE 4 

REDUCTION PHASE (A + B + C - D) = $ 33,239 

MAINTENANCE PHASE (A** + B** + C - D) = $ 5, 536 
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ALTERNATIVE 5 COMBINATION MANAGEMENT -- A COMBINATION OF ALTERNATIVE 
2B DIRECT REDUCTION AND ALTERNATIVE 4 COOPERATIVE MANAGEMENT 

This alternative proposes that Alternative 4 Cooperative Management 
and Alternative 2B Direct Reduction be used simultaneously to reduce 
the deer population in the parks to the predetermined density. As a 
result, the time and costs associated with this alternative would be 
expected to be somewhere between the two alternatives. Attempts would 
be made to maximize the number of deer killed outside the parks. The 
number of deer that would be killed in the parks is not known, 
however, half of the total number of deer to be removed was used for 
estimating the cost. The maintenance phase is discussed separately. 

A. Enhanced law enforcement would be needed to restrict public access 
in areas where shooting or deer drives would occur. The salary of 1 
Park Ranger for 8 hours a day, 7 days a week for 4 weeks is the basis 
for the estimate. 

Law enforcement patrol - 3 Park Rangers 
Blockades, traffic cones, salary for setup 

2 special event teams for crowd control- 7 members/team 
Additional personnel to support special event teams 

TOTAL 

$ 10,500 
800 

13,000 
6.000 

$ 30,300 

B. Staff time to organize a "controlled" public hunt with the 
Pe~~sylvania Game Commission and to coordinate with private 
landowners. 

4 people/$18.13 hour/8 hours a day/ 5 days a week/4 weeks $ 11 , 603 

C. Assuming volunteers would carry out the drive, staff time would be 
nee9ed to organize personnel and deer drive effort. 

1 person/$18.13 hour/8 hours a day/5 days a week/3· weeks $ 2,175 

D. Using .~he average of Alternative 2B cost figures (2) and half of 
the total number of deer to be removed (according to 1994 mean 
population estimates) would results in 

$ 176/deer X 387 deer = $ 68,112 

E , Income generated from previously waived permittee fees $ 10,839 

180 



Appendix I 

Either or both of the alternatives would be used for maintaining 
the deer popula-tion at the predetermined density once it• was 
reduced. 

A ** Maintaining the deer population at the predeter~ined density 
would. probably not reguire special event teams. Enforcement 
maintenance costs would be 

Law enforcement patrol - 3 Park Rangers 
Blockades, traific cones, salary for setup 

MAINTENANCE TOTAL 

$ 10,500 
800 

$11,300 

B ** The maintenance phase would be expected to require less staff 
time to organize the "controlled" public hunt outside the parks 

1 person/$18.13 hour/8 hours a day/5 days a week/4 weeks $ 2,900 

D **.The annual maintenance phase would require the removal of 
approximately 54 deer by Alternative 2B Direct Reduction in the parks 
or Alternative 4 Cooperative .Management (hunting outside the parks). 

1. If removed by Alternative 2B the cost would be: 

$ 176/ deer X 54 deer = $ 9,504 

2. If removed by Alternative 4 there would be no additional cost. 

TOTAL COSTS FOR ALTERNATIVE 5: 

REDUCTION PHASE (A + B + C + D - E) 

MAINTENANCE PHASE USING ALTERNATIVE 2B DIRECT REDUCTION 

(A** + D**l - E) 

$ 101,.351 

$ 9,.965 

- MAINTENANCE PHASE USING ALTERNATIVE 4 COOPERATIVE MANAGEMENT 

(A** + B** + C - E) $ 5,.536 -
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COMMENT LETTERS ON DRAFT EIS 
REQUIRING NO RESPONSE 

Letters 35 through 243, which are shown in this appendix, do not require a 
response. See Chapter 7, section 7.1. 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY. 
REGION Ill 

841 Chestnut Building 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 18107-4431 

Dr. John Latschar, Superintendent 
Gettysburg National Military Park 
R.D. l 
Gettysburg, P A 17325 

MAR 2 3 1995 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement White-Tailed Deer Management Plan for 
Gettysburg National Military Park/Eisenhower National Historic Site 

Dear Dr. Latschar: 

Thank you providing the Environmental Protection Agency, Region Ill (EPA) the 
opportunity to review the above referenced project. EPA has the responsibility and obligation 
under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1!169 (NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean 
Air Act to review and comment on Environmental linpa~;t Statements (EIS). Based on our 
review of the subject document, EPA has rated the proposed management plan, LO (Lack of 
Objections). A copy of our rating system is enclosed for your information. 

We believe that the range of alternative actions described in Draft EIS are adequate 
and would serve the purpose of the action. EPA would, however, reiterate a comment in the 
DEIS which states that reproduction.intervention techniques, as proposed, are subject to Food 
and Drug Adminstration approyal and thus may not be a feasible alternative within the 
timeframe for which the management plan is to be implemented. Therefore, you may wish to 
include an alternative in the Final EIS which uses the combination of Alternative 2B and 4 
only. 

Should you have any questions regarding our comments, please direct them to Susan 
McDowell. She can be reached at the above !!ddress (mailcode 3ES43) or 2151597-0355. 

Sincerely, {). 

~~run~ 
NEPA Review Coordinator 

cc: Michele Batcheller, NPS 

Enclosure 
. , .. · ... 

35 "l • • - . 
SUMMARY OF RATING DEFINITIONS 

AND FOLLOW UP ACTiON• 

Environmental Impact of the Action 

LO-Leck of Objections 
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to 
the proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that 
could be accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal. 

EC--Env!ronmenta! Concerns 
The EPA review has identified environmental Impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the 
environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of 
mitigation measures that can reduce the environmenlal impact. EPA would like tp work with the lead 
agency to reduce these impacts. 

EO--Environmental Objections 
The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be alloided in order to provide 
adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the 
preferred alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including· the no action alternative 

_ _ _ or a new alternative) . EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. 

EU .. Environmentally Unsatisfactory 
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they 
are unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends 
to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts are not 
corrected at the final EIS stage. this proposal will be recommended for referral to . the CEO. 

Adequacy of the lmoact Statement 

Category 1--Adequata 
The EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred 
alternative and those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis 
or data collection is necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or 
information. 

Category 2-·lnsufflclent Information 
The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for the EPA fully assess the environmental impacts 
that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new 
reasonably available alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, 
which could reduce the environmental impacts of the action. Ttle identified additional information, data, 
analyses, or discussion should be Included in the final EIS. 

Category 3·-lnadequate 
EPA does not believe that draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of 
the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of 
the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the 
potentially significant environmental impacts. EPA believes that ttle Identified additional information, 
data analyses, or discussions are of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft 
stage. EPA does not believe that the draft EIS Is adequate for the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 
309 review, and thus should be formally revised and made available for public comment in a 
supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant impacts involved, this 
proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEO. 

•From EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Roview of the Federal Actions Impacting the Environment. 
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
CONTACT: ED ~ILKINSON 677-4477 

THE ADAMS COUNTY FARM BUREAU SUPPORTS THE NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
FOR TAKING THE INITIATIVE TO DEVISE A MEANINGFUL METHOD TO 
REDUCE THE DEER HERD ~ITHIN THE GETTYSBURG NATIONAL PARK AND 
HELP ALLEVIATE THE PROBLEMS AFFECTING THE SURROUNDING FARMS wHO 
ARE TRYING TO GROW CROPS. 

THE BUREAU ALSO SUPPORTS THE GAME CmiHISSION FOR ITS 
;i; -Ot \I!:HENT IN ASSISTING TO BRING FORTH HEAINGFUL ALTERNATIVES 
AI'IO .t.DVOCATING THE REDUCTION OF THE DEER HERD WITHIN THE PARK . 

THE ADAMS COUNTY FARM BUREAU DOES NOT HAVE A PARTICULAR PLAN TO 
BE HIPLEHENTED BUT SUPPORTS ANY PLAN INITIATED THAT IS FEASIBLE 
AND ECONOMICALLY SOUNI> THAT WILL PRODUCE RESULTS IN BRING ABOUT 
THE REDUCTION OF THE DEER HERD. 

·fO) ~-© ·-ifiiW rn ~ 
IJl1 JAN 2 5 1995 U!J 

GETT- FISE_ 

G 
1863 

ADVISORY COMMISSION 
GEITYSBURG NATIONAL MIUfARY PARK 

POST OfflCII BOX 1010 
Olrri'YSBUP.O, PI!IINSY!. VANIA 11l2' 

January 18, 1995 

Dr. John A. Latschar, Superintendent 
~:ettysburg National Military Park 
) 1 Taneytown Road 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

Dr. Latschar: 

The Gettysburg National Military Park Advisory Commission 
reviewe. and discussed the Draft Environmental Statement for the 
White-l 'l l l ed Deer Management Plim during the January 12, 1995 
public meeting. 
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By majorit y vote the Commission passed a resolution 
supporting Alternative 5 as the appropriate management plan for 
the NPS to implement to effectively reduce the deer herd residing 
on the Gettysburg National Military Park and the Eisenhower 
National Historic ~ite to the optimum number of animals. 

Sincerely, 

~4~ 
Gerald R. Bennett 
Chairman, GNMP Advisory _Commi ssion 

cc: Advisory Commission members 



BLAIR COUNTY FEDERATION 
· oF 

SPORTSMEN'S CLUBS 
RD 3, BOX 342 . 

ALTOONA, PA 16601-9216 
814-944-1474 

An Independent l'ederation 
Affillottd wit A tA< NaJioMI Ri/U hsoclotion of Am<rittJ ,_ttl,., Ptopk First 

Th• Wildllf• uguloti"" Fund of A.,trlca 
Th< P•nnsylvanla Ftdtratfon of Spomrn<n'J Clulu 

Unljitd Sporumtn of PtnnsylvanltJ 

Dr: · John Latschar, Superintendent 
Gettyaburg National Park 
R.D. I 1 
Gettysburg, Pa. 17325 

Dear Sir:-
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January 19,1994 

I have received a copy of lhe Draft Environmental Impact Statement- White-tailed Deer 
Management Plan for GettysburgNational Military Park and Eisenhower National Historic Park. 

This document is very complex, and seems to cover all of the bases. 1 

On behalf of the National Rifle Alaociation, the Pennaylvania Rifle & Pistol Assoc. and the 
Sportsperaons of Pennsylvania i~ submitted written teatimony in r~ards to the Deer reduction r 
goals for the above Deer management problem•. 
WE are in favor of Alternative 4. Cooperative Management--Private Landowners, Pennsylvania 
Game Commiasion, and National Park service. A controlled public hunt. 

The bottom line is. we muat reduce the deer herd and we hope to implement thie program in 95 
I want to play an active part in this project. Ec- I would like to sit in on as many of your 
meetings as possibe, and I woula also like to spend some ~ime with ypur Park Rangers in the 
field, lo that I can have first hand knowledge of juat what we are trying to accomplish. 

ve;r~~uly·· · yo~~· , ./ . 
,._}_ '4 / f• , :·-(,. (~ :-.....:.. 

Donald W. Elder ··· 
Sportsmen& Advocate 
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® 
. . ' 

DORIS DAY ANIMAL LEAGUE 
GF.:TT- Fl~l:: 

Terry Mckhcr 
\11ufrrmlflfl 

Starlor'1 

J><q~>< linc M<khcr 
Tuanrrrr 

llolly H-.1 
£,u.ulw Dir«tor 

M~i~ Navntifon 

PubiSc Af'f'aJn 
IJWctw 

. Unclo Dot<>ftU 

February 14, 1995 

Jose A. Crisneros, Superintendent 
Gettysburg National Military Park 
POBox 1080 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

Dear Superintendent Crisneros: 

I am writing in reference to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 
White-Tailed Deer Management Plan for Gettysburg National Military 
Park and Eisenhower National Historic Site, which was sent to the Doris 
Day Animal League by one of our Pennsylvania members. 

On behalf of the over 4,000 Pennsylvania members of the Doris Day 
Animal League, I oppose the "preferred alternative" of shooting deer 
inside and outside the park, including scaring deer out of the parks in 
order to allow local hunters to kill them. The report states, 'These two 
alternatives would be repeated as needed and appropriate, annually from 
October through April until the number of deer required to reach the 
predetermined deer density was removed." The inherent fallacy in this 
type of "management" should be obvious - as deer are killed, others ftom 
outside the area will move in to claim the habitat. The "predetermined 
deer density" will not be reached unless immuno-contraceptives are used 
within a confined population of deer. This means that the boundaries of 
the parks must be secured to prevent additional, untreated animals from 
joining the herd. Certainly, it will be ineffectual and inhumane to 
continually bait and kill the de.er. 

We hope you will reconsider and focus on reproductive intervention. At 
a minimum, if it is determined that a number of deer must be killed, this 
should be done by professional sharpshooters within the boundaries of the 
parks only. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

t~~~ ·· 
Holly E. Hazard 
Executive Director · 

I • : ::-. • " ·. : ·, , :: • 

• • :: • o I •;- • • : ' ·• ·, : ' 
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Dr. John A. Latschar: Superintendent 
Gettysburg National Military Park 
97 Taneytown Road 
Gettysburg, P A 17325 

Dear Dr. Latschar, 

FRIENDSO~ 
THE NATIONAL PARKS 
AT GETTYSBURG, INC. 

P.O. Box 4622, 10 Lincoln Square 
Gettysburg, PA 17325-4622 

Februazy 10, 1995 

After due consideration of the alternatives for action presented in the 
Environmental Impact Study of the GNMPIEIS Deer Herd, the Board of 
Directors of Friends of the National Parks at Gettysbirg voted unanimously to 
support Alternative #5. This action was taken at our Januazy 28, 1995 Board 
meeting. 

We feel this alternative is the most feasible of those presented and we 
commend you on the thoroughness of the scientific study done in preparation for 
the EIS. 

Good luck with your implementation of Alternative #5. Please call on 
FNPG if you need assistance in any way. 

AWed 

Telephone 717·334.0772 

Alan E. Hoeweler 
President 

Fax 717-334-3118 
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_ .GETT . .:- ElSE_ CoM.,.oHwiiA\.TH o ,. P~HNaYI.VAHIA 

PENNSY LVANIA HISTORICAL A N D MUS'IUM COMMISSION 

P. 0. Box 1028, HAfiiUiaUitCJ, PINNnLYANIA 17108•102 8 

I£XCCUTIYI DlltECTO,. January 24, 1995 

John Latschar, Superintendent 
National Park Service 
Gettysburg National Military Park 
P.O. Box 1080 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

Re: 

De. Joh/-c~ 

ER ~84- 0780-001-I 
Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement : White~Tailed Deer 
Management Plan, Gettysburg 
National Military Park & 
Eisenhower National His t oric 
Site, Adams County 

The Bureau for Historic Preservation (the State Hi storic 
Preservation Office) has reviewed the above named proj ect in 
accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Pre s ervation 
Act of 1966, as amended in 1 980 and 1992 , and the regulat ions (36 
CFR Part 800) of t he Advisory counc i l on His to~ic Preservation . 
Our comments are as follows : 

We have reviewed the draft EIS for the Whiteta{ l Deer 
Management Plan. We· agree that the preferred alternative, a 
combina t ion of direct reduction , reproduct i ve intervention , and 
cooperati e management, as discussed in the EIS, should be 
implemented t o help control the deer population i n the parks . 

We agree t hat all shooting should be conduc ted by tra i ned 
marksmen in order to minimize the potential for damage t o 
historic structures , tablets, ' statues , and monuments. Gettysburg 
National Military Park contains more outdoor scul pture than any 
other historic s ite in this state, and more care should be taken 
to avoid damage caused by stray bul l e ts. 

If you need further infor mation in this matter please 
contact Mark Shaffer at (7171 772-0924. 

~Sincerely , 

U7a~ Glass 

BDG / ms 
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IN DEFENSE OF ANIMALS _________________ _ 

16 February 1995 

Gettysburg National Military Park 
R.D. #1 
Gettysburg, PA. 17325 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

I I 
·::.i _ .. ; 

On behalf of the 65.000 membl!rs of In Defense of Animals, I am writing. to 
express our concern regarding some of the proposed plans for managing the deer 
population within the Gettysburg National Military Park. I am aware that many different 
options have been, and continue to be considered for controlling the deer population in 
the park. but there seems to be a very vocal group of hunters lobbying for the instigation 
of a public hunt. As an organization devoted to protecting the welfare and habitat of 
animals, In Defense of Animals is adamantly opposed to the hunting option, parcicularly 
when viable humane options exist. 

One might argue that co~trolled hunting may provide administrative ease, but this 
method is not without serious consequences. Like the tule elk at the Point Reyes 
National Seashore, many of the deer in Gettysburg National Military Park are docile and 
accessible to hikers and wildlife observers. How can hunting these animals be 
considered a sport/ Even if one agrees with hunting, which we d_o not, where is the 
"challenge" in shooting a defenseless deer that will literally walk right up to a hunter/ In 
addition, there would be a certain number of deer who will suffer long, painful deaths as 
a result of the poor marksmanship of some hunters. And how many park visitors will be 
placed at risk of injury from stray bullets/ Finally, there is the subject of the surviving 
deer. Following a hunt, these animals would no longer be visibly accessible, let alone 
physically approachable, for park"Visitors. The park, once a place to enjoy nature in a 
serene envi ronment, would take on the atmosphere of a ki ll ing field. 

We currently liave a similar situation here in California concerning a herd of tule 
elk located at the Point Reyes National Seashore. Despite pressure from sport hunting 
groups and the California Dept of Fish and Game, the National Park .Service ("NPS") has 
postponed making a decision on a method for population control pending additional 
studies. The NPS is conducting studies on the population census and range carrying 
capacity, and IDA is conducting studies on the presence or absence of disease and on 
wildlife contraception. ·. 

As human beings continue to encroach on wilderness habitat and decimate 
many of the predators that help to ensure a natural balance, the problems associated 

IN DEFENSE OF .\NIMALS • 816 \VEST FRANCISCO BLVD. • SAN RAFAEL CA 9490 1 • (41~} 4) J-9984 

Gettysburg Deer 
In Defense of Animals 
Page 2 

with wildlife management will continue to escalate. Techniques for addressing wildlife 
management in a responsible and humane fashion do exist. Wildlife contraception holds 
great promise as a viable and humane alternative to culling. One type of wildlife . 
contraception that has proven to be both safe and effective is porcine zona pellucida 
(PZP). PZP, an immunocontraceptive vaccine, is made with organic compounds, appears 
to have little or no side effects, and can be administered remotely by dart. This method 
has been tested on various species of ungulates all across the United States with great 
success. If you have any questions about wildlife contraception, or any of the other 
humane alternatives for wildlife management, please do not hesitate to contact me at 
415-453-9984, or the Wildlife and Habitat Protection Section of the Humane Society of 
the United States at 202-452-1100. Thank you for your consideration, and for inviting 
public comment on this important issue. 

Very sincerely, ~ 

arbara Pedersen 
Program Coordinator 
Tu le Elk Project 
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CUMBERLAND VALLEY SPORTSMEN~ CONSERVATIONISTS ASSOCIATION 
: '·cumberland County Affiliate of ihe Pennsylvania Federation of Sporlsmen!s Clubs, Inc. 

· 10 Ridge Ayenue, Carlisle, PA 1701~ · · · 

:- 1~rn-© ~ o: \Yi_rn]~ 
lJ\1 FEB - 1 1995 ~ 

GETT -'- EIS_E · 

Dr. John· Latschur, Superintendent 
·Gettysburg National Militaiy Park 
'97 TwteytoYin Road > · 
GettysbUrg, P A 17325_· . 

·,· 

Dear Dr .. Laischw:, 

,Jwtuilry 24, 1995 

. ·: . 

; . ·: 

.' · . . 'The E~viro~ental Impact Statement for ~~agem.ent. of the deer .population in .. · · . 
Gettysburg National Miliiary Park waS reviewed at the January 23 meeting of the Cwnberland 
Valley Sporism'~n-Go~servatioii.ists Association. We are the Cwnberland County affiliate of the 
Pennsylvania Federation of Sportsmen's Clubs. . . . . 
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... 

.. ·· 

:. We support Alternative 5, the ~a'nibination management approach, as' the most effective. I 
. As sportsmen, we are con~med about ihi~ seriou.S'problem wtd welcome My opp-ortunity to . . . ·. 
assist With._the ~elution." . - ·. -.. · · · · · · · ·' ·. · 

'!l,e commend you ~d yoin- staff fo~ preparing a. thorough analysis and ~e .appreciaie the 
: · opportunity to re~fe..v and commeiii i>ri the rei;>ort: ,,: :. · ·:· .:; · .. :-. · . . · .. -,' · . · ;. ;: :· ... : 

.·· ·: ·=· .~; - \·:-:\ c:·:/::-~·r .. -~·-~; 

. . \ .. 
. • , ... . . 

·. ··;_-:'.r,i.;tX''=· 
. , . 

I, ' , • 
·, ,. ··, ·.;· . .. 

. ·. . .:•. 



-- rzlnifieJ Sporlsmen of ryennsylvania 
<J>. 0 . 'Dox 6ErJ · 

9kru£u,J <J>St I]I08-o6ErJ 
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GETT- ElSE_ December 19, 1994 

Dr. John Latsohar, Superintendent 
Gettysburg National Military Park 
R,D, l. 
Gettysburg, Pa. 17325 

Dear Dr. Latschar: 

Unified Sportsmen of Pennsylvania is the largest sportsmen's 
organization in· the state, In reference to the Whitetail Deer 
Management Plan, we,wish to mske ·the following comments. .. . . ,, .- .. ·, ,,_ .. ·. 
Alternative 5 is the· ~~~-ferr~d pian of .the Unified Sportsmen, 
however we reoommend·that the use of oontreoeptives be discouraged. 
For man;y year·s the harv!Jsting ·of. de~r by.'hunters has proven . 
successful and inexpeiisive. ' 'The · oonsumpt'iv1f'use\ of deer harvested 
by hunters is generally:• approved .. of . by:, the public at large. The 
use of contraceptives· iil'·extremely unpopular with·-aportsmen, is 
expensive and hS·e · no proven track · reoor d &i: lYe ·also ,have some other 
serious oonoarns ·relat1v.e .to oontracieptt'ves for ... controlling deer 
Populations when the deer ar~ not :contained in .an enclosure, 

! 0 • ' " ' "'•-' ... • • • ' 

Unified Sportsmen .. of .,Fa. is 81jiPI!.cially .~n,.~!'lreetea_ in o~ring for 
the total concerns ot ~Gettyeburg Natio~ Park an~) hope that the 
deer population within the park can be .,brought under control as 
soon as poseil)le • . . . ~ ~. . · : : ~ /'~ 

i . o/ ";i":"! ., 4 ' 0.: , •...-: ' "' P "\ ':~ lf .'.t-.. )., ,f. ~ •• ~·"...., . 
If you have aey.'?q,uesU~nJ ·please ··call;'me"'ii't 117-898-8834. 

7/~::t~A·.~~ 
N.Charles~~ fhD 
Bxec. Vice~President 
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The following form letter was received from the listed indi viduals. 
Signatures are on the original letters which are on file at the park. 
Interpretation ot the signat ures may not be accurate. 

Benson, W. c. 
Brenner , Kurt M. and Masier, Ken 
Buckheit , David L. 
Christine, Sr . , Kevin c. 
Conaway , Randy A. 
Connor . Ed 
Dunworth, Robert 
Friedl, Michelle P. 
Gies, 'l'imothy A. 
Ginther , Roger 
Goetz, Jerry 
Hollobaugh , Walter R. 
Howard , Adam 
King, Robert 
Lenge, Kevin J. 
Lynfeller , David B. 

February 7, 1995 

Hr. John latschar 
Superintendent 
Gettysburg National Park 
97 Taneytown Ro1d 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

Dear Hr. latschar: 

McClusky, Donald J . 
Ness, Brian G. 
Ness . Jr . • Richard A. 
Ness, Sr. , Ri chard A. 
Pease , Steven 
Puzz, Norman 
Rhines, Hark 
Schatz , Steve 
Schneider, Michael J . 
Schneider, Rodney J. 
Scrimshaw, Wayne A. 
Shoffner, Michael D. 
Binger , Allan 
Stambaugh, Todd E . 
Stone. Car l E. 
llwartz , Keith 

As & Pennsylvanll T1xp1yer and Hunter In the Forests of 
Nor thern Pennsylvanl1, I am opposed to bringing In sharp 
shooters or the other so-called solutions such ac cterlll­
zatlon or annihilation ~o reduce the Oeer. Herd on The 
Gettysburg Battlefield. 

l am far Trapping and T~ansferrfng the Ottr upstate to the 
Northern Counties where the Deer Herds are scarce -- which 
ls one of the paints of the Environmental (~act Solutions 
Study. 

Sincerely, 



~ u f' . ' wrTH-
A: IL,~?!J$ouT -r7f<-":Pr/sf f7·'V( ~;,;tl~r·8P. l1~~7-i~ .;fr 

__ .:________ - .. - _ ____:-:7-;--,--::--~- _:·:_·~--~--'•ifl."l:_.:..,_~'- ·• ·----------< 



Mr. & Mrs. Dale C. Anderson 
4 W. Confederate Avenue 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

December 15, 1994 

Dr. John l.atschar, Superintendent 
Gettysburg National Military Park 
R.D. 1 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

Dear Dr. l.atschar: 
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. GF.:TT - ElSE_ 

Welcome to Gettysburg. 10 years ago when we first moved to Gettysburg, Into a home on two 
acres which adjoins the National Park, one of the things I most looked forward to (in addition 
to restoring the home) was landscaping and gardening those two acres. Over the years we have 
spent over $10,000 on decorative plantings, and each year we worked diligently on improving 
a large plot for a vegetable garden. 

As it turned out, I derived the most enjoyment from the vegetable garden. Each year we were 
able to successfully plant, coax to maturity, then harvest more and different crops. It was a 
lovely place to spend the summer evenings, putter and enjoy. 

Those days are long gone. For four years now, we haven't attempted a garden. What remains 
of our decorative plantings isn't worth mentioning. No matter what we plant, or how we 
attempt to protect it, failure i.s the result. The only things which really grow and prosper on our 
land are your deer. 

This personal note is our reply to your EIS regarding deer overpopulation. Frankly, we believe 
the problem has been subjected to study and consideration years beyond the time when 
solutions ought to have been Implemented. Please consider this as an emphatic vote for your 
alternative 2B ... immediate and direct reduction of the deer herd, never again to be allowed to 
reproduce uncontrolled. The damage done to Park and town and the tremendous resentment 
it creates against the Park must come to an end. 

We would dearly like to reclaim the use of our own domain for our own use. We realize this 
is a new problem to you, which will t!lke time to fully understand and overcome. Please 
understand that we have lived with this plague for years and would more than appreciate your 
leadership in ending it. 

:J;ly, (J 
Dale C. Anderson 
Debra P. Anderson 

February 8, 1995 

I have read all the articles concerning the deer herd 
population in the park and I have still come to the same conclusion to 
take "NO ACTION"! I believe nature will take care of itself. 
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Commercial exploitation and population demands for hunting 
will speed up the destruction of the deer as well as the underbrush 
and trees. Pleading ignorance of these vital and fragile ecosystems will 
eventually spell "Global Disaster". 

Extinction which reminds us that temporary abundance does 
not guarantee the white-tailed deer survival. An example was of the 
Passenger Pigeon, a very colorful bird which the only way to find about 
the pigeon is to look it up in an encyclopedia because of humans over 
hunting and developing the woodlands they are extinct. So please try to 
understand that a tem~orary abundance does not guarantee survival of the 
species. 

Extinction is caused by humans whether hunting, developing, 
destroying habitats, use of pesticides or polluting our water. An example 
would be the Bald Eagle, because of the use of DDT. We as humans are to blame •. 

We soon have to start to take responsibility for our actions, 
and stop taking the easy way out. Sometimes our good intentions that we felt 
in our heart gets lost because of the power, money and the influence people have 
on us. We all worship in church what God. says, but we don't worship what 
he created for us. 

People tend to have arrogant and ignorant views that God created 
the world just for us. I find it ironic ·that the battlefield would want 
more blood shed from a place that fathers, sons and brothers died for a nation 
to be free. 

As a National Park, I would think that would be the last place 
"you would want to destroy the deer because it is an inconvience to humans. 
We should all learn to respect & appreciate wildlife. 

One of many solutions to the problem would be not to farm 
the land for at least 2 years, the deer would eventually leave. 

I also have a comment to the people conc erned about the deer 
starving, I hope they are also concerned with the deer that have arrows and 
bullets in them. Also comments about inner breeding, which there has never 
been a reported case with wild animals. Domesticated animals in a captive 
enviroment may inner breed. 

I do hope the National Park will consider another open meeting 

boforo ~>log • fiool docbioolfu._~, ~--- '-!( Y3awmgMtt.Mi 
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_G_ ElSE_ 

Gettysburg National Milltary Park 
RD.•t 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

Dtar Manager: 

1 am eztrtmely concerned to hear that your m!).ltary park ls considering 
lnJtiatlng a Vtry disturbing precedent by allowing deer to be lc.Wed on your 
racillttes. 

As you are aware, all milltary patlc.s are managed wtthout any hunting 
wbatsotver. The Idea or perm!Wng, Indeed endorsing, gratuitous staugh~r 
engtndtrs precisely the aWtude that Is antithetical to tht one that w. would 
Ilk& to ste our youth adopt. Sentient life, be It deer or human, is not to be 
taken cavalierly. 

There are two obvious remedlts tor your population problems. Tou may try 
to re-locate some deer to non-bunUng preserves or uWI.ze deer · 
contraceptives. Perhaps both alternatives can be combined. At any ra~, any 
combination or thtse methods Is rar superior to one which rtsults In needless 
carnage. 

I strongly encourage you to follow the honorable and ethical course of 
acUon. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely -o _._ 
~r,.~l-( ~ ·l!>.fft\IV-<-.t 

Dr. Mark H. Bernstein 
215 Leland St. 
AusUn, TX. 78704 

. . . : 

87 

~--=--=..._,tc_____~____.t ~ lo ~ ~ ;{.~ ·~ · . fu_ 
VJt. ···;i ~~·.-.s 

- _: __ .·.· 

! . ~-: . . 
. :_ ..... .. . 



· ... ·. .. : :. ·. • ... .. · .. 

~ 90 

. . 
..... ........... ··· ····"'·· ·····'········ .I.. ... y!. !?.~<.,.P . ...... . h.t.~~- .. - .I~- -... f1l':\.~<-~ . ... ,_ •••. <...~"!\ ~-H~.:r ........ .... . 

. ~ . 

.............. _ .. ...... 1~~c"L.-.:r: .H.:€. .. ....... f?:.~lE..~.e. .. c _ __ o_~e~.--.l'?.t!.O•.is,.~,.o_~ .. -... P..."} . ..... T..~~-----· · ·-. N . . .. . . .... . ... .. .. .. ····<~ e.~.:t:TL£. f!e..t 1..~ • . ~ . • . ::X:..f.! .. - ...... :'f-.1:. LLO.!'.l . .ST.~-~ -~ ____ fJ .~::'!:I!:I.<.,l.~.~ . ... _f f\.P-..)'!.. ·-·- ...... . 

··- - .. - ·· ·· ··---L_T.~C..P-~ . . IS . ... fL .... tl-.1.!'-!J:. ____ t:\i?..:\,.<? . .' ... _TL ... (Z..e_o.J_ c:,-~ ... T.~ .L ....... .. 
~ . 

... .... ..... ... ·- · -~;: .. ~!:'.•~_Be£4 ... .. oF .. _ .. _.1-.I',. ......... !>Y ......... (). ~P'::' :r-... JL.t N.~~-:-: • . ... P.. Ll- .r t+Q.St: .: . 

.............. ..... .. .. J .P-,4!2-.Ti '-' P~.T1.~.Y: .... ..... ! ~---~ .~:\ .~- .... ~~~ T.~.- ..... .. ~_:f ..... .. T .. ~ is .... - ~-~~~ 0. . . . 
_ ....... ...... . _. ;,: .. .4.{.,"?..~ ....... . (3.e ___ ... P.o!~. r:;, __ _ ... .. Jf'J ___ . G-J~-l":t..Y..S. ~"fl..<:?-: . __ rfl:{ s ...... w.~~~fl .. 

. ~ . 
...... .... .... ........ i:. _(}-f .vE- ..... P~<-"-.~.s .. __ cT• ... . ·. tfV.ft. .t:.t*:i.~ ...... t ~L .. TP.~ .. ... f.fl.~~ ..... ::t H:~~ .. 

~I: 

.. · . .. ... ··- ·- : .. :~ -~~.Y-~ .. 0 .... J~£ . .. A:. .. .. __(?uf$!,-t_r,... ... _ _. . OfM.:!JJ.I}).~- .. ~1tL_D .. .. f:..o!-::, •. f'~Mii-S 
__ . ..... ......... :::.V:'.• :r..~ .... -. tl M o~~u:: ....... _ . .P.c.~"" 1.r. .. : .. . . k.~ ..... . . r.o ..... .. . fl-£.~f. ...... t'rl-Y . 

... .. ___ .. __ . ~ ... .F.~.~-- ·· · :/.If:~ . . . C..O.$!. ........ PI=. ...... I!:~t!l . i.'!!!5-.~!~.n. ___ · 7v£-fl. rf 

... ..... .... .. .. ~:: .. r~IMI't!V .. ~· . ~ . lll~.~-~-·" . .S ...... ·tl.':!~.!:. ..... _. __ ~. i :t.!L . . .I\ ... .. 7.tt o-r:. ...... R~-~'::V 

. ........ · ... ···hl ... :(.li!-ST .. tr.1 'iJ!'!,~ ... ..... T~ . .... /LL':, ___ e_,o_g.J:i~.!P.~S.: ., .. -~ .. ? ........ ~'!.'!-....... . 'S(:t.~uf-,p _ 
........... _ ...... ... fJ--~.e.. . ___ I4:C,!--P~-~--.n . ... -~Li,..l.- ____ ,4_(3v.-'--~ .. --P..~.~~ ----~~j::.9.~.~ ----

-~=~~-~-~~~j[:~~~~:::~·:~~:..;;:~~~~~~;-~- --·~~:.::~·=:.:.:~~~---~=~:.:.:~-~~~~~~-·- .·~ :~ 
jl. . . 

- ==~~-~=l::~~:~:~;:=:;:;:~:;E~~~::~~~=~~:!~-
. ~-- ... _ .... ..... ~.li t · ·: ~./.Z ~-- .... ~v.':-.P. . ... .... ~5!.----.. -~fl:.~vc.,ff,f!~~--.. t'fi-.• _. ___ $.,eo_R-TS M ct{ __ ~·-·.:· 

----...... ___ .... --IIi---~-~-'-!.~'? .... J~.e ____ .M ).fl.-&. ... _ T..t:t~~L: .. H.M.t:t._ .. :r..~ _____ f?.r9:.B.:.r:.!s:-.~ 'ffi..tS:
7 
.. _.~~ .. 

·~··-···.·:_· ·~·:~: '.:::: .-- ~.- _: ~';:=~:--~~:·;=:.:_~~;~·=·:~-~-~~~_r;j 
._ .. _._._ ... ·.·.· .-.· .... ·.-...... ~ · __ ._ .. Ji:_:. -.: ~·. · .......... ·.·.·_--_ .. _·. . D .• L, J.... fl. _,.,_ 

- - - ·- -·· ... ·······-·-···· -.. -~ · · · ·~~ ···~·1 · · · ·--.. !...~. -·-·--··----·-·::·~~ 
............. ~P _ . . : ::·~ ........ 



91 

_ GETT ... -:-: ElSE_ 

ronn~f rn o w ~ ~ 
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nF:TT- I'"ISE 

December 22 , 1994 

·.· ... .. 

John Latschar, Supertintendent 
Gettysburg National Military Park · 
RD#l, Gettysburg,Pa, 17J25 

Sir., 

Pew simple pleasures remain. 

··~·;: :·.:· . : :: ..... : ::· . . ... "' .... · .. : . .- : . . 
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One has been the long time tradition of driYing to the Gettysburg National 
Military Park i n the early dawn or dusk of eYening to witness the appearance 
of deer. 
These deer have outwitted the hunter and found sanctuary at Gettysburg. 
Suddenly the Park SerYice has an imagined crisis and their reaction is 
predictable--shoot to kill . 
Landowners outisde the Park boundaries are claiming crop damages . 
Simple. Pay them off. 
The Park Service is a wealthy bureaucracy. 
Every bureaucracy has an agenda , the Park Service is no different . 
This agenda dictates the damage claims within the Park be exaggerated 
and ar e probably just that--gross exaggerations . 
How soon they f orget . 
The "clear cutting" of Littl e Round Top and Devil'a Den by the Park SerYice 
a decade ago did f a r more damage than the deer. 
The deer at Gettysburg are as much a part of the place a s the High Water 
Mark and Tom's Tower, 
The shoot t o kill order is just a smoke screen , 
Spite, Tbat is the . real crisis. 
George Stewart's book "Pickett's Charge" contains a Yank's account of 
amused f~ llow soldiers to scared bunnies darting about during the 
Confeder~te bombar dment prior t o Pi ckett' s Charge , 
Even under t he stress of actual ba "':t 1.e these soldiers appeared not to haYe 
s hot the rabbits in spite , 
If only the Park Service and their 
show such profeseionalism. 

· Sincere! 

"authorized agents" could 

a E• Bradl~- ({ ~ /1L 
t 8 xpayer ~ 
104 N. Second Street 

Harrisburg ,Pa. 17102 

I 
.j 

I 



Gettysburg Park 
R.O. #1 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

To whom it may concern: 

.f0)1f©·~ 0 \Yf~ 
lJO FEB 1 0 1995 IE) 

GETT - FISE 

In the matter of the·~~er population of deer on the 
battlefield park areal 

It is appreciate~ that the park will accept public 
input on this matter. 

Both ·the animal rights activist and the hunter should 
agree that all life : deserves a certain degree of respect. 

At this point if it is clear that t he over population 
is harming the area (crops) and that the deer do not have 
sufficient food (other than crops) to sustain themselves, 
than measures should be taken. 

Option #1: To remove the deer to a different location 
where the population is lacking, perhaps northern 
Pennsylvania . The Game Commision could be helpful in 
advising. Surely hunters would hate to see all that game go 
to waste. 

option #2 : To hunt the dee r population with a bow and 
arrow , not fire arms. It would be more traditional and less 
hazardous. A special license issued for the hunt could fund 
the park for present ~nd future management of the deer 
population . 

It is unfair to bait tne deer for a mass kill even if 
it i s done with sharp shooters (who will cost money). 
Donation of the meat to those who need it does not justify 
the kill. · 

. simply because this problem has been ignored for 
s o many years, does not give us the right to slaughter the 
herd . 

As for sterilizing the remaining part of the herd to 
prevent the problem in the future, it is also a drastic 
strategy. We would like to preserve the battlefield, not 
change the face of it . To make it void of the deer herd 
{which could happen if over controlled) would remove a major 

: characteristic of the park . Sterilization is over control. 
Possibly a super~ised hunt every two years could be used in 

· the management program . 

A management program vas ~nd is nee ded in the future. 

c. M. Brogan 

g· 

I 
.I 

: ·:·. 
_; .::: '""!'• • 

. ·.·. 

Alhlhobtho_,d-.-& ............... 

February I, 199S 

Dr. Jolut Latschar 
Gettysburg National Military Park 
97 Taneytown Rd. 
Gettysburg. Pa. 17325 

Dear Dr. Latschar, 

~~T I - I:"I .' J:: J 

This letter is in response to solicited comments on the draft environmental impact 
statement concerning the white-tailed deer management plan. 

Statistics show that over 2S million Americans visit soup kitchens, food pantries and other 
feeding programs in our country. Of this 2S million overS million are children under the 
age of 12 years old. 

Particularly during the winter season these food programs often run short of meat. This 
shortage C?f food has a devastating effect on our children. The "silent hunger" epidemic we 
have in our country causes our children to be slightly underweight with symptoms of 
frequent headaches, fatigue and irritability. When the evening meal consists only of soup 
and crackers because the refrigerator is empty and the food stamps have run out, these 
children become tired and angry and have a diflicult time trying to be productive at school. 
As for the parents, it to often it becomes a matter of"heat or eat". During lasts years 
brutal winter, poor parents spent much of their money just trying to keep their homes 
warm. 

This on going problem effeas us all and particularly now with the cut backs and 
underfunding of government progrlllll3. We need to look carefully at every opportunity to 

·do what we can to join the fight against hunger. 

The white-tailed deer management plan appears to provide an opportunity, With the help 
of the venison donation programs in your area, to make a difference. Ken Brandt, 
Executive Vice President ofPRUA (Pennsylvanians for the Responsible Use of Animals) 
said that in 1993 hunters donated more than 70,000 pounds of deer and served "nearly 
170,000 needy individuals in PA" Timothy F. Whelan, South Central Pennsylvania Food 
Bank direaor, said he "eagerly anticipates the program each year", as they serve 280 

--.-.charitable_~e-~~es in a 16-c<>_un.ty .!!!'ea. 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on this matter. 

Sine,, 

·~~ 
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December 29, 1994 

Dear Dr. John Latschar: 

As an archer, rifleman and black powder hunter, I read most articles that have anything to do with deer or deer 
hunting. I recently read an article in the Sunday Patriot-News by Mr. Gleason. This brings to mind a lot of past 
time hunting talk about what if Gettysburg would open their park to hunterS' How would they do it? 

Well, let's talk. Speaking for a lot of friends and all the black powder hunters in Pennsylvania, the thought of 
having park service personnel or anybody else just shoot the deer for quick management is not going to settle to 
well in the stomachs of hunters. Deer hunting is a long past tradition, to just shoot game is unheard of. 

My suggestion is to open the park to flintlocks or at least let them have the rLrSt crack at hunting the park. 
Why? Well, let's remember anybody wishing to hunt the flint lock season gives u'a doe license and ends up 
hunting late season. Archers have first choice, the less crowded woods and the rut. And rifle season, well, let's 
just say get out there, get seated, pour your coffee and shoot the first frantic buck running for his life that comes 
by (and it works for most people). The black powder bunter, on the other hand, is dealing with snow, spooked 
deer and just less desirable conditions. 

It sure would be nice to have a cmck at a nice buck, or just hunt a more populated deer area with the flintlock. 
I realize that not all black powder hunters could be there. All in all, it's just my suggestion. However, you would 
have more than needed flintlockers at your door for pennits. 

And if you ask me, hunting with black powder in or around the battle field jusi keeps with tradition. 

Sincerely, 
Jeffrey Clippinger 

1~rn ®lfo w iffnl 
Ul) JAN 17 1995 ~ 
_GETT - F IS"' 
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January 16, 1995 

-DL.Eqohn ·Latschar, Superintendent 
~TTYSBURG NATIONAL MILITARY PARK 
R. D. 1 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

Dear Dr. Latschar: 

In re: White-Tailed Deer Management Plan 

As a resident of the Gettysburg area for these past nine years, 
eight of which, residing on the (formerly) Allen farm on 
Emmitsburg Road (adjacent to the Heritage Resort), I am extremely 
familiar with size of the Deer population in the National Park 
and the resultant problems. 

First, I was totally amazed by the additional fencing installed 
by the NPS on both sides of Emmitsburg Road. When the project 
first was initiated, I observed to the NPS personnel that the 
fence would add, substantially, to the number of Deer/Vehicle 
Collisions, due to the animals leaping the fence and landing 
in front of oncoming traffic. I submit my observation was both 
valid and substantiated. 

I was most disappointed that I wasn't in a position to attend 
the recent meeting, held on a Saturday, pertaining to the Deer 
problem. I understand (and would expect) the Animal Rights 
activists are most upset by and opposed to the idea of 
eliminating the animals through a "hunt". I've had occasion 
to browse through the November 1994 Environmental Impact State­
ment Draft and, in considering a "hunt", I too am most concerned 
over the prospects of guns , be they rifles or shotguns, being 
used. It would seem to me, utilizing the bait station idea, 
employing archery in the early morning hours, before the visitors 
begin touring, would be a very viable option. This would 
certainly eliminate the potential of damage to any of the 
monuments by firearms, in addition to the possibility of human 
endangerment in any of the surrounding area. 

Based on the previous expense the NPS has realized in attempting 
to monitor this problem, in addition to the damage being caused 
by the animals to both the natural habitat and the planted crops, 
and finally, the terrible suffering imposed on the animals them­
selves when their food source is depleted due to over-population, 
especially if we get hit with some winter weather such as we 
experienced last year, I see no other practical way of realizing 
control of the situation, short of harvesting a large number 
of the animals. Additionally, with the plan to give the meat 
to local food service organizations, another benefit is 
realized. 

_:-:_ :-::.- .. .. 

To; or. J. Latschar, 1-16-95 
Page Two 

.<~·:- -- . -·-· -~ : ·. ~.-.::-_·:._· .. .. · .. 
-. .-.::-:-· .. 

To consider the other alternatives, i . e ., trapping and trans­
ferring (and the horrendous costs the last time it was tried), 
or the cost of sterilization (which is totally ludicrous), is 
to ignore the suffering imposed on the very animals opponents 
to a "hunt" would hope to save. 

I'm personally convinced that a special time period of early 
morning bow hunts, for highly qualified, specially licensed 
hunters, with the aid of bait stations is the least expensive, 
least dangerous to the Park and surrounding environs and most 
efficient way of dealing with this tremendous problem. 

Paul A. Church 
240 Ridgewood Drive 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

Ph.: 334-0788 
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Gettysburg National Park Service 
R.D. #1 
Gettysburg, PA 17135 

Dear Sirs, 

Scott Clouser 
420 North Lime Street 
Elizabethtown, PA 17022 
717-367-3941 

January 29, 1995 

Recently I viewed the news report on the over abundance 
of deer in the Gettysburg National Park. My suggestion for 
alleviating the problem is to sell permits for a controlled 
o~e week long archery or muzzle loader hunt over a five year 
period. This will not only help to resolve the problem of 
too many deer but also bring in revenue for the 
administering of the program. 

Therefore everyone benefits. The hunters get to 
practice their sport. The deer population is reduced. The 
fiscal problem is not made worse. The animal rights people 
should be satisfied. The insurance companies will be 
grateful for reduced claims. Farmers will have less crop 
damage. 

None of the other solutions offered will garner as 
many good results as the one put forth in suggestion. Thank 
you for your time and consideration. 

Scott Clouser 

99 

........ ;.-.·· ·: •:. • .. , .: ~-("·- --- ..... -

---
' ., 

I ·· . ·.;:· . .. 





GFTT- F!SE _ .t 

103 

fel .:z.;z J 19 r_s---­

f4rri 5 /;u) 1 WJ. 
Bob D'Angelo 

[f@ ffi 0 w1~ 30 Cedar Lane 
,.u~~~- ~ wartstown, PA ·17363 

OEC 211994 (7171 993-3866 

GETT- F.:ISE_ 

December 19, 1994 

Dr. John Latschar, superintendent 
Gettysburg National Military Park 
RD #1, Gettysburg PA 17325 

Dear Mr . Latschar, 

I am an outdoor writer here in York County with active . 
memberships in the Outdoor ~lriters Association of America and 
the Pennsylvania outdoor Writers Association. I work for the 
Pennsylvania Game & Fish magazine ·as \1ell as several smaller 
publications. 

I have an opinion on a possible solution to the deer problem 
in the Gettysburg Na tional Military Park. ~lhy not have a drawing 
for permits to allow archery hunting in the park from October 
through January. You could charge a $10 application fee and 
use the funds for monument and park upkeep. I'm also a Civil 
War reenactor and realize the importance of preserving the park 
and its history. I know for a fact that applicants, pa rticularly 
archery hunters, would have no problem paying a $10 application 
fee for a chance at one of the trophy bucks roaming the park. 
With a 95 day hunting season and 25 hunters daily nearly $25,000 
could be generated. Given a 25 percent success rate, nearly 
600 deer could be removed from the park. 

uld you keep me informed as to what the park decides to do 
r the deer problem. If public hunting is involved in the 
lution it would make a good story in one of the outdoor 
blications . that I write for. . · 

Sincerely, 

Bob D'Angelo 

( 
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Dr. John Latschar, Superintendent 
Gettysburg National Military Park 
97 Taneytown Rd. 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

Dear Dr. Latschar: 
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January 9, 1995 

I have recently moved to the Keystone state from Florida and find the wildlife here 
to be exquisite. I had lived in Florida for 22 years and had seen, first-hand, what 
happened to the Everglades National Park when man interfered with nature & 
wildlife. When I read in the Gettysburg Times what was platmed for the deer on the 
battlefield I recognized tlus as another Everglades disaster. 

Around 1985 the Everglades National Park was beginning to overflow with excess 
water wvl to remedy the problem a committee decided to import malalucca trees to 
absorb some water. The catastrophic consequence was that the malalucca trees 
absorbed far more water than anticipated and the Everglades became dangerously 
dry. They thought the summer rains would remedy the problem, however, that year 
the summer rains did not come. The Everglades was so dry and the summer heat so 
unbearable that when lightning struck it ignited a devastating brush fire which killed 
vegetation and the endangered Florida black panther. After the fire many people 
thought it had also killed the malalucca trees. However, much to eveiyone's 
surprise, the trees not only survived but began to reproduce at an astonishing rate. 
After many unsuccessful attempts at destroying the trees, the committee was then 
forced tr: hire a chemist to concoct a poison to kill the trees. This finally helped 
control the malalucca trees. All this trouble could have been avoided. The 
unusually dry summer would have evaporated much of the excess water thereby 
eliminating the problem by the hand of nature. 

Upon first visiting Gettysburg in· July, during the re-enactment, my fondest 
memories are of driving at dusk over the battle field in search of deer. This seems 
to be enjoyable both to myself and my family who recently visited Gettysburg in 
December. It is my belief that when you live in an area for too long you take the 
simple things for granted( e.g. seeing a deer). 

It is my understanding that the deer are feeding on the crops of farmers and that 
many complaints have been made that they are losing money as a result. It would 
sincerely surprise me if the farmers of Gettysburg produce any significant amount of 
product for this to be a problem. Any amount ofloss is subsidized by the great 
government of these United States. This further leads me to wonder what these 
farmers ulterior motives are. Could it be that there might be a prize buck on the 
battlefield and when the shooting begins this buck just might run off the safety of the 
battlefield? At any rate please consider the motives of people's actions. 

In closing I ask you to take great care and thought in making your decision. The last 
thing you want is regret. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 
Sincerely, Jennifer Deisselberg 

-I 
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Dr. John Latschar, Superintendent 
G9e7ttysburg National Military Park 

Taneytown Road 
Gettysburg, Pa . 17325 

Dear Dr. Latschar: 

RD 2, Box 307H 
Howard, Pa. 16841 
February 6, 1995 

We are in receipt f h Tail d o t e Draft Environment 1 . e Deer Management Plan and h a Impact Statement- White 
;e~~ addressed. We strongly advoc:~: ~~~ie~e~ the alternatives that 

c on. We have spent many weeks an c o ce of Alternative 01- no 

109 

of the reasons for this is the d d much money in Gettysburg and one 
=~dt~o the natural beauty and pe=~~f~~~~!:tion within the park. The deer 

i why they are considered a "probl " o~ the park. It escapes us 
~~i~~lshwill only bring bloodshed to t~~~ hT e d:struction of these 
t h t e des true t .ion caused by human b i onore ground. We would 
o t e park- litter, air pollution van:a~~s is a much greater threat • sm, exploitation . 

At the very most we would advocate w~uld need to assure cruelty-free 'for Alternative ll3 .but these measures 
s own for these animals. procedures with the utmost respect 

Many throughout th to e nation are now aware f 
if ~~e ~ow Pennsylvania treats its wildli~e tte DEIS and are watching 

e eer are kill ed or harmed i . • e can assure you that 
~~~vacations in Gettysburg and wi~la~~ walyl whe will no longer spend 

ers to do the sa Th a t at is possibl t 
and given to food s:~ice eorfgactithait the aniMals would be "pe ro~e::ecdo~rage 
of th d an zat ons doe hi . e eer a favorable alternative . s not ng to make the killing 

It is time Pennsylvania 
ction and exploitation. treat its wildlife with r espect and not destru-

We anxiously await your decision. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Marion Dennis 

~D~ 
Beth Dennis 

.. •:. ''·''· ~ 
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Charles P. Gilbert 
112 Mont Alto Road 
Fayetteville, Pa. 17222 

Dr. John Le.techar, !l!perintendent 
Gettyaburg National Military Park 
R.D. l 
Gettyeburg, PA 17,25 

Dear Sir, 

~111 

December 8, 1994 

Received your report November 29th oonoerndUg the over population 
ot deer at Gettyeburg NMP, I ~ retired and willing to help it eome 
eolution ie implemented, 

Thie 1e a problem aa one couple' at the meeting laet year etated 
the deer are eating orope needed tor liveatook and infringing on the 
tarmera livelihood, 

I enjoy hunting and the laat 'aaveral yeara deer aeaaon was very 
dull contrary to reporta ot the Pennaylvania G~e Oolllllliaaion. Few deer 
were aeon by ~oelt and many other hunter• experienced the oamo. 

I am in tavor ot Alternative 2A ~with PGO approval) to remove 
the deer to public hunting land. It thie would prove to be a problem, 
then the PGO could ieeue 1110re antlerlees permits, thus reeulting in 
additional revenue. 

If Alternative 28 io dooidod, donating tne moat to needy 
organizatione would alec be a good idea. Any plan you adopt will be 
tine and ae t aaid, I will be glad to help. 

Sincerely, 

Charlee P, Gilbert 
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Dr. John latschar; 
_GETT-:-- ElSE_ 

Re: Proposed use of sterilization drugs to "control" Gettysburg National Park deer. 

I am writing on behalf of our extended family, all Adams County 

natives, their spouses, and children. We all depend upon hunting and fishing to supplement 

our food supply. We also garden extensively. This lifefstyle is a necessity due to the 

local economy, . tax burden, and also due to a preference for unadulter.ated food. We 

would consider it a direct threat to our health and well-being if the deer which happen 

to pass through the park would be treated with any kind of hormone or toxic substance. 

I personally would consider filing a class action suit if there were traces of anything of 

the sort In venison we would use. 

Please rethink this approach to deer control! My husband and relatives 

and friends have shot deer with Park tags in quite a range away from the park ... near 

Emmitsburg, and in other directions. You cannot predict the range of these animals, or 

constrain them. There are so many competent, careful and needy hunters In this county, 

It would be a sin to defile or waste this important and healthful food source without 

g1ving those who are proven stewards of the earth a chance to harvest the deer In a 

safe and controlled hunt. The meat could even be offered to the homeless or charity. 

We will be all watching the results of your studies, and no matter 

what the EIS may conclude, If you use contraceptives, Inevitably there will be environmental 

repercussions. The regional Sleera Club and several other organizations would be alerted 

to your thoughtless and Inconsiderate approach to this matter. I sympathize with the 

farmers, but they must consider sustainable agriculture and the health of the county 

population! 

Guardedly, 
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• ROOALE I NSTITUTE RESEARCH CENTER 
61 1 Sieglriedaie Road, Kutzlown, Pennsylvania 19530 

PHONE: 610-683-1400 FAX: 610-083-a548 

Superintendent 
Gettysburg NMP/Eisenhower NHS 
97 Taneytown Road 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

Cyane Gresham 
Dec. 29, 1994 

I had the pleasure of visiting Gettysburg National 
Military Park for the first time on December 26, 1994. The 
organization, sensitivity, and hard work evident in the 
presentation of the site were truly impressive . I am 
writing in reponse to the folder entitled "White-Tailed 
Deer", and also because of observed effects of the deer. 

It has become clear that White-Tailed Deer have become 
a significant problem in many urban, suburban, and rural 
locales. Shenandoah Park, the parks of Philadelphia, and 
even rural Pennsylvania are some of the places where the 
damage has been documented. Some of the problems I am aware 
of include: deforestation, alteration of forest 
composition, spread of Lyme disease, and auto collisions. 
Deer obviously have become well adapted to thrive in a many 
conditions and do not have sufficient natural controls . 

Possible solutions mentioned in your brochure are: 
"trapping and transfer; fertility control; fencing1 
repellents; planting crops less attractive to deer1 and 
reduction of the herd by deputized marksmen, rangers, and/or 
public hunt". I would like to give comments and feedback on 
your proposed solutions: 

1) Trapping and transfer: this is a temporary measure 
which only transports the problem somewhere else, In short, 
it is expensive and would not really solve · the problem. 

2) Fertility control: this has been toyed with in some 
of the Philadelphia parks. To my knowledge, it is 
prohibitively expensive. 

3) Fencing: this safeguard does not solve the problem, 
although it prevents some of the damage. Fencing of some 
sort is probably necessary for growth of small seedlings. I 
have included information on new low-cost deer fencing . 

4) Repellents : repellents are temporary and not 
effective if deer are really hungry. In addition, it 
requires labor and some degree of expense. Unrealistic for 
large areas, such as the whole NMP. 

5) Planting less attracti.ve crops : not effective if 
deer are really hungry. Limits the management options in 
what may be unacceptable ways if historical ·accuracy is 
desired. 

[ 
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6) Reduction of the herd by deputized ma~ksmen, 
rangers, and/or public hunt: This is the onlf. realistic, 
effective, affordable alternative . For control of deer 
damage, the unacceptably high numbers of deer must be 
lowered in a conscious, humane way. Otherwise, the numbers 
will be . lowered by disease, starvation, and cars. 

Through this letter I want to communicat~ my full 
suppcc t for control efforts of deer relying on deputized 
mark ~roe n, rangers, and public hunting . -Obviously, safety 
should be a top priority. "The Bambi reflex" will cause 
opposition to such culling, but you should know ·that there 
is support for your efforts. If I can help in any way with 
documentation or support, please fe~l free to get in touch. 
Thank you for all the hard work which goes into t his 
i mportant place. 

[ [ 
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ranuary 26, 1995 _GETT- ElSE_ 

)r. John A. Latschar 
>ettysburg National Military Park 
~isenhower National Historic Site 
}7 Taneytown Road 
; e ttysburg, PA 17325 

)ear Dr. Latschar: 
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~GAL television studio broadcast a story last night about the park and the 
nerd of deer that are living at it. Viewers were advised the Park Service is 
considering various options to "protect" the farmland and park trees from the 
deer. Some of the choices were: a controlled hunt at the park (the meat 
could be given to food banks); out 'of season hunting in the areas surrounding 
the park: sterilization of the deer; moving the deer to areas outside the 
park; and doing nothing about the deer. It is my understanding that the 
Park Service's position is the historic value of the park is being hurt by the 
deer ; and the park cannot support the herd which has grown to 700 - aoo . I 
believe it was stated the park can support about 130 deer comfortably. 

I have visited Gettysburg many times. I have been to the park. I have s een 
farmland, some woodland, monuments , and a cemetery. I have seen the waxed 
figures and the old clothing that commemorate a battle our country will never 
forget . I have seen other human visitors to the park . I have not seen the 
living, breathing, gentle deer that are causing the Park Service concern. 

Death is everywhere at Gettysburg. It is a bleak reminder of our failure to 
cogaunicate witbout doing battle - without killing human beings. It is a 
reminder that it was human animals that destroyed each other, trees, the land, 
and other living creatures not involved in our battle. Horses, dogs, cats , 
cows, and many other creatures suffered and died because of our human war. 
Deer died too . we destroyed a habitat - a home to many living creatures. We 
polluted water. We destroyed trees. our cannons and other weapons took our 
lives and the lives of many who share this planet with us. 

The Park Servi ce should protect our heritage . I suggest that our heritage is 
more than old weapons and monuments of rock and steel. It i s more than the 
dry decay of death . our heritage is more than memories of battles that we 
fought. It is the constant flow of life for us and our companion animals. It 
is birth. It includes the joy of watching gentle beings living on, and using, 
the land they have inherited with us. 

Is there any reason the Park Service cannot provide food on park land for the 
deer? Could the park service not grow corn for the deer to eat? While I 
support food banks for our hungry human brothers and sisters, I do not believe 
a "controlled hunt" of shy and unarmed creatures is the solution. We can feed 
the hungry in our country by other means. There are numerous restaurants in 

Gettysburg and other areas that could donate leftovers instead of throwing t . 
food out • . We can s hare with our neighbors . Americans waste a great deal of 
food. 

Killing deer who have sought refuge from the surrounding area is not the bes 
solution. Our companion animals are consistently los ing g r ound on our plane· 
The loss of habitat due to the construction of highways and other roads 
housing, malls, parking lots, and our other projects that "civilize" nature 
immense. The Park Se rvice admitted that many deer at the park are killed b 
automobiles. y 

We are tbe guardians of planet Earth and all her inbabitants . 

Let us not choose death again. Let us choose to respect and pr otect life 
These deer remi nd us that even after pain and death, nature renews itself.wh· 
given t~e chance. We are reintroducing wi ldli fe into our other parks . We a: 
trying to put back what we were not wis e enough to protect before. We must 
have a s7nse o~ our responsibilities to other living creatures . Monuments a 
not feel~ng an~mals with a will to live . 

"I am life that wills to liye in the ujdst of l i fe t~at wills to live." said 
the great clergyman, phi losopher, physician, and scholar, Albert Schweitzer . 
Please consider the deer and thei r will to live. 

The signatures listed below are vot~s against killing (hunting) the deer and 
against moving the deer unless the only other option you consider is killing 
them. Moving them could lead to their deaths. T~e signatures listed below · 
are votes again~t sterilization of the deer as that does not seem to be a 
viable alternat1ve. How would the Park Service keep new deer from entering 
the park? Would the sterilization program be a continuing practice to inclu• 
the new deer, too? 

Our suggestion is that you find a way to coexist witb tbe deer; to protect 
them. and to protect us. as they are a part of our heritage. our legacy. our 
inheritance. ~ 

~?~~ £7~~~- ~- . P.O. Box 211 . 
New Kingstown, PA 17072 

copy to: 
President William Clinton 
The Nati onal Park Service 
The National Geographic Society 
People For The Ethical Treatment of Animal s 
The A:merican Humane Soc iety . 
Mr . Hal Gre enlee 
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Dear Dr. Latsch ar, 
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,... January 25, 1995 

Dr. John Latschar 
Gettysburg National Military Park 
97 Taneytown Road 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

RE: White - tailed Deer Reduction 

Dear Dr. J.atachar: 

· . .... . .. ·· . . .... ..... . : 

After reading a summary of the proposed reduction 
methodology for the white-tailed deer, I believe that 
relocation (Alternative 2A) would be the most humane 
approach. You are calling for a MASS execution. Why have 
you waited until hundreds of deer may l .ose their lives. 
There is no excuse , as far as 1 am concerned, to mass 
murder OR introduce chemicals into these innocent 
animals. Hy God- they come to the _park, as you say, for 
safety. You also mention that, "the remaining woodlands 
are maintained in a natural state" . Well, if they were 
really kept in a "natural" state , there would be NO human 
intervention. I believe th.at 1o1e should have respect for 
these animals and their ric;Jht to be. Take them far away, 
deep into the mountains where they can be free to live 
and die- naturally. 

Another option mic;Jht be to let the deer stay where they 
are . < hen the one million annual visitors could get a 
double lesson. They could see how man creates chaos when 
he tries to control his fellow human being~ in war AND 
ALSO when he tries to control the nature around him. 

I hope the deer don't have to die. They haven't done 
anything wrong - WE HAVE. When will we start to do what 
we know is right. When will we start to follow our 
hearts and STOP following our wallets. 

Forever Trying, 

Claire Hillary-Prins 
4608 Upper Beckleysville Road 
Hampstead, HD 21074 
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John latschar 
97 Tarryton Road 
Gettysburg,Pennsylvania 17325 

Or. latschar: 

I •·. '• : . 

I am told that the park service is proposing 
to "harvest"- i.e.slaughter- the Gettys­
burg deer,because of their negative effect 
on the vegetation. 

So,you would add to.and compound,the sense 
of a place that is held in honor - because 
of what? - because of the slaughter of men 
and animals that took place there,-years ago. 

I suggest,Dr.latschar,that there should be 
no more killing at Gettysburg. If you 
cannot appreciate the esthetic beauty of live 
deer grazing peacefully over the graves of 
the dead,then those living creatures should 
be humanely removed,alive,to a place of 
sanctuary. 

Yours truly, 

GJ7.TT- ElSE_ 
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8780 lodge lane 
Cottondale,Alabama 35453 
March 17,1995 
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12245 cr North Holl ewe Street ywood c ' A 91605 

March 16 I 1995 

or. John L . 
Gettysbur atschar, Su e 
97 Tareytg National M~l~intendent 
Gettysburon Road tary Park 

g 1 PA 17325 . 

· .. : : .· .... · ... :.:. 152 

Dear o r. Latschar: 

We are writ' at the park~ng to ask that . 
would · We fe 1 you st prefer that t~ certain tha~P the plan to .--
Pl ... e eave th e deer be epm:~re he alive, ';.b~:~et" .the deer 

ese gentle am Llncoln 

Very trul . creatures f Y yours rom being k'l '-...~ 1 l. led 

'""-"·~-~ ,/ . 
Mr & h~~ 

• Mrs. Milto n Knopoff 

'

1 

~- of~ . !0 !'; 0 WI l" .. ., . i .. s l'l i· 
I , ~" ( . I I u , •.. .ri 2 o 19g5 ~: 

. I 

! - GE.TT - t:'I-~-.J · - ··'"'C:. I 
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Superintendent John Latschar 
Gettysburg National Military Park 
97 T3n~ytown Ro3d 
Gettysburg, P A 17325 

Dear Dr. l..atschar: 

.• . ; '• ~·.: ! .~ 
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1541 N. Ryker's Ridge Rd. 
Madison, IN 47250 
January 21, 1995 

As President of the Jefferson County Civil War Round Table and as the natural 
resource manager at U.S. Amly Jefferson Proving Ground, I am interested in obtaining a 
copy of the Dmft EIS: Whitetail Deer Management Plan. Having managed a deer hunting 
program for 12 yem, I am acutely aware of the impact caused by growing popubtions of 
deer and the emotions generated when hunting is being discussed. Indiana has experienced 
similar controversy in conducting management hunts in our state parks. 

· My comments will additionally be submitted to the board of The Friends of the 
National Parks at Gettysburg which I hope will have influence on their position. Thank you 
tor sending a copy. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
Kenneth G. Knouf 
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Jan. 28 , 1995 

ilr, Latschar; 

liavin3 just read ti1e su;;-uaary of the environmental impact 

state::~ent on t!1e ·.1!\i te-tailed deer mane.gement plan at the Gettysburg 

,; atione.l t~ili tar;:r rark and the 3isenho·.7er iiistoric ->i te, 1 am writing 

to express my personal opinion and my opinion as 1st. Vice-fresident 

of the }a. ~eer ~ssoc. 

The preble~ of over yopulation of deer at both of these 

sites ilas been ignored for too long, -~herefore SOQewhat drastic Qeasures 

need to be iQpliwented as soon as possible. I see no viable alternative 

except bJ. ternati ve 2- :0 . Deer numbers must be reduced and maintained :·.t 

sui table levels as soon c.s possible. Vontinued population control snoulli. 

ij.; ;;,;:. i;e carried out through i:ile use of controlled nun;;in6 , ~ru:cut!J.".Y• 

sno -.;gun, e-cc.) m.10i1in ;;ne pe.r:{_. ...lso 10he raising of crops on or 

aajacent 100 tne pan! a1·eas should be discouraged as 1;his leads .;o suppu:c"-

in0 a large deer popula10ion by creating an Bl'10ificial food suppLy. 

1 rrisil you tile i>est o:::: luc~~ i n resolv:l.ng this pl'ui>lt!w . 

;~L~-;IJ-·'illiru~ "• Li n;se'l.( 

195 r-.; , View Lpne 

Lilly, Pa, 1J938 

FOUNDED TO PROMOTE THE WISE MANAGEMENT OF OUR DEER RESOURCE 
FOR THE BENEFIT OF DEER. PEOPLE. AND THE LAND THEY BOTH SHARE . . .' . ~· ·. 

~lliedSignal 
· A E R 0 S P "A C E 

[ 

tJ 1- ol.- 9) 

@) Mr Oorry Walu 
IIOIIdiA,. 
l4•M\utcr, HJ <*151-2045 

. ··. · ; .. -... . ,• . . . .- . ' . . ·.:: ·: .. 
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January 26, 1995 

supervisor 
Gettysburg National Park 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

Supervisor, 

In response of public feeling on the deer situation in the 

Gettysburg National Park, I am for keeping a ll the d eer 

alive and in a safe environment, 

I am in favor of two of the suggestions combined. 

1. Sterilization of some of the deer 

2. Transferring a majority of them to a safe 

and we ll provided for area. 

Please do not destroy them, unless it is absolutly the only 

and last method to correct this problem. 

Thank you for your attention. · 

Sincerely, 

,2.:.::.-
646 Fourth St. 
Lancaster, PA 17603 
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I ~J ~Ea 1 il •9ss 2lj 
L __ .J 

96 BELMONT RD. 
GETTYSBURG,PA.l7325 

I Gr::TT- E!SE I 

DR.JOHN LATSCHAR; 
I AM A RESIDENT OF ADAMS COUNTY,CUMBERLAND TOWNSHIP AND I AM 

WRITTING TO TELL THAT I AM ALSO OPPOSED TO ANY KIND OF BIRTH 
CONTROL FOR OUR DEER POPULATION.WE DO NOT KNOW WHAT WILL SHOW 
UP YEARS DOWN THE ROAD AND THERE ARE TO MANY PEOPLE IN THE 
NORLD THAT ARE HUNGRY AND COULD USE THAT MEAT.IF THERE ARE 
TO MANY DEER ON THE BATTLEFIELD THEN I FEEL THEY SHOULD BE 
KILLED BY HUNTERS IF POSSIBLE AND THE MEAT PUT INTO THE FOOD 
BANK. 

I WOULD ALSO LIKE TO ADDRESS THE LAND ALONG THE MUMMASBURG 
RD.THAT WAS RELANDSCAPED AND THE TRACK MOVED FOR THE GETTYSBURG 
COLLEGE.! FEEL IT SHOULD BE LEFT THE WAY IT IS RIGHT NOW AND NO 
MORE MONEY SPENT TO CHANGE IT BACK THE NAY IT WAS.IF ANYTHI NG 
PUT A LARGE FRAMED PICTURE AT AN APPROPRIATE PiACE SHOWING THE 
LAND AS IT LOOKED DURING THE CIVIL WAR AND LEAVE THE LAND THE 
WAY IT IS NOW.THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOURi C~~~ 

~RT MALLETTE 
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James P. McGuigan 

. 218 Georgetown Circle 

Hanover, Pa 17331 

(717) 630..857 4 

DecemberS, 1994 

EdHor 

Letters To The EdHor 

The Evening Sun 

135 Baltimore Street 

Hanover, PA 17331 

Dear Editor: 

"-P. McQoioon 
211 Goo!vo1own C>do 
Hanover, P• 17331 
(717)1~74 

Or. Jotln liUd'l•r 

=-::"'--..yPII1< 
R.D.1 
Go<ly>Wrg, PA 17325 

so-.~r. 

~~fK~~~ 
JP.UC. -

169 

I would like to address the deer problem at the Gettysburg National Military Park that 

was reported In the Evening Sun ("NPS prefers three-pronged ansck on deer hettl') on 

November 30th. It w.S reported that the NPS have offered 6 pro~sals, 1 have a 7th. 

Why not hold a lottery among ~lders of current hunting licenses? Require those 

hunters whose application was selected In the lottery to pay a nomln&! 't!!· say ~2~:~~ 

dollars to hunt that day only. limit the hunt to bows only to protect the monuments on 

the park and more importantly, any nearby residences. This type of hunt has been 

proven effective in Bucks County, Pennsylvania at Tyler Park. There are no negatives to 

I his plan. There are no costs involved to burden either the NPS or taxpayers, it in fact 

I • 

generates revenue. This is something that none of the exls1ing 6 plans can claim. Deer 

relocation costs money. Sterilization of deer costs money. These two fads are what led 

the people at Tyler Park to consider a public hunt. The article also stated that 

"Aitemative 2" and "AHemative 5' would allow "NPS personnel or authorized agents" to 

shoot deer Inside the park. If "NPS personnel' or authorized agents• are considered 

capable to do this, why not the licensed hunters of Pennsylvania who support wildlife 

conservation every year through ncense and equipment purchases? It Is obvious that 

we, as Ucensed hunters, have been left out of the equation despHe our yearly 

commitment to Pennsylvania's wildlife. 

Sincerely, 

Cc: Dr. John latschar, Supenntendent, Gettysburg National Military Park 
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February 5,1995 

_GETT- ElSE 

Dear Dr. John Latschar, 

A friend of mine called to inform me about the deer problem 

at the battle field at Gettysburg . I'd like to make a positive 

s uggestion . 

It only seems fitting to me as a sportsman, and military minded 

person, the park is an ideal place for our disabled vets to have the 

hunt of their lives . The park with its many access roads and 

vantage points would be an ideal place to honor our vets and solve 

the over population of the deer herd in a controlled hunt . It could 

be an extra drawing, and a different date (warmer weather) to make it 

as comfortable as possible for our vets . 

I, as a sportsman would gladly give up any day to lend a hand to 

help our vets, they have do ne so very much for us all. It seems only 

fitting and proper to show respect to our disabled vets . What better 

place could be found to help solve two very touchy issues than 

Gettysburg? I would also suggest that it would be limited to shotgun 

slugs only, this is much safer for people who would gladly drive the 

deer to the ready hunter s . 

:;;~~ 
H. William Moyer 

748 Mohns Hill Rd. 

Reading, Pa. 19608 

Superintendent 
~ttysburg National MililaJy Park 
RDI 
~ttysburg, PA 17325 

Dear Superintendent: 

173 

9 Janwuy, 1995 

I am writing concerning the culling of the deer population at the ~ttysburg MilitaJy Park and the 
options that you may be considering. 

Sir, as a Pennsylvania Sportsman and a Conservationist, I believe the best way to reduce the deer 
population and satisfy the most people, would be to allow a limited hunt on the park property. It would be 
an absolute waste just to go In and shoot the deer. 

This license to bunt could be Issued by a lottery which would limit the number of bunters on tbe 
property during any daily hunting period. By controlling the number of hunters you can then control the 
number of deer harvested .. Safety would also be under your oontrol, by reducing the number of hunters 
you can asswe that there would be no accidents. You can also direct where the hUnting is to take place. 

The hunt would be conducted for I week, and for safety reasons, would be limited to bow only. You 
might also consider closing the park for that week in order to assure safety to any visitors or sightseer's. 
If it is impossible to close the entire p:uk, at least you could control traffic flow into the areas to be hunted. 

Please give this your utmost consideration. The sportsman of Pennsylvania would be grateful for your 
attention. 

s;z~·'JD 611 
~/leD.Mt Q 
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Superintendent 
National rark Service 
RDl 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

Dear Superintendent: 

. -_.:> :· .·· ... . ··:· :~ ·:>: 
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February 06, 1995 
125 Cashman Road 
New Oxford, PA 17350 

I ~ould like to give my op1n1on on the deer problem on the 
battlefield. After reading the newspaper, listening to the T.V. 
and with much personal exper i anr<:' 1 have several suggestions that 
I would like you to think ., · 

First, I (we) are v r J :..gainst the thought of having 
marksmen come in and destroy the herd. We are also against 
spending any federal or state tax dollars on this problem. 

There are many other ways to deal with this, for example, 
there are hundreds of sportsmen who would give their left arm to be 
able to hunt just near the battlefield (not on it) . I know for a 
fact there local, near-by farms that would allow sportsmen to shoot 
off the excess deer . · ·Much corporation would be needed by the 
National Park Service . 

My example would be to have the N.P.S. push the deer herds 
onto the joining farms either by vehicle or on foot. If this is not 
allowed to be done, I'm sure there are many local sportsmen groups 
such as; McSherrystown Fish and Game, East Berlin Fish and Game, 
and Adams County Fish and Game. These groups could drive the deer 
off the battlefield (without guns) so that hunters on the farms 
could l egally bring the herd to the desired numbers. 

Permits could be issued with a two or three deer limit and if 
the N.P.S . needs money, a reasonable fee could also be charged . 
I do know that Maryland State Parks have much of the same problem 
that hunting is not allowed in the State Parks, but they overcome 
the situations l ike this, depending on the number of deer that need 
to be killed. 

Applications are mailed to the park, by a certain date with a 
five dollar fee, then a lottery drawing is held ·and 250 names are 
drawn and each is required to pay ten dollars for the permit, then 
two weeks before the hunt each drawn applicant must go to a 
designated range and a certain score must b e obtained before they 
are eligible to hu~t . 

. The hunt lasts two weeks or ten days with 25 hunters each day. 
They are . put on stand and are able to shoot only in certain 
directions arid may not leave the stand . The park police (D.E.R.) 
using four wheelers and on foot push the deer into the hunters. 
Bach hunter is allowed three deer (which have no bearing on the 
state season limit). The hunt is done in late January or early 
February (low tourist time) . For more information you can contact 
the Gunpowder State Park Baltimore, Maryland. 

.. ·-

. . 
'• -:- .-_ 

. . ~ 
·.· .•. _: : ... :-; :·. :..'• : :' : ::·:. ~ l:~ .:: . ~ ···:. ::.: . ~ -- -... 

... 

Last year 4000 applications were received for the hunt, this 
shows that there is plenty of interest. That is just one 
suggestion, I have plenty of others if you have not already made up 
your mind. 

One other suggestion is that the PA Game Commission could have 
extended seasons for ce'rtain townships that are joining the park 
for doe only, but again the N. P. S. would have to work in 
conjunction with the hunters. 

Thank you for your time! This I • m sure will control the deer, 
that is if we are willing to work together, but please do not send 
in sharp shooters and wipe out the herds with automatic weapons . 
There are so many other ways to have it done. 

Sincerely, 

~£-"»7~ 
Richard E. Myers 

. 
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S. J.~ers 
324 Beve Rd . -
Camp Hill, A.17011·2813 
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DR: B. DEAN N.ARDIS TI 
OPTOMETRIST 

353ft DBRRY STREET 

PAXTANO. PENNSYLVANIA 171.11 

171711584-883!] 

February 7, 1995 

Dr. John Latschar 
Superintendent, 
Gettysburg National Military Fark 
R.D. 1 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

Dear Dr. Latscharl 

c cerning deer population reduction at Gettysburg. 
p~~ase consider allowing a special draw, on atccel~s.t 

· h ters Ev.en · if you have o 1m1 
for Pennsy1van1a un • ·f the other methods listed 
it to archery hunters. Any o . to be 
in the Patriot, December 4, 1994 art1cle, seem 
unconsdanable • 

Thank you and please inform me of your decision . 

Yours truly , 

1J~~· ~u~ 
Dr. B. Dean Nardis II 
BDNJ jt 

( ( [ 

:: .' ·· .. ~- .' . 

3205 E. Market Street , Apt. N-3 
York, PA 17402-2535 

February 7, 1995 

Mr. John Latschar 
Superintendent 
Gettysburg Na tiona l Park 
97 Taneytown Road 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

. ' l ~rn ® ~ o w ii~; 
lJ\l FEB - 8 1995 ~ 

GETT- E lSE __ 

Dear Mr. Latschar: 
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As a Pennsyl vania Taxpayer and Hunter in the Forests of Northern Pennsyl vania, 
I am opposed to bringing in sharp shooters or t he ot her so-cal led solutions 
such as sternizat ion and annihilation to reduce the Deer Herd on The Gettysburg 
Battlefield . I am for Trapping and Transferring them upstate to the Northern 
Counties where the deer herds are scarce, whi ch is one of t he points of t he 
Environmental Impact Sol utions Study. 

As a hunt er of the Pennsyl vania Forests, since I was taught to hunt by my 
father when I was 14 years old, I am disgusted with the way The Game Commission 
is handling t he deer situati on in general. The building' of homes in the deer 
habitats forces the ani mals out of their natural habitats and causes the deer 
to move closer to city areas. Mode rn man is slowly eliminating the animal 
kingdom , as he al ways has. Look at the Buffalo, if it wasn' t for President 
Theodore Roosevelt they would be gone. We have forced these animals out of 
t he ir homeland. Now it should be up to us to put them back in their natural 
habitat. 

I would be willing to pay the $11. 50 I pay for Doe License each year in York 
and Tioga Counties to stop the doe hunting in the Northern Counties where t hey 
are scarce for a period of at least 5 years. I support bow hunti ng in Counties 
to t he South such as Berks, Schuyl kill and Ches t er.where the human population 
has taken over. 

Some of our so-called "St ate Backed Hunting Groups" would shoot their neighbors 
l ivelihood if t hey thought they could get away with i t. It is time t 9 use 
common sense in hunting and conservati on to understand that we don't hunt for 
the biggest rac k, but for food. 

I use t o enjoy seeing herds of deer upstate in my younger years, but they are 
no longer there. Now I can sit in the moun tains and only see as ·many as 3 deer 
in 5 days and who is to say these are not the same deer I had seen the day 
before. 

Sincerely, 

~a-~ 
Ray A. Ness 
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Lawrence Feiper 
1 641 Coon Hd . 
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December 5, 19<)4 

near Dr. Latschar, 

This is my idea to control the deer population in t he battlefield , 

1 . Reach a number of how many deer need to be harvested. 

2 . ~ecide a price on the tag. I suggest it should be S10.0G . 

3. Set up a drawing lottery style the same as the game commission . 

4 . Fick a place for the deer to taken and picked up. 

5. Hire s harp shooters to harvest the deer: 

They 1~ill shoot the deer using safe practice. 
They will field dress the deer. 
They will drop the deer off at the pick up stati on. 
Thel.r share of the tag should be ~4 . 0G . 

6. Anyone that receives a t ag will be abl e .to call or be called 
to p~ck up their.deer. 

1. ~6 . 00 will go to the park service to pay for printing, 
handling of t ags , phone, and dee r ·herd. 

Sincerely , 



··· .· .. ··· • < 
·., · . . ... 

To whom it may concern: 

· . . ·,· . ··:: 

Donald F. Peterson 
1033 Johnson Dr1ve 
Lake Her11age 

Gettysburg, Pa. 17325 
December 12, 1994 

Aboul the NPS deer population problem. Seems to me the NPS have been complaining 
about revenue: the NPS should take lessons from its neighbor Ma~land; they have managed 

public hunting (LOTIEREY DRAWING) at several of their state parks. All lotte~ applications 
require a non-refundable five dollar application fee and successful applicants must pay a non­
refundable ten dollar permit fee. See the attached. 

187 

Sln~l\)urs, 

b.~.\~~--
Donald F. Peterson 

. :'• 
·' .· .. :-· :: .. ', ·~ .. 

. - ?Ptl~~ 
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~;Pl.-? -:,1. '?-\:>· 
..J.~'yjl.. • .-,-.:.-~1> .... ~ 

~\"-'- 'J_\<::P 

<6 \')~""""'! tJ'V' YLAND DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
-~? STATEFORESTANDPARKSERVICE oao.'t7 

\.."C- . '30)2. • l-V-1 I 

DEERHUNTINGLOTTERY INFORMATION 41°-
GUNPOWDER FALLSSTATEP~SWEETAlRAREA 

The Maryland Department of NatUral Resources will be conducting a managed hunt for 
white-tailed deer in the Sweet Air Area of Gunpowder Falls State Park, in response to a biological 
need to reduce the deer population iu that area. Hunters wiU be selected by lottery. Please read the 
following information carefully before completing the enclosed application. ' 

WHEN: Monday January 16 through Friday January 20, 1995 
Hunting hours: 1/2 hour before sunrise to 1:00 p.m. 

WliAT: SPECIES: Wbite-tailed deer (antlerless) 
BAG LIJI,UT: llU'ee (3) deer per hunter, in additiou to regular liceuse limit. 
WEAPONS: Shotgun (rifled slug) ouly. See Guide to Huntin!! and Trappin2 in 
Marvland 1994-1995 for specific guidelines. 
OTHER REGULATIONS: AU rules and regulations stated in the Guide to HWiting · 
aud Traupiug in Marvlnnd 1994- 1995 will apply to all hunters. Other procedures 
specific to the Sweet Air Hunt may be imposed as necessary. AU successful applicants 
will receive written notificat ion of procedures prior to the hunt. 

WHO: 40 hunters per day v.ill be selected from the lottery. 

Completing the lottery applica tion: 
APPLICATION DEADLINE: All applications must be received at Gunpowder FaUs State Park 
Headquarters by Frid:~y, November 11, 1994 at 4:00p.m. Applications received :1fter this time 
will not be considered. 

LOTTERY DRAWING: Thursday, November 17, 1994 at 1:00 p.m: at GWlpowder Headquarters. 

PLEASE NOTE: 
• 
* 

• 
• 

* 
• 

Each hunter may submit only oue application . 
If you wish to apply as a hunting party, please staple applications together ~hen submitting 
(limit 3 per party). 
Incomplete applications will not be considered. . 
The lottery drawing is opeu to the public. Successful applicants will be notified by mail aficr 
the drawing. 
APPLICATION FEE: The SS.OO application fee to enter the lottery is non-refundable. 
PEMDT FEE: Successful applicnnts must pay a SlO.OO permit-fee. This fee is also non-

refundable. \( i':l"f,.) \) l£.. -ro ~~-of. N<!i\l\'<Jl R~,,v~~-

ALL HUNTERS WHOSE NAMES ARE DRAWN WILL BE NOTIFIED BY MAIL ON OR 
BEFORE DECEMBER3, 1994.1NFORMATION REGARDING RESULTS OF-THE DRAWING 
WILL NOT BE GIVEN OVER TilE PHONE. 

Pt"' bi'>Tetl-'{ '51&~ 1 tJ 
V'r' " 4 0. ~ ~~~\ \ l-'f viZ( ~ 1- G l'i''IILI"'i'A•"\'( 5 tlt 

!) ""' N ·' vtiRD . n "'' M n• ~"" <It · "-' c.Lif~ r~v. 
I o t-1 . ~olen . . 
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_ GETT ElSE_ 

FEBRUARY 4, 1995 

DEAR SUPERINTENDENT! 

CONCERNING THE ISSUE OF TOO MANY DEER ON THE BATTLEFIELD 
I FAVOR A PUBLIC SPORTSMAN HUNT USING BOWS & MUZZLELOADERS. 
TAKE APPLICATIONS AND IN A LOTTERY DRAW THE NUMBER OF HUNTERS 
YOU FEEL WOULD BE SAFE, SELL THEM PERMITS, HOLD A DO'S & 
DON'TS MEETING PRIOR TO THE HUNT, AND LET SUCCESSFUL HUNTERS 
EITHER KEEP THE DEER OR DONATE TO CHARITY AT THEIR OPTION. 
IF THIS HUNT IS SUCCESSFUL, HOLD IT AS OFTEN AS NEEDED TO 
KEEP THE DEER HERD IN CHECK. 

THANK YOU! 

Att'IWJRI'~ 
. 'fi'bNALD R. PETERS 

717-259-0174 

I· 
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T,.J I S c.ET'it::i'i lS ON THE DE:£R i·IAi~AI.:'Erlt:. i.Jf F"i-iGJ;:cr . I \~E1H 

\l ofrn-©~fl~~"i_r(~tJEC· TO Sml£ OF THE ~IF.I::TrNG 0~• JANUARY 14 AT THE 

I uu FEB :r~~~~gs UllrH SCHOOL AN!J REA[· THE F·APtR. I TH li·JI( SHOOTING S0/1£ 

i 6 ~JGULD 8Sj'INE, NOT ALL, JUSf S011E. I DON'T THi ~IK IT ' S F .:\I R 

- ~=-··.~t. I 
GE:rT ·€ITI1E.k TG LUi'lE l:1t.£n IN TO to,O,IT P I LES AND K I LL 1.-i£11 . IT ' S 

lNHUt·lAN£. I ALSO THINK YOU COULU L ENGTHEN THE HUNTING 

SeASON, OR L:::T HUNTERS SHOO r DEER AND KEEP THEt1 OR . GIVE TH£11 

TO HOMELESS SHEL. TERS. I AGREE ~~I 1 H THAT, BUT NO DRUGS ! IT 

I~OIJLD RUIN !•lOST E:.VERYONES HUNT II~G . Or-ICE YOU DRUG lHEM Wl'IH 

8 I RTH - COTROL AND THEN START SHOOT ING THE~I THEY'RE GO I NG TO 

SCATTER . iT ' S NOT EVE!~ APPROVED BY THE F.D.A . t•IOT MANY 

PEOPLE ARE GOING TO I•IANT TO HUN T WITH tlRUGS I N THE NEAT. 

ALSO TH i I~K I"Hfot;J HUIH I I;JG SE.:.SOI;J S TARrS • HAVE ~·EOF"LE WA I Tl NG 

TO SHOOT THE OEI::R WHEN THEY ~IOF K THE I R ~JAY ONTO THE PARI<. 

li;J THIS ~;JA Y T HEY VI!LL STi i...L GET F.I D Li~ SG11E . ;.>t_E ASE NO 

DRUGS • 

BY, 
(.1[1~111 REBERl 

,41.._ IZ 

7 jj) u.J v .-1 ~ f 1/vc~<tu:::. 

{}~flys bwJ 1 P~ . 
I '7. ~ 2 s-

. ~·· - --. ·-. :-"'":'~; .. _'~' 
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DR. JOHN LA'IS&IAR, SUPER INTENDENT 
GETTYSBURG NATIONAL 11ILITARY PARI( .. ---- --· f •, ·--'i---, il 0) rn @ r, U ·!f} ~ ~·F . L~AR : 

~~J FEB 1 a 1995 ~~ I AM l~RIT ING TO YOU REGUAROING THE DRAFT 

\ 

,.. ENVIRONM~EN~AL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE WHITE- TAILED DEER 
M.:lliSG£1!16: PLAN. I OWN LAND WHI CH IS NOl~ WITHIN THE BOUDARY 

.-G-E-TT01"-_.u ~t;Sti_,,M.M . P •• I Al1 IN TOTAL AGREEMENT THAT THERE ARE FAR 
- - - ·j(i(j' MANY DEER WI THIN THE PARK DUR ING CERTAIN PARTS OF THE 

YEAR. 
AS I REHP THE E.I.S. I FOUND IT VERY INTERESTING 

AND I~ELL RESEARCHED . THANK YOU FOR THE OPPORTUIH TY TO l~R ITE 
MY COMMENI'S CONCERNING THIS UNIQUE AND P RECARIOUS SITUATION. 
I t~!LL LIST EACH ALTERNATIVE AS YOU HAVE AND COI1MENT 01~ 
EACH. 
AL TERNAT!'It 1. I BELIEVE THIS IS OUT OF THE QUEST ION. IT IS 
QUITE EVIDENT THAT THE.RE IS A SEVERE OVER-POPULATION OF DEER 
ANlJ SONE SORT OF HERO F.EOUCTION MANAGEMENT TECHNIQUES NEEIJ 
TO BE I 11PLEI1ENTELJ • 

ALTERNATIVE 2 A . I FEEL THI S SHOULD ONL Y BE USED IF AN 
OUTSIDE GROUP FUNDS THE PROJ ECT COMPLETELY. 

AL rERNA T I VE 2B . I FEEL THIS IS NECESS ARY AND IN CON.JUNCT I ON 
l~ITH ALTERNATIVE 4. THE 110ST EFFECTIVE l~AY OF REDUCING THE 
HERD. THE G~II·1P MUST ALSO REMENBER THAT THIS IS A 
FREE-RANGING HERO THAT HAS A RANGE OF 36 SQUARE MILES AROUND 
THE PARK . A ~1AJORITY OF THt DEER THAT OVERWINTER ON THE PARK 
LEAVE AND SPEND A GREAT DEAL OF TI~IE ON PRIVATE LAND AND 
THAT DEER DENSITY LEVELS SHOULD BE CONSIDERED ON THESE 
t=·RIVATE L ANDS ALSO, I F EEL QUOTAS SHOULD BE PLACED ON THIS 
ALTERNATIVE IN CONJUNCTION WITH ALTERNATIVE 4 AND THE 
POSSIBILITY OF A SEVERE WINTER KILL. 

ALTERNATIVE 3. I WOULD NOT EVEN CONSIDER THIS ALTERNAT I VE . 
THERE IS FAR TOO LITTLE RESEARCH. AND NO F . D . A . APPROVAL AT 
THIS TIME . WHY WASTE TIME , MONEY AND POTENTIAL LAWSUITS OVER 
CONTAI1INATED 11EAT AND FUTURE HEALTH RISKS. DID WE NOT LEARN 
ANYTHI NG FROM D . D . T • AND THANALI HIDE? I FEEL SURGICAL 
S TEI LI ZATION IS A NASTE OF TIME AND MONEY . 

ALTERNATIVE 4 TO ME THIS COULD BE VERY EFFECT I VE. IF YOU 
COULD l~ORI( OUT A PLAI~ WITH THE PENNSYLVAI~IA GAME COI1MISSION 
THAT WOULD ALLOl~ LAND mJNERS WITH ADJOINING LAND TO HAVE A 
QUOTA OF ANTLERLESS TAGS THAT WOULD NEED TO BE FILLED 
BETWEEN OCTOBER AND APRIL. AN EXAMPLE OF THIS WOUL.D BE AS 
FOLLOl~S: IF A L AND .. m,NER HAD 10 ACRES OF LAND HE WOULD BE 
GIVEN 20 ANTLERLESS~·o BE FILLED BETWEEN OCTOBER AND APRIL 

~!~~:R T~~ ~b~~Et~NgR A B;.E~~~~E~~N~E T~~~~~S T~E H~~~LgNB~IS 
G I Vt:N. LANDOWNERS I~OULD BE EI~COURAGED TO ALLOW 110RE HUNTERS 
ON THEIR LAND TO FILL THE TAGS PLUS HAVE GREATER CONTROL 
OF HOW MAN Y AND WHEN THE Y COULD HUNT . I HAVE READ WHE RE SOI•IE 

~ . . ..... ·: 
.. · ·. · : 

...... . ~:~ ·:: :· #.·.:·.:· ·;· .. _.:.·.: ::.~ .. :~·-·.:::. ! . . • . . . . 
~. -: .· ·:.- ·: : ··. ·. · .. . 

·. · .. · ... 
:· .. · ... ·. 

SH\TES EVEN GI VE A .TAX BREAI( TO LANCoat~NERS I F QUO TAS ARE 
ME T. I F EEL THI S WOULD BE A PO~'ULAk AI~D EFFECTI VE l•JAY UF 
I~EEF' I NG THE POPULA T 1 ON AT PRE!JETERM I NED LE 'IELS . 

S !D ELINE : I HAVE FPUI~lo f Hli T ON MY L AN(I 1 I HAVE HAD S011E 
S UCCESS WITH REFORES TATION WHEN I S e LECT- CUT SECT IONS OF TH£ 
l~OIJDLOTS. l TH I NK THE PARK SHOULD COI~S I DER THI NI~I I~G THEIR 
WOODLOTS . T HE Y ARE AT · P OLE S TAGE AND AT A NATURE S TAGE NOI~ , 
YOU DO NOT GET ALOT OF NEl•J UNDERS TOR Y GROlHH I N A 11ATURE 
WOODLOT . YOU CAN NOT BLAME ALL OF YOUR PROBLENS ON THE DEER . 
I I~ TWO SECTIONS OF THE P ARI< YOU HAD I~El>J OAI( S EEDLI NGS 
GROl~ I NG AND THEN YOU MmJE D THE~I OFF . ONE ~lAS Nt:AR LI TTLE 
ROUI~[• TOF· AND THE OTHER NEAR THE WHEATFIELD . I UNDERSTAND WH Y 
YOU MOWED THESE AREAS BUT IT PO INTS OUT THA T YOU NEED SONE 
OPEN AREAS S O NEl~ GROWTH CAl~ OCCUR • 

AGAIN 1 I THANI( YOU F OR AL LOWING NE TO EXPRESS ~IY 
OF-'II~IONS A I~D I LOOK FORI~ARD TO YOUR DEC I SIONS AND POSSIBLY 
WORK ING ~Jl TH YOU IN THE FUTURE. 

SI NCE RELY , 

J AMES D. RE BERT 
7 02 WRIGHT AVENUE 
GETT YSBURG ,PA. 1 7 3 2 5 
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January 27,199.4 

Superintendant 

RODNEY E. ROHRBAUGH 
R.D. 12, Box 4090 

Felton, PellllJ)'lvanla 17322 
(717) 927-8034 

Gettysburg National Military Park 
R. D. 1 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

Gentlemen: 
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1 am writing this letter in response to your invitation for opinions regarding the deer 
herd at Gettysburg Park. 

1 feel the most effective and most humane methods to reduce the size of the herd 
to the point that it can be properly supported by the land are first, a controlled 
shoot, and second, a transfer to other less populated land In the State. 

The controlled shoot, assuming that it Is conducted by qualified hunters I -
marksmen, is the most humane method of reducing the population and it also 
carries with it the wonderful benefit of feeding needy families in the state. By also 
transferring some deer to less crowded habitat you can help to provide better 
distribution of Pennsylvania's deer herd and provide greater opportunites to our 
sportsmen who as a group are the grllatest supporters and protectors of wildlife. 

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to express my views. 

Very truly yours, 

:·:!': .. - ··.· .. ..... · .. '• ·.~ . ·. :::.~ -- - . ; ·.; •. ·.-- · _.-: _ _ .......... - ; 
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GETT- ElSE David A. Reese, D.D . S . 
2 14 Broadway 

Hanover , PA 17331 
( 717) 637-2255 

February 7, 1995 

Dr. J o hn Latschaw 
Gettysburg National Military Park 
97 Ta neytown Rd . 
Gettysburg , PA 17325 

Dear Dr. Latschaw , 

I am appealing to you and your constituents to draw upon 
past lessons in both poli tical choice-making and man's 
pr evious attempt at biological control. I know much 
r esearch has gone into this decision and I have read much of 
it with e nthus i asm. 

I 'm a fr aid that politics c reate an environment in which the 
l ogica l time tested predator-prey relationshi p has been 
passed over. It i s much more politically correct t o search 
for an easier~? answer - o ne whic h inevitably still means 
the loss of deer lives. A qu i ck f ix is always a political 
priority , but a lways has been an environmental mi s t ake . 

Man in his sea'rch for wisdom has tried a !;ll·eat many chemical 
and biological cont ro l s including DDT a nd wate'r hyaci nths . 
Almost wi thout exception these exper~ments with the 
envi ronme nt have l e ad to more ser ious side-effects and 
expensive corrective measures. 

It i s time to decide whether men want t o expose a nother one 
of its politically biased biologica l experiments ' on a 
segme nt of ou'r national parks; or recog nize that the obvious 
solution i s a bal anced preda t or - pyey situation. I think 
that hunte'rs a nd nonhu nte r s will both agree that in light of 
our past political, biological er r ors a ny other choice-is 
wo'rking against the tide of "Mother Nature". A deer 
predator whether i t is a wolf or man will p'rove to be the 
l east costly in terms of dol l ars a nd bio-effect. I n fact, 
I'm cer t ain that a met hod of permi t -control l ed, site­
cont'rolled, time-contro lled (Ja nuary/February) hunt ing cou ld 
benefit hunters , Park Service , local farmers and tax payers. 
I hope we can ma ke a common sense decision t h i s t ime . 

Since r e l y , ~~ 
_2).._~~ 

David A. Reese 

• ~ - : ·-.:: . ·-:~: ."!' 
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_ GETT - EI,SE_ 

February 8, 1995 

Dr . John Latschar, Superintendent 
Gettysburg National Military Park 
97 Tane ytown Road 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

Dear Dr. Latschar , 

I am writing in regards to the Draft Environmental Impac t 
Statement for the White-Tailed Deer Hanage111ent Plan. I have 
enclosed a recent article from the Humane Society of the United 
States. This article discusses the successful use of an 
im111unocontraceptive vacc ine in blocking pregnancies in free-ranging 
white-tailed deer . This program is being conducted at Fire Island 
National Seashore - another National Park Service administered 
area. Obviously they have received approval from the U. S. Food & 
Drug Administration to conduct this program which began in 1993. 
I believe that this program could also be used successfully at 
Gettysburg NHP/Eisenhower NHS. 

I b e lieve that Alternative 3 of the Draft EIS is a viable 
option for a sizable reduction of the deer herd. A reduction of 
the deer herd by this non-lethal method would also be much less 
controversial than the preferred alternative which also utilizes 
direct r eduction by shooting. Although there i s certainly broad 
support for reduction of the herd through open hunting , many locals 
are not as enthusiastic about a reduction by NPS personne l . No 
matter how skilled your personnel supposedly are in "public safety 
and ..• the use of firearms", there is still a greatly increased 
potentail for an accidental shooting. The EIS a lso states that, 
"Deer would be shot during the day and night from October through 
April." October through mid-Noveaber as well as April are very 
busy visitation periods in the park . Senior citizen bus tours and 
children's s chool groups abound during these times. I consider 
this direction reduction to be a public relations nightmare - not 
to mention a huge safety hazard . Just imagine the horror on the 
faces of a bus load of seniors or children if the y ask what all of 
the shooting is about or actually see deer being killed? 
Inevitably there will be deer who are only initially injured that 
will run into the paths of passing automobiles and will . be in plain 
view o f the public. Has anyone really considered the chaos that 
will occur when multiple high-powered rifle shots are being sent 
into a herd of deer that is acclimated to the safe haven of the 
park? 
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I believe that with the rapid and ever advancing progress in 
the field of immunocontraceptive vaccines, that thi s is clearly a 
viable method of deer control. I do n ot believe t hat it has been 
given any serious consideration as the primary means of control. 
I believe that now is the time to open your mi nds to a very rea l 
solution. 

Susan Sanders 

<! 
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January 25, 1995 

Dr. John A Latschar, Superintendent 
Gettysburg National Military Park 
97 Taneytown Road 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

RE: N1615 (DEER) 

Dear Dr. Latschar: 

I sent for and received a copy of the Draft Environmental Impact statement, White-Tailed 
Deer Management Plan. 

In a previous letter I sent to Hal Greenly dated December 15, 1994, I made a proposal 
that Congress amend the act prohibiting hunting. At this lime I would like to withdraw 
that proposal entirely. 

After reviewing your draft and putting serious consideration Into this, along with my 
experience hunting in areas that are open to the public, my thoughts are that you get a 
few indiscriminate Individuals that throw lead around, making one seek cover. Thus, 1 
have come to the conclusion that these areas should never be opened to public hunting. 
However, The Organic Act of 1916 as Amended and the Redwood National Park Act of 
1978 as Amended, permits the management of this problem. 

Let me explain my thoughts. Millions of dollars are spent every year by upstanding 
Americans In the pursuit of bagging the proverbial trophy, a once-in-a-life time chance. 

You are the keeper of the gates, so to speak. Since management is permitted by federal 
law and you are permitting authorized agents to help manage this problem, why can't the 
authorized agents be any person checked out by the A.T.F. for a fee (let's just say 
$1,000 to $1,500)? That would cover the application processing and permit fee, and the 
park ranger or guide's fee for this said person to manage (harvest) one(~) male white 
tall (no guarantees). If this said person harvests a deer, this authorized agent will be 
permitted to keep the carcass to do with as he wishes, however, its disposal will be at 
the authorized agent's expense. · 

. · . . .. ·. 

I 

. . . :·.···:· ',f •. 

Look what the American sportsman pays to travel out West or to Canada, even foreign 
countries to harvest that one-in-a-life time animal. With the fees generated from this 
manage~ent scheme, all of our parks could assure only the healthiest and superior 
species. On the other hand; the processing fee for an application and permit for doe 
could be around $50.00 to $75.00. The bottom line would be the management of the 
deer now and in years to come wouldn't cost the tax payers and the Department of the 
Interior anything, in fact, if managed correctly, it equid generate fees. 

This price for the management of the doe would be acceptable to everyone I have talked 
to and they would gladly pay it. Several of them said they would pay the fee to get a 
trophy buck. My thoughts were well received and that's just here in Harrisburg. I truly 
believe that there would be people interested in every State to have a chance to manage 
a trophy PA white tailed buck. 

1 recently saw on television Park Rangers shooting buffalo in Yellowstone. I'm sure the 
meat was still edible but with the above type of management system, those buffalo could 
have been managed at no cost to the tax payer. Where in America can you participate 
in a managed harvest to harvest buffalo to have his head over your mantel or in your 

game room? 

1 am writing this as a taxpayer and veteran. I believe through your wisdom, the 
management of these parks across our great land can be done safely and efficiently with 
no cost to the people. 

1 want to thank you for your time and consideration In this matter and I'm sure every 
taxpayer will thank you. I know that you will have a few groups making a fuss, but thes.e 
people wouldn't be willing to lay down their liv:s or serve.this great country. They Will 
just never understand what it has taken and Will take to give them what they have. 

Respectfully, 

W. H. Sch 
2140 Sir Lancelot Drive, Apt. A3 
Harrisburg, PA 17110 

. _:: .. . '.:.::· ~ . 
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GETTYSBURG ENGINEERING CO., INC. 

= CONSULTING ENGINEERS AND SURVEYORS = 

-40 BAST HIGH STRBBT 

GETTYSBURG, PENNSYLVANIA 17325 

BRANSBY W. BUSHEY, P.E. 

DEAN A SHULTZ, P.LS. 

Dr. John Latschar, Superintendent 
Gettysbuxg National Military Park 
97 '!'ollleytown Road 
Geuysburg, PA 17325 

Dear Superintendentl.atschar: 

February 8, 1995 

·:··.::.: . 
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Aft• Code 717 

Telt"phone ))4 ..... 016 

I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement , White-Thil Deer Management Plan 
dated November 1994 and wish to offer the following comments. 

From personal observations I am in agreement that there is a over population of deer within the 
GNMP. TI1e study has addressed the adverse effect the deer population has created and has also evaluated 
sufficient alternatives for controlling the deer population. 

Alternative 5, the studies preferred alternative, appears to be the most reasonable, humane, and cost 
effective way to reduce the deer population. I would suggest that cooperative management with the Penn­
sylvania Game Commission be considered as the first step in reduction of the deer herd. If both antlered 
and antlerless hunting could be permitted during the PerutSylvania antlered deer season, and the NPS was 
willing to drive the deer off GNMP lands during t11is season, the number of deer ltilled during the Pennsyl­
vania deer hunting season may reduce the number sufficient to eliminate the need for shooting deer within 
the Park. It is also my opinion that the reduction of deer by this method would be a plus to the public rela­
tions immage at the Park. 

During the first Saturday of the 1994 antlered deer season at least 45 deer were seen on my propeny 
on Wolf Hill. When antlerless deer season arrived the hunters on Wolf Hill I spoke with, although they 
hunted every day, did not see one deer. The deer had became wise to the hunters during "buck" season and 
went onto Park land where they were safe. During the first week of antlered deer season, before t11e deer 
had became • bunter shy" , at least 10 buck were shot on Wolf Hill. I do not believe one deer was shot on 
Wolf HUI during antler less deer season. This is t11e basis of my argument for pennitting both antlered and 
antlerless hunting during antlered season on propeny near the Park. It would penn it a larger number of 
deer to be shot before the deer decided to move to the safety of the 'old balllefield' . 

The deer population has been studied again and again. At some poiot in tinte there is a need to stop 
doing studies and take action. 1 feel this time bas come and it is time to "do something" . I encourage the 
NPS and the Pennsylvania Game Commissil!n to proceed and take action to reduce the deer herd. 

Very truly yours, 

~;1~-
Dean A. Shultz 

I. 

RD2Box292 
Newpon, PA 17074 
26 JQIIIIQry 1995 
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s~ 
Chttysburg Military ParA: 
RDI 
Gd}wburg, PA 17325 

Dear Sir/Madame, 

·.·· ··: ·· 

I am rupolllling to yoiU' inWatiml to the public to ojfrr tMir input i1tto the probl.nn of 
overpopu/olion of whiutail dur in rM ~tty.rburg Militory Ptri. 

I fHl tMt the moar ~~ ~lutiorl utile fttJIUTal cme: Huntillg. A controll«< hunt, 
with the meat going to tho.N who l'lftd il mo.rr, would ~ly reduce the Mrd to 
~ ~e the game biologt.su dN1ft oppropriaU for the Mbilal. 

live trapping and nlocatlort ofrlw th~ hiu bHn prY1W!1I botlt inejfrt:tM and wamfoL 
1MH dur do 1101 rhriw, or «W~~.tlii'VM, ill tMir lllfW htJbitoL It hiu hem tri«l and 
proved aj&Jiure in sevmll recorrWJ ilmancQ that I have reml abouz. 

SuriiU.atton and/ or birth controliiii!Q.!IUU an totally IDIIIlJtlmJl, horribly e%pm.rive. 
and mon inluullane (in ,.Y opinUm) than hitting them with automobiiD. 

Doing Mthillg if 11014 viabl4 anrwtr, either- Aside from the damage an ovn-sir.ed 
dur Mrd can wrd on the htJbitDI (and citizma' 111uvbbD-y), the gme pool would 
~ dramaticaJly. 7Mn there u the problem of cJi..r.ease itthennl in owrpopulalion. 

I rupectfolly suum tMI you let man do what man hiu always dOM best- hunt/ 
He hiu beert doing it .rirlce the Blg A got hirn.relf evict«J from the Gardert of Eden, 
tJ1onB with hill wjfir, and M'll bun doing it welL &ride.r,lu.mun and 11hooterll have 
hem paying for effective game TIIQIIQ8~ .rirlce wildlife TIIIJIIIJ8~ becmne 4 

1IIOIUr of public policy. Why 1101 Ulilite thir T"QOUTCe to properly TIIQIIQ8e a problem 
n:murce? It'114 aahlral tradltloal 

'11lan1 you for a1JowinB for public input ill thit public o,ffilir. 

Siltcenly, 

~~---

·. ::; ;: ... ~ .. 
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To ~Wh;e:; ;;;;··:it-._~IYlo_f l.o.'lcu,J J_ 

G<d-t'{~b\.I.V'~ N o~. .t 'L Po.-r 1<.. S<...-v,'c.<!_ . 

1-(~L. ru~J. '/Ov...- ~ ... .-t-,c..l <- orJ J~<-,... ~vt.<'('Of':'-IA.hu ,.J 

f-lcp.z. 'f/,~_s /e./-k,.- vJJI{ '1 1v<?.. yo"'- .So"""- tde.<o..s a.~ ...:c.. I! 

~ Volv."-ke.,.. ""'/ s.o....-v1c..~s. tc cu.s , s+. yo..A w,-/h. tt-.; ~ 

p(c ble.rn · 'I ClAA ct. 3 7 '-I ttl.. o lei e..."' d r~s 1 .Je 1 N b otdo"'i" lh<l. 

Vl\. • C\.f'\J h o..vot... hu.."'ko d-t.e.r" i:•v: fh o...v-.:..hc..,-'J ~~ ....:~1\ . 0...S. 
r·+-\~ .f.o• 0... bcv-..+ .;;l.o\,\(.S. [ v~..-'1 J J..-<... r K I I I Is l{S u:> 

b ... l ()'\ "-. ..\=c r ·/-1 .... oL (1'\.~Co.. -+ (..~ I C...Ci'\ ~ 1 d ~,.. 1 f . (;\.. 

cJ~ l •cL'c.() . 'I l..o..)c~dJJ i c/ ... ,. e_ kd \ Cl..l"\'1. th • ") { (A.:,·r 

-fc.;,· ~"'e._ Spcr-+-• "J: \t:>VQ... +\A.(.. Cl..o..+Joc.,...::, C..l"\d t!.Y'\IO'j 

hv-" +'""\ fo< '~ ·~ a..pnv.I~J.'\~+..=.1>'\e. . .Iwcu...ld.b~ 
I (s,,e.._,,.l), c· 1 

l,o..), \ " ·'-~ 1U p v... ·i:.h.o-.5 "-. (\.. p<-r"•>'\tT C\..S /or.J1 a...~ C.c~f IS"i 

foo h.')hJ frt>, .... , yov.. o,- -1-r..:.. S-\-o..kC>f PA fo.r~.+hu 
O... rc...'.-\ e...-j oor ( '•fie.. --h, Cl~S1St '(0<..\,. I<J 1-4"' cJ~c...-~O..S i"J 
-fhc pop'-dc-.:ho.J of-tho.. JLe..r . .r WCu.ld 'S'i"' a.proMtSe.. 

fe yov-. -6 u..\-d,~ CLl\ c:J.q_e_,... ~<.tfi~J) c..h.e..<..k e.v·e..r '7 dQ.e.y- t.J, 
MQ.•"'+c..•ll.l b.e..,_\.L{,fu.-1 ~ ........ .,..o .... dt-r~..'1 ~~ a." d fo l!ow PA,-K 
S-<l..-vtC.o<. C('-"•O..e.l,,...e._s. B'f p ...... .-c...k<>.S•"1 Th•~ Sfe<-•"'-L_ 

p.e.ri'Y'l,-1- ,-/- wo'-!-l.J. a. I low -fit\"- . s-k-..4--L to 9 e...,~.,.~k 
r-~vt..Y:'U.L o,.~ +.v..~ o-t\-\e.,.... -+we m.e...t\....oJ~ '(OoA.. dvv,1 .. J 

. tta S~t\•'2A-+,o,...., . f'~loc.o.+.o"' wo ~o... \.d . (?.-:obca.~ . I"J c.p~fi~~ 
~k.~ fY\07\c..1 - -+•"'\.~• £v~.-'{ '/~"-" till V..._ 16-V"O~.o~..r'\0 
~\u...t.'l \-, ...... i · ~ e.c~.. So "' +'rq_ . \ o c..o.. \ V"Q d 10 5-\;c..:h<;> ""· :> ~dH.4 •sc.. 

tu hu..l'\-k.,-~ +\)e... !VC>.rY\e..:;, of No -lo ~'n '('Q. e._ ((Yl~+ 
... p'( OC.e..S~I 1'\~ p\ '-'(') {-5 'tho,.'T L0d \ .+o.. kL .. d-Le....- IN 

pr 0 c..e .. s.S +h(L f'Y\ e. c.'--+ o.." d 9 1 ...; L 'to +~«... h o me.. ks.s. 
O'{'V)e_.e..dj· ::fwov...ld a..~r.e.e... ·+~~> 9'"c.. ti..J\1 ~'f-I-re;.. c/eev-
1. ~v..\dN '-t \> .. .':;,€-. -\-or me..o-.+ ~ +~.Q.... .S-\-o..-k. of p,q. 

!'.f yo ...... ho..;o<.. ~..;..c..h 11... pvc ~,.ll.t.....,_ Or I f' rJof- b.-:"'1 
+nL cJ~u bC\c...K -to Je. . -to he.lp fQ.e..d . 'fhe. NUJj 

cf.. hctYle...le.ss, . ]: Wcu. ld C..CnS • Ou ,.f.()... f~"•v , l.ed; e... 
-to Covne... 0..1"\d h ... ~.,_ + ·t~~ .... e.. p ..... ..-.:..ha.~ -(.. t~<- spl?.oa.l 
f't.?..•~ tv~ , + o..,yc) b..-"''1 · M'j hvo+J,u "" /a.v.J ( IIa.. lfovJe..bkJ 

lhiZ..- D bJ.. ...... .v <IL perm I ..,t.. Gt ~o)c.n cl sp..e.nD a.. F~I'DA."\ ()..I") d. 
'54..-k...-JQ/ hv.. n-\-,.-.j i~e....-~ W11'-" a-_!,"",-{.... ot o.mcu.nt­

~ d.e.e.r .p~.- p<.r::,cn 1 6-."d a'j,..<!~rtH .. ,+ -fc t.o....J.,j, ,_.,_ o..ll 

dee..- -k-K~- Tr .Z..<\.. 111 do"' '-t fo.vor 0...>-> op.e.N Se...a...s.o,.J 

be_c..o. .. ~S<-. -k>o fY'\"1\J ·'f i) .... rJ-kr!> ,t.e;fh C' • ffe.~ 9~+ , ,..) 
Th~ WDOO.S. 0.. f- 1'r-,e_ &0-rY'\~ +; m 11._ ~•'\ d :r·,., c).. f ..-.,_, 0 0~ 

Some. OY)€.... 9~1-f~"' \ -:,\..,o+. fl.l"''tb<- you-. C.G\'1 ISSu e..... 

o-. c ,z.,- f-c. ( ~· n~ltV'o. b er ef P<-·-,..,... I 1-:::. f!o r c.. e..,..- +<t. I "' d"-1 j 
1f '/IJ '-1.. d~Z..c.,JtL -1-o '!o ~·~ w"'l . W h A. r fh ~ ~ n'lc.. lhod 

WOcL /.l d.o t S {i) (J.u, .... ... k re.." <." "'"- -h:> tV\(.. s -w...+-e. Of- H~. 
f.¢..- p..z.r- ,.,.., I 4-.:, ,.; ~-t c.o~t the. :5\-<..k MO..J e....y . . 

~ {!__o .. L/d he.!p f<-'-d. ~'1'\11... N(..ed1 {o.,.., ,J, t. s of 'i,ov.. r s/.ak.. 
6) tv\o!:>+ c.;.{ o.JI di!..c.r <... c, 'j~ fh e.... Ae..ro +o ~1c:nu .... h.,.· s . 

c3D I+ re...lcc.<\..+to..J .::>+,(\ /1\a..d. +o b-L dMH .. hop<.Fv-110 + h<-

. Mo"~J 9 e n"-..-o.ko lo1 hv.."f.."'i f~rm.t~ lo</o< .... IJ. hdp ~.:::J 
(:.c.,- i'h•S · 

. P1~a....se..... c...o""+c..c..+ me.. a..+ +h•!> a..ddr~~ <f fJ hor.e_ 

(l(.(.tv\. be.-- tf l.. C .. (p'\ h.e. Jp 'f s u... _~.<.' tfh -f-h•S4S ,f. Wou.Jd 

C...e....-..J..o.tn J'J b.t. a... pr "'•1<- d'j-<. -fo lYle . 
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De~r Dr. Latshar: 
;· 
, . 

.. 
I Like Veniaon, lilits or people like venison. ~ 

it is food--healthy food. Why don't you butcher 
the deer, put them in the store and sell the 
meat??? My Fnther was a hunter. Every season 
he killed deer, we ate meat; we liked it. 
What is the problem? Please do wha.t is reasonab1e:: .. .,-.. 

100m© 1fn wL~ffil~.:llo~ ~ . Beulah Smith 
FEB -9 199 

I _ GETT ~-FiSE 

'· ,. 
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_GETT.:- ElSE 

320 Boundary Ave. 
Red Lion, PA 17356 
January 26, 1995 

Gettysburg National Park 
R.D.It1 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

Dear Superintendent, 

I am writing to voice my opinion on the whitetail deer problem within the 
park. 

No action would be unacceptable. There has been no action for the past 
several years and the problem has increased not decreased. Trap and transfer 
would be costly and from what I understand the deer do not survive well after 
relocation. Sterilization is unproven in effectiveness in my opinion. 

The only real possibility in controlling the deer population within the park is 
a controlled hunt archery hunt. The safety hazard to the general public would be 
minimal. The liability to the park could be controlled with releases. The cost 
would be zero, a fee could even be charged for some type of permit. Each applic­
ant should take a shooting skill test before a permit is issued. Many army bases 
have this type of control in effect. Ft. Belvior has this type of control in effect and 
is very successful. 

I am sure there are mountains of scientific information provided to you , it 
just seems the simplest and easiest solution to the problem is a controlled archery 
hunt. 

Sincerely, 

~1»~"{.,\A 
Lee Sowers 

. ' ; . .' . ~ : . .· . '· .. : . .. 

;~>- :~ ~ ~- -::.·:~·:·;··:~. ~·. :~_._ ... . ·.:.·: : ·.: -~ .. 
. .. 

. :·.:·.:·~ ::· 

GE:TT- ElSE 

56 Franklin Drive 
MCSherrystown, PA 17344 

January 26, 1994 

Park Superintendent 
Gettysburg National Military Park 
R.D.#1 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

Dear Park Superintendent, 

After receiving the invitation on WGAL TV8 last evening, I felt I would like to comment 
on the deer population problem within, and surrounding the park. Several Sunday evening 
rides through the park, although picturesque, made me realize that a problem did exit. I 
firmly agree with saving the battlefields, and realize this problem must be addressed; 
however, I have a problem showing sympathy for surrounding farms crying for crop 
damage. My reason being, a Iii end of mine went door-to-door to every surrounding fann 
politely asking to hunt on their property. Every bndowner refused to let bim bunt. 
How do they expect to costly control the deer population refusing to allow hunting. 

My suggestion to control the deer population is regulated hunting on farms surrounding 
the battlefield. I understand with the problems of vandalism, littering, etc. landowners are 
leery about allowing open hunting, however if hunting was regulated by the Park Service 
or the Game Commission these problems could be controUed. My plan would be to 
establish a program similar to the Middlecreek goose hunting program. Portable stands or 
blinds could be placed thoughout with cooperation of landowners. Hunting out of these 
stands would be awarded though a lottery. Funding may be a problem with a program like 
this, however, charging a nominal fee to enter into the lottery may be one source of 
generating revenue. I realize a program like this would take some time and planning, but I 
believe in the long run , this would be a permanent solution. Thank you for your time. 
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Dr. John Latschar, Superintendent 
Gettysburg National Military Park 
97 Taneyto\ffi Rd. 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

Dear Dr. Latschar: 

· =·· .. . ... -: ;. . ... · 
. :. · -~ : . : .:. :.·. :'. ,: . ::. ~ : . : ', .-.. ; : .·. 

January 16, 1995 

I have read the Draft Environmental Impact Statement White­
tail Deer Management Plan. I advocate Alternative 5 vith one ex­
ception. In the interest of the public, and as an unofficial stew­
ard of wildlife and natural resources, I have a problem with the 
use of any artificial means to control the deer population , (main­
ly because venison is used for human consumption), even if the FDA 
does approve: also, because I believe that the natural environment 
should be controlled through natural processes. As a former wild­
life artist, I have done research and field study on the environment 
and habitats of many species. I realize conditions change and some-
times there may be no other recourse than to use agents and/or · 
devices to control the environs. However, in this case, I hope you 
will be able to solve this difficult problem exclusively through 
controlled hunting. 

I appreciate the opportunity to give my input on your search 
for a solution to the over-population of deer on GNMP and ENMS. 
Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Cindy Stouffer 

1- .. GET_T. - ElSE 

· .. ·:· · ·.~-\ .. : .. · . : :·._ . 
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_ GETT- ElSE 

SUperintendent 
Gcttysbwg National Militruy Park 
RDI 
Gdtysbwg, PA 17325 

f . . .. : 

January 10, 1995 
Richard C. Spangler 

46 Short Cut Rd. 
Abbottstown, PA. 1730 I 

Superintendent 
I am writing to comment on your proposlb for the management of the deer herd on the inilitruy 

park. Perhaps you have already thought of my mggestions but I wish to express my thoughts. 
I realize that Washinaton may need to malce some sort of move on your mggestion for conlrol of 

the deer herd but one thing that must be remembered is that it is not 1895 but 199.5 and times do clwlae. 
I am somewhat of a Civil War buff and lrY to visit the park at every opportunity I get as does my 

oldest son and I see nothing wrong with allowing properly licensed hunters walk on the battlefield to drive 
the deer out to perhaps a farm that borders tho battlefield where they could be legally harvested. This could 
be conlroUed by issuing a penni~ perhaps on a daily to prevent excessive drives from being done. These 
drives would be done WITHOtrr any type of weapons in the possession of the drivers. The drives could 
also be obsetved and controlled by the on sight obsetvation of the parlc service so that both the area of the 
drive and the conduct of the p311icipants is .espectfulto the battlefield. Perhaps an arm band (retwnable) 
oould be wont by each participant to in>111e that no other persons participate without authorization. 

Another suggestion would be a mo.e direct hunt with archers hunting directly on the battlefield. 
This could be done by issuing pcnnib on a lottery basis to those who apply. The cos1 of this could be 
cove.ed by o fe~ coUected !tom those who are awarded a pennil Permit carriers could hunt in o specific 
area, conlroUed by the park service, perhaps at less peak times, like during the week only or only for seven! 
hours in the morning and/or evening. The hunters could be assigned a specilic area by the parlc service and 
not allowed to leave that area without a parlc service person with them. The areas used for this type of hunt 
could be posted by the p:uk service so that the public is aware of what is going on in that area. Since 
archery is a sport where shots are not taken longer that 25to 30 yards it would be the safest type of on aight 
hunt or thinning of the herd. Perhaps a proficiency test controlled by a p:uk service ~tative could be 
done to insure that the hunters are accurate with their bow. 

I believe that these suggcstions, at least the first one, would satisfy the needs a desires of aD pllllics 
concerned and would not offend others if handled properly. I thank you for your time and for listening to 
my suggcstions. 

. P. Z~)f:~bv OL--­
~c.s;,J.; r 

. .. . ..· ..........• 
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Cumme.--.1s O l'\ ·. 233 
Plan 

This is the first time thai I've been involved with thl.r issue. I would like to have 
about a molllh to try to get some ideas from our club, which is the AMP 
NIMRODS. I am tnchullng a few possibilities to add to the list of alternatives. 

A. I would favor a lottery hunt where the park rangers and/or biologiSts would 
place the hunters in a designated area. 

B. I would also suggest thai this would possibly be a good opportunity for 
handicapped hunters to have the first opportunity. 

C. All successful appllcallls would pay a $5. 00 charge to be used by the park. 
The park would decide which weapons could be used. 
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Weiser Orchards 
~90 Tow!' Hill Road 
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February 6 . 1995 

Or. John Letscher, Superintendent 
Gett ys burg National Military Perk 
R . D. 1 
Gett ysburg . PA 17325 

Dear Or . Latscher, 

It is my understanding that 
concern i ng the management of 
Gettysburg Nat iona 1 Mi 1 i _tary 
Historic Site is Alternative 5 

the preferred cou rse of action 
the wh ite-ta1led deer with i n t he 
Park and the Eisenhower Nat i onal 
Combination Man agement . 

S i nce it appears in your i ntensive studies t hat the deer populat i on 
is out of control , Alternative 28 and 4 , with proper management 
appears to be the most efficient solut i on. 

I do not agree with the implementat i on of Alternati ve 3 
Reproductive Intervention . Sur gical steril i zation does not appear 
to be cost effecti ve. I am very concerned abou t the effect o f 
chemical contraceptives on the meat o f deer that would be k il l ed 
by hunters end served to their fam il ies . 

. .. ..... .. . _ .. 
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02/14/95 

Deer Comments 

My name is Kurt Wolf and I heard that you utanted 

advice on how to control the deer population in t he park 

area. I sa<•t your problem throL<gh the ne<•ts media and thought 

I would give my opinion. 

I am all for a hunting program. This is a very 

cheap way to solve the problem. Instead of removi ng the 

d&er through a form of science and transporting them else 

I am sure some people will be against a group of 

hunters with high powered rifles in a park . So my idea is 

to have an archery hunt. This is a much safer since hunters 

that hunt <•tith a bo<oJ are more e xperienced and are safer 

people then those who just hunt with rifles. This will help 

save the land from becoming a battle zone again. Plus the 

deer that are killed could be given to an o rphanage. 

I hope my information has been helpful. And 

please contact me for more information or let me kno~t ••hat 

you have decided to do <•ith your problem , because if their 

i5 a hunt, I will be very pleased to help out. 

Sincerely, 

Kur t Wolf 

Bo :< 430 R . D . 1 

Lykens , PA 17048 

<7 17 1365-3861 
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January 17, 1995 

Gettysburg National Military Park 
R.D. #1 
Gettysburg, PA 17325 

Joy M. Zakarian, M.P.H. 
2442 Oxford Ave. 
Cardiff, CA 92007 

To Whom It May Concern: 

: •• -;;.. 

I recently read on the Internet about your request for public comment regarding the grow ing 
deer population in Gettysburg National Park. I believe that a program of deer contraception 
is the most humane solution. I am very much opposed to allowing hunting in the Park. 

Thank you for this opportunity to express my opinion. 

Sincerely, 

~~~~ 
Joy M. Zakarian, M.P.H. 
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GLOSSARY 

AGRICULTURAL SPECIAL USE PERMIT PROGRAM: The agricultural 
special use permit program is a management tool used to maintain the 
parks' rural agricultural settings. Local farmers are charged a fee and 
issued special use permits to farm park land. The permit normally has a 
five-year limit and contains conditions the farmers must follow. 

CULTURAL LANDSCAPE: A geographic area, including both cultural and 
natural resources, wildlife, and domestic animals associated with a historic 
event, activity, or person. A cultural landscape can consist of historic 
buildings, monuments, fencing, avenues and lanes, pastures, cattle, 
cropfields, gardens, orchards, woodlots, woodlands, wetlands, and 
waterways. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES: Cultural resources include historic 
structures which are fixed and relatively immovable (such as 
buildings, monuments, road systems, stone walls, and other kinds of 
fencing) and historic objects (such as individual items in museum 
collections, archeological collections, and artifacts still in the 
ground) . 

ENABLING LEGISLATION: Enabling legislation is an act of the U.S. 
Congress, signed into law by the President, to establish a unit of the 
National Park System. Among other things, a park's enabling 
legislation states the reasons for the unit's designation. 

INTERPRETATION: Interpretation, as it applies to the National Park 
Service, is an educational activity that stresses appreciation and 
understanding of the parks' natural and cultural resources and 
history. It combines factual information with visual, audio, original 
objects (e.g ., structures or landscapes), and hands-on experiences, in 
order to inspire as well as inform the visiting public. 
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LICENSED BATTLEFIELD GUIDES: Licensed Battlefield Guides are 
individuals that take park visitors on tours of the Gettysburg National 
Military Park battlefield for a fee. Although the guides are self-employed, 
they must meet National Park Service standards and regulations. 

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES: Management objectives are short 
descriptive statements based on a park's enabling legislation, past 
management history and objectives, and traditions of commemoration, 
preservation, and interpretation. 

NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES: The National Register of 
Historic Places is a list of structures and districts that have been judged to 
be of national historical significance after a stringent nomination and review 
process. 

STUDY AREA: The eleven square miles where research was conducted 
for the Population Status, Movements, Habitat Use, and Impact of White­
tailed Deer at Gettysburg National Military Park and Eisenhower National 
Historic Site, Pennsylvania, project. 

VISITOR USE: In the National Park Service, this usually means the 
appropriate level, types, and patterns of visitor activities which contribute to 
visitor understanding and enjoyment and which are compatible with the 
preservation of park resources. 

WOODLANDS: Woodlands are forested areas in the two parks where 
natural processes (with the exception of fire) are allowed to occur. 

WOODLOTS: Woodlots are wooded areas that are managed for timber 
production and various uses. Historically. there were at least 25 woodlots 
on the Gettysburg battlefield within current limits of the national park. Most 
have not been actively managed as woodlots in many years. It is the 
park's intent to intensively manage three of these historic woodlots 
(category A) in significant interpretive areas. The other woodlots will not be 
as actively managed, but will be preserved as woodlands (category B). 
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