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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
WHITE-TAILED DEER MANAGEMENT PLAN

GETTYSBURG NATIONAL MILITARY PARK
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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 t0 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
FEIS. Aiternatives fully considered included:

1 No Action

2A  Deer Population Management Through Capture and Transfer

2B 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 2B 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 DEIS began November 30, 1994, and ended
February 10, 1995. The FEIS contains the public comments on the DEIS 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



SUMMARY

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: I
WHITE-TAILED DEER MANAGEMENT PLAN

GETTYSBURG NATIONAL MILITARY PARK
EISENHOWER NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

This Final Environmenta! 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 possibie 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 680-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 cuitural
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 corresponding text in the draft environmental impact statement.
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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 |
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.
[nitially, 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 1o 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.






**Preferred Alternative** Alternative 5: Combined
Management--A Combination of Alternative 2B Direct Reduction
and Alternative 4 Cooperative Management. A combination of National
Park Service personnel or authorized agents shooting deer in the parks
(Alternative 2B) and public hunting outside the parks (Alternative 4) would
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 1o this density, either or both of the alternatives may be used to
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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visitor use. The sights and sounds of the management action would l
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 targe 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.

ix



TABLE OF CONTENTS
SUMMARY.
CHAPTER 1: PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION.

1.1 Park Purpose and Significance . -
1.1.1 Gettysburg National Military Park .
1.1.2 Eisenhower National Historic Site .
1.1.3 Gettysburg Battlefield Historic District . .
1.2 Park Management Objectives and the Cultural Landscape
1.2.1 Woodlot Management Objectives .

1.2.2 Cropfield Management Objectives .

1.3 Need for Action .

1.4 White-Tailed Deer in the Parks and Management Gwdance
1.5 Other Management Concerns Relating to Deer
1.6 Issues and Concerns Identified Through the Scoping

Process.

1.7 Policy and Legal Comphance

CHAPTER 2: ALTERNATIVES .

2.1 Process Used to Formulate Alternatives and Deer Density

Goal .

2.2 Alternatives Con3|dered But Ellmlnated From Detalled

Study

2.3 Description of Alternatlves

Alternative 1: No Action

Alternative 2: Deer Population Management
Alternative 2A: Capture and Transfer .
Alternative 2B: Direct Reduction

Alternative 3: Reproductive Intervention .

Alternative 4. Cooperative Management .

Alternative 5: Combined Management

2.4 Summary of Impacts

xi

23

23

24
30
30
31
31
34
36
40
42
42






4.6 Relationship between Short-Term Uses and Long-Term
Productivity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 87

CHAPTER 5: PREPARERS AND CONSULTANTS . . . . . . . 89
CHAPTER 6: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT RECIPIENTS 93

CHAPTER 7: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL

IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS) . . . . . . . . . . 97

7.1 Letters Not RequiringResponse . . . . . . . . . 97
72 CommentsandResponses . . . . . . . . . . ,102
APPENDIXES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .107

A Management Objectives for Gettysburg National Military

Park . . . . . 109

B Management Objec’uves for E[senhower Nat:onal Hlstonc
Site . . . . - 111
C  National Park Servuce Document Entttled “Evaluatlon of
Alternatives for Managing the Appearance of Cropfields

andWoodlots" . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .13
B  The Scoping Process . . . . . . . .145
E Process Used to Arrive at Deer Densﬁy Goal A Y
F Park Visitation Records . . . 155
G  Number of Deer Killed for Crop Damage and on H:ghways

Within and Nearthe Parks . . . . 159

Deer Mortality Rates by Capture and Transfer Methods . 163
I Cost Estimates . . . . 167

J Comment Letters on Draft EIS Requmng No Response . 183
BIBLIOGRAPHY . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .185
GLOSSARY . . . . . . . . ... 97

INDEX . . . . . . . . . o ... 0L .o 199

xiii






lllustrations (Continued)
Photo 5 Corn shocks on the battlefield after a harvest as seen
from the Longstreet tower, circa 1900.

6 An agricultural permittee harvests corn on the
battlefield.

7  General George Gordon Meade Monument.

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

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

10 Corn grows significantly higher inside deer exclosures.
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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 authorized and directed to acquire






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 18186,
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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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 Gettyshurg 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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GETTYSBURG NATIONAL MILITARY PARK
EISENHOWER NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE
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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 woodiots 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)
those significant to battle movements and positions. The National Park
Service has decided that the important characteristics for which it will
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. Restoration 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
woodlois 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 [esser 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 this 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 seedlings 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 diffars
from the corresponding text in the draft environmental impact statement.
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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 {o grow.the same

11
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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 waiver of fees. Two permittees, one of whom
farms all of Eisenhower NHS, have had fees waived for four years (1991 to
1994) on approximately 800 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

13
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GETTYSBURG NATIONAL MILITARY PARK
EISENHOWER NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE

wﬁ

Us 30

Us 30

PA 116

Gettysburg NMP and
Eisenhower NHS

Deer Study Area

Bus. 15 _ —— Major Roads

Figure 5. Deer Study Area
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1.5 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
100 seedlings due to deer browsing. The following year, 100 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
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

17
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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 scoping 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

Cost: 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

19
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The Organic Act of 1916, as Amended. This act declares the key
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 National 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 alsc 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.
1C(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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Chapter 2
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 fo reduce the population in the parks

23
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sufficiently reduce the level of deer browsing in order to meet the objectives
and standards for the woodiots 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 (Connoily 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.

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 accustomed 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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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
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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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).

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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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 o 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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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
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 100 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
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
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 betore 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
binding their legs to prevent injury to the deer and people. The deer
would be kept calm by covering the animal’s eyes with a hood or
blindfold.
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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 spotlighis 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 wouid
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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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, 1880), 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 (Plotka 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

37






Chapter 2

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, 74 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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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 entait 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" couid 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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Alternative

Description

EFFECTS ON RARE, THREATENED, AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

1: No Action
2A: Capture and Transfer
B: Direct B ion

3: Reproductive Intervention

Increased likelihood of adverse impacts
Decreased likelihood of adverse impacts
Same as Alternative 2A but in less time

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

4: rative Managemen Same as Alternative 2A
EFFECTS ON WILDLIFE
1: No Action

Competition for food and cover: Continue at same level
Feeding and travel patterns: No impacts

2A: r Transfer

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

2B; Direct Reduction

; Repr ive Intervention

4: rative Man men

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













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. lt 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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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. DuBrock, 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 Resoutrces

Cultural resources in the parks include archeological resources and
historical structures. Archeological resources in the parks would not be
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highways linking Gettysburg to these cities are major factors contributing to
this trend. The population of Adams County Pennsylvania in 1980 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 inholdings 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 8-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 (Cornus spp.), hawthorn (Crataegus spp.), ironwood {Carpinus
spp.), spice bush (Lindera benzoin), and several species of viburnum
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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 people. 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 fali, 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 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.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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Chapter 4
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 (10 years). Severe winter weather could result in a femporary
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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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 "all 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 state" (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 sites 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 I).

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 {and 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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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). Ifa
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 1977¢). 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.
Immunocontraception 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
1981). The length of time until the population began to decrease (likely 8
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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 wouid
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 wouid 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 contro! 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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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 ditferent 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 attemptis 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
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
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 injury or 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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Alternative 2B: 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,

69












Chapter 4

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 2B:  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 2B.

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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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 o 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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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. [f 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 2B: 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
Coniraception. 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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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 1289). Herbaceous plants that
are tolerant to deer browsing (e.g., ferns, grasses, and sedges) wouid
eventually dominate the understory of the woodlands by suppressing
woody and other herbaceous species. In the long term (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 o 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 tc 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 2B: 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 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 habitat 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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et al. 1992). immunocontraceptives 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 others may be
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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 occurfing would be higher than in Alternative 2B, 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
wildiife observations would be the same as Alternative 2A.
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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 2B.

4.4 3 Effects on Deer/Vehicle 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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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 2B, Alternative 4, and
Alternative 5 may disturb some nearby private landowners.

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

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

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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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
[andowners, 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 scoping 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 American Fam Bureau Federation
AHISA - Division of Environmental Quality American Historical Assoc. Newsletter
Abrahamson, Jill American Humane Society

Adams County Commissioners Anderson, Dale

Adams County Conservation District Anderson, William

Adams County Fish & Game Commission Andersenville National Historic Site
Adams County Fruit Growers Assoc. Animal Legal Defense Fund

Adams County Library Systems Animals Rights Coalition, inc.

Adams County Office For The Aging Animal Protection Institute ot America
Adams County Public Library Antietam National Battlefield

Adams County SPCA Appalachian Environmental Laboratory
Advisory Commission to Gettysburg NMP Appomatox Courthouse National Historic Site
Advisary Council on Historic Preservation Arkansas Post National Memorial

AG Financial Services Arning, Charies

Akers, Dan Artilleryman, Editor

Albin, Brian Associated Press

American Battlefield Protection Program Asgsociation of National Park Rangers
America’s Civil War Atherton, Lany
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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 Ietters received were from individuais 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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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 iIsland 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 legisiation
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 NPS that
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is a criterion for the parks. Profit is not a criterion for the NPS, 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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Dear Dy, Latschar:

The purpose of this letter is to provide comments on the Draft Envi | Impact St White-
tailed Deer Management Plan (EIS) for the Gettysburg National Military Park and Eisenhower National Historic
Site, dated November 1994,

The EIS is prehensive inits p fon of the plex issues lnvotved with overabundant deer
populations and management on national parks. We support baste points of the EIS including that there ar= too
many deer in the park, and that a deer population goal of 25 deer per square mile of forest land in April is an
acceptable gosl.

We aiso support most of your choices of deer browsing coatrol allernatives that were eliminated from
further consideration. Two exceptions are that public hunting should not have been eliminated, and that reproductive’
iatervention should have been.

It is unfi that {led public hunting is not sn al ive b it has been demonstrated
repeatedly to be a safe and cost-effective method of controlling overabundant deer populetions on specisl areas. We
acknowledge that the EIS documents the iflegality of public hunting on Gettysburg National Military Park due to
ennblmg legisintion, but dxsagru with the National Park Service's (NPS) intent to exhaust all other possible

ves before g to change its governing laws, regulations or policies. The intent of enabling
Icgislation to protect wildlife resources was appropriste afier the turm of the century when wildlife resources were
greatly depleted, However, today it s time to recognize that curvent NPS laws, regulaions and policles are the a a. The Natlonal Park Service Organlc Act of 1916 states that our direclive Is "to conserve
primary cause of overabundant deer population problems an parks, and that some form of harvest mortality is the the scenary and the nalural and historic objects and the wild fife theraein and to provide
only proven effective al ive. Particularly for Eisenh National Historic Site, where a change in legislation for the enjoyment of the sama in such manner and by such means as will leave tham
would not be necessary, an alicrmative of a carefully planned and implemented public hunt would be valuable, ' unimpalred for the enjoymant of future generatlons.” The service has found the act and
Its related regulations and policies to be as relevant today as when they wera written.
Reproductive intervention, particularly chemical ption, is an alternative that is currently not
available for application in free-ranging populanuns. as staled in the EIS. Although much lnlerest and progress have b. Sae General Rasponse #3: Reproductive Intervantion.
becn achicved in the area of chemical contraception, numerous hurdles on such issues as delivery, effectiveness,
. reversibility, animal welfare, etc., need to be resolved before the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) would b
approve any technology for application 10 free-ranging wildlife populati Considering that FDA approvat may be

5-10 years away at the carliest (if ever), and as indicated In the EIS, an effective reproduction intervention program
may take 8-10 years (o begin to reduce deer populations, this alternalive is not an alternative for all practical
purposes for making progress in reducing deec populations in the immediate and near future, and should be
eliminated from further consideration at this time,
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John Latschar, Superintendent
Gettyshurg National Military Park
R.D. 1

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 l a

density number as a management objective.

AP 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 sitvation with different objectives than a regular park or multiple-use lands.
Stil, we look first to habitat condition for both the problems and the sofutions 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-consider your crop maintenance program in keeping with 1863 field sizes and
equipment. Profit for the few farmer permitiees should oot be a criteria. We believe a
contract between Parks and a minimum security county jail public works program (or youth
authority) could be developed to till 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 you to bnng 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

fields. In the woodlots we suggest planting and maintaining woody underbrush as browse 1o

belp keep deer off the saplings and seedlings you are atterapting 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 belicved there were fewer saplings...” Research scientists "believed” the ql

AP113 A NOHFROFIT, TAXEXEMP T OATANLZATION.
ALL CONTAMUTIONS ARE O DUC THILE FOR INCOME AND ESTATE TAX PURPOSES.

RESPONSES

ANIMAL PROTECTION INSTITUTE

a. Ses Appendix E.

b. See General Response #4: Cropfield and Woodlot Management

c. Deer browsing on saplings and seedlings is more sevars during the winter months when
there are no other food sources. Under the current population leveis, dear are
consuming most of the avallable nalive seadiings, saplings, and woody underbrush.
Plants not preferred or browsed by deer are non-natlve plants such as Japanasa
barbarry, multiflora rose, and alianthus. Thesa plant species are not native or historic to
the battlefield. Planting non-native and non-historic spacies would be agalnst NPS
policy of preserving lhe accurate presentation of a historic scene.

Providing eontinuous and sufficient underbrush of native species to keap deer from
browslng woodlot seadling and saplings would not be possible because of cost, labor,
and the size of the current deer population. Planting more browse would supplement
deer food resources and may Increase the size of the deer population, but It is unlikely
the Impacts to other seeadlings or crops would bs reduced.






3 RESPONSES

NATIONAL PARKS AND CONSERVATION ASSOCIATION

o National Parks

- and Conservarion Association '

- NortHEAST REGIONAL OFFICE

7 February 1995

Dr. John A. Latschar, Superintendent
Gettysburg Mational Military Park

97 Taneytown Road

Gettysbarg, PA 17325

Dear Dr. Latschar:

The National Parks and Conservation Association (NPCA) appreciates this opportunity to corament oo the
Draft Environmental Impact Siztement/White-Tailed Deer Mansgement Plan al Gettysburg National
Military Park and Eisenhower National Historic Site. NPCA is America's only private nonprofit cilizen
organizalion dedicated solely to protecting. preserving and enhancing the U.S. National Poark System,
NPCA has more than 450,00 members, over 25,000 of whom are resldenis of Pennsylvania.

NPCA conditionally endorses the parks’ selection of Alternative 5: Combined Management. as the
preferred aliernative. While we understand the underlying need for choosing this altemative, we have a
number of concerns and questions that should be addresséd and clarified in the Final Environmental
Impact Statement. Destruction of wildlife in nalional parks, no matter what the rationale, is an extremely
sensitive matter. However, we feel that preservation of the culiural landscape, i¢. the agricuitural
landscape and Lhe historic woodlots, takes precedence over the uninhibited and destnuctive expansion of
the deer population. In light of this. NPCA, asks the National Pack Service to give the strongest possible
justifications for its proposed deer managerment action and secks clarification of the following aspects of
the Drafl EIS: (be need and purpose of the proposed action; the selection of sharpshooters; and the
timeframe for approval of reproductive intervention methods.

Chapter One: Purpose and Need for Action (Cropfields)

The guide for action is the need to preserve the agricultural nature of the two park units, At Gettysburg,
management objectives for the cropfields are already compromised with larger field size than used
historically. Despite this necessary compromise, the Agricutiural Special Permit Program is a very
reasonable alternative given that the most important feature is the agricultural landscape, especially
particular crops such as corn.

This being said, Chapter One needs lo quantify more clearly the need to reduce the deer population, and a
suated up front in this chapter should be a more precisc assessment of how much crop damage is oocurring
in the two sites. The Drafi EIS does demonstrate need to some exter, except that it is diluted across the
choprers of the document and is nol quantified directly in any ooe section, The text of Chapter One says
that more than 15 percent damage has occurred over the past five years on approximately 900 acres {(pps
12,13). The text somewhat obliquely indicates that this is about one half of the folal acreage (1841)
mainiained as cropland between the two siles. However, It Is not until Chapter Four, Enviromental

As stated on page 12, corn has not bean grown on the southern portion of Gettysburg
NMP since 1986 and on Elsenhower 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 dear. Corn grown In

a 3-acre demonstration plot on Eisenhower NHS In 1990 and on Gettysburg NMP in
a 1994 was completely eaten by deer. Milo {l.e., sorghum) that was planted on 150 acres
as a raplacement for the corn sulfered lossas of over 40 percent In 1992 and 1993,

Northeast Reglonal Office National Office
0. Box 382372, Cambridge, MA 02238-2372 1776 Mass. Ave., N.W,, Washington, D.C. 20036
Tel: (617) 3548940 » Fax: (617) 354-8635 O Tk (202) 2236722 + Fax: (202) 659-0650
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4 RESPONSES

PENNSYLVANIA SPORTSMEN ' PENNSYLVANIA SPORTSMEN FOR THE DISABLED
FOR THE DISABLED, INC.

R.D. #1, BOX 470, NEW ALEXANDRIA, PA 15670-9240
(412) 668-7439 or (412) 539-3095

INECEIVE
i Dr. John Latschar, Superintendent
Gettysburg Nat'l Military Park
FEB 10 1995 GebLyst
Gettsyburg, PA 17325
{

Dear Dr. Latschar:

I am writing to you on behalf of the membership of PA Sportsmen
For The Disabled, Inc., concerning your request for publiec 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 1s to secure accessible outdoor recreation opportunities and
facilitles 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 a a, See General Response #2: Hunling.
of deer in and around the park. The following ideas on ways to include
physically challenged hunters in your overall management plan come from
the PSFTD 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 suggestlon 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 £ill that tag by
harvesting a deer from within the park under the supervision of park
persconnel during the extended hunting season which takes place after
Christmas. At this time of the year visitore to the park are at a minimum
and the physically challenged hunters abllity 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






NaATIONAL RIFLE ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA
" INSTITUTE FOR LEGISLATIVE ACTION
11250 WarLes My Roap
FAIRFAX, VA 220307400

| EGEIY E
Dr. John Latschar, Superintendent
Gettysburg National Military Park
97 Taney Town Road . FEB 131935
Gettvsburg, PA 17325

l._G. ETT — EISE_|
February 10, 1995 °

Dear Dr. Latschar;

The National Rifle Association of America (NRA) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) entitled * White-Tailed Deer Management Plan® for the Gettysburg National Military Park
and the Eisenhower National Historic Site,

The NRA has historically been concerned about the management of various ungulate populations on numerous National
Park Service (NPS) units, Although the consr.raml of tegisative mandales has been used as the reason for the inability
of NPS units to effectively g populalions, it appears that the constraint is not a legislative, but a public
reiations problem. Regardless, the Inck of mplcmenung o management program for these ungulate populations has
resulted in the NPS not [ulfilling o principle legislative mandate of the NPS Organic Act of 1916 which states that the
Secretary shall promote and regulate the use of NPS lands ™ by"such means and measures (o conform to the
fundamental purposes of said parks, monuments, ond reservatious which purpose is to conserve the natural and historic
objects and wildlife therein .,."

The NRA views this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) process as an important step in developing a NPS poticy
for future management of these wildlife conflicts on NPS units. To that end, we are justifinbly concerned that the DEIS
is woefully defictent in its examination of the background information fundamental to the DEIS process, the
alternatives identified, and the evaluation of the identified allernatives. We believe the deficiencies as addressed below
are of such significance as to warrant the publication of a revised DEIS for subsequent review and comment.

Concerning background information, in Section 1.7 "Polic_\' and Legal Compliance” it is slipulalcd that an EIS "be
prepared for proposed federal actions that ... ore a naajor or controversial federal action.” A review of Section 102 (2)
(c) of the National Environuuental Poliey Act of 1969 does not state this as a reason an EIS must be developed.
Clarification is needed in a revised DEIS as to the ongins of this requirement for the development of an EIS. Also, in
Section 1.7 no reference is made lo Title 16 U.S.C. 414 which stales that " Every person who ...shall hunt any kind of
gome thereon [national military parks] with gun or dog ... for the purpose of hunting or catching game of any kind shail
be guilty of a misdemeanor, punishable ...by both fine and imprisenment,” The NRA suppons inclusion and
discussion of 16 U.S.C. 414 and its implications lo the altematives in o revised DEIS. Also the DEIS claims the NPS
has the authority to "manage the wildlife of the parks... without the consent of the state and... contrary o state law”.
The citation is confusing. is it CFR 36, Chapier | or [6 U.S.C. 37 The NRA cannot locate this reference in either
citation. Further, in Scction 1.7 the DEIS states that the Redwood National Park Act of 1978 mandates that, " All
National Park System unils be managed and protected as parks.” The Act's language does not support this
interpretation.

Additionally, a review of ongoing or proposed hunts ol any type on NPS lands should be included in the revised DEIS.
This review should include. but not necessarity be hmited to, what type of NPS lands hunts occur on, legal authority to

J

RESPONSES

NATIONAL RIFLE ASSOCIATION OF AMERICA

Corractlons have been made to Section 1.7 Policy and Legal Compllance.


















Dr. John Latschar
February 10, 1995
Page Four

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.

i acts of the Preferred Alternative

Glven the limited resources available to the NPS, the agency’s eagerness to pursue an
expenslve, controversial, and needless deer reduction program appears senseless.

According to the Draft, implementing the deer reduction program will require the
intermittent closure of significant portions of the Parks for seven months in at least
three consecutive years (p. 82). Some of these closures would occur during periods
(Oct:i}ae; and April) of high visitation, Thus, visitor use would be significantly
curtailed.

According to the NPS esdmate, a minimum of 387 deer would be shot in the flrst year
alone, with comparably high numbers in each of the following two to four years (p.
176). (This 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 wiil also offer poachers additional opportunites 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 Yerk, and the New York State Department of Environmental
Conservation collectively spent $9,700 for law enforcement in a 1993 bait-and-shoot in
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. Extra?olau'ng 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 ransportation, processing, and
inspection 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). This adds $18,000 move 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.

The text on page 82 has been changed to reflact that portions of the parks may be
closed 1o visitors during the seven-month period. Most of the shooting would occur In
November, December, and January (page 34) which is a time of low visitation. Page 34
also discusses tha closure of Elsenhower NHS during those months. If the acllon Is
conducted when ihe parks are closed or on side roads and avenues between 10 p.m.
and 6 a.m., no curtaliment of visitor use would occur (page 55). In addltion, most park
visitors during that time of year remain in bulldings or vehlcles. For these reasons, any
access restrictions Imposed would not be expacled lo signiflcantly Impact visitor use.

Tha 773 daer refarenced {367 shot In the parks and 386 taken by hunters outside the
parks) Is the total number to be removed from the parks using the 1894 mean poputatlon
estimate minus the predetermined density. The lotal number of deer to be removed
(773) was used to simptiy the cost estimates of each allernatlve (page 163) by
assurning the pradetermined density would be reached in one year. in actualily, the
predatermined density could likely not be reached In one year. We belleve an averags
annual reduction of about 40 percent of the population over thrae years would be
required to reducs the popufation te the predetermined denslty in three years (page 31).

Making cost comparlsons with other agency or organization programs Is difficult. We
be:;:}va the enforcemsent cost estimates, as reported In the EIS, are practical for the
parks.

As slated on page 163, the estimates are minimum costs assoclated with each
alternative. In addillon, page 164 states that no attempts were made to adjust tha cosis
reported In the studles for comparisen purposes. To da this would have requlred
compensating for wage differences and current (1995} costs for equipment and
fransponation,












2. Deer population management through shooting should result in a deer population
structure that would minimize annnal 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 ofhe park
deer population. The model tracks for each sex and age class afl 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 statistics. The pre-management park
population was approximated by setting model parameters to produce ten years of a stable
population numbering 850 deer. Non-harvest mortality within this populatioa numbered 250
animals per year (see DEIS Appendix G). Sex ratio was 6:1 (DEIS page 36). Reproductive rates
reflected deer populations in the Gettysburg area (DEIS page 50). With the above expectations
in mind, and with the desired goal of lowering the population to 25 deer per square mile, various
harvest strategies were investigated. Some level of compensatory mortality was assumed
following initiation of legal harvest.

‘The optimal structure for the park deer population was found to be characterized by a 1:1
sex ratio, 4 young femaie age distribution and an old male age distribution. To create such a
population structure in three years, fernale barvest 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 1, 170 in year 2, and 75 in year 3. Population size
could theg 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 the high proportion of yearling
females in the breeding population would lower average annual reproductive rates. Antlered male d . dsf,?:,h,:f,,"e",i';“,‘;fﬁ],?gj xg :faﬁ&n;l:;t;d,gé LL':,",,’::ZESB‘; ';22 Laljlloartewugvggsal:y ;c:
harvest rate needs to be 10% or less. Mature antlered males would be present in the population forested square mile. The model used a simplislic approach using the best esllmaleg of
for viewing. The presence of mature males and the resulting stable breeding hierarchy would the current population structure, productivity rate, and mortallty rats. The model
result in maximum dispersal of non-breeding males. assumed a closed populalion, however, which does not compansate for deer movement
I: :nd out of lhaI pacrjks.ﬂaase'd“gn 25 simulations using 1994 population estimates, an

. . . . verage annual reduction of percent over a three-year period would result In

. Please include in the final EIS addm.onal detail on the ha_r‘vest strategy. The Statement }‘"" population of about 86 dear. Under this strategy, a mailmur‘r)l of 170 adult does ang
40% harvest rate per year for three years will lower the population to 25 deer per square mile is d 153 fawns wauld be killed the first year. Age and sex data on the actual number of deer
not supported by any analysis in the DEIS. As stated, we believe 70% reduction is a more removed would then be used in the model to project the following year's removal rate,

harvest may be 2 necessary annual event and not a one-time reduction, The final EIS needs to Management) is selected in the Record of Declslon.

appropriate harvest rate, We are especially concerned that acknowledgement be made that deer Further population modelling may be completed if the preferred alternative (Combined
e
outlne the long-term management strategy for deer on the parks. I

8. In the discusslon of the preferred alternative (Combinad Management) on page 42, It
statas that "these two alternatives would be conducted simultanacus!y and repeated
annually . .. ." The long-term strategy is to maintaln the deer poputalion at a leve! that Is

ALTERNATIVE 3 . in balance with the cropiield and woodlot management cbjectives (see Appendix E). As

the EIS points out on paga 31, this may require removing 30 to 40 percent of the
Reproductive intervention is a component of the preferred alternative but no scientific population annually.
research has shown (1) the effect of reproductive intervention on white-tailed deer, or (2) that

reproductive intervention is a viable population control on a fice rangiug population. No
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THE WILDLIFE SOCIETY

B4 Qreavenos Lane » Bnhudn. MD 20814 2187
Tel: mll 097-5770 « Fax: {201) 530-247

g Febfimy 1995

Dr. John Latschar, Superimendent
QGeutyshurg Netional Miliury Park
RD. !

Gettysburg, PA |73?.‘S
Dear Dr. Latschar: T

The Wildlife Soclety appreciates the opportunily to comrnent on the Draft EIS White-tailed
Deer Management Plan for Gettysburg Narlonal Miliary Park and the Eisenhower National
Hisoric Site. The Wildlifa Society Is the assocladon of prafessions] wildilfe sclentists and
managers. Several expefts on deer mansgement In the Tiortheasters United States have
reviewed the DEIS on behalf of the Saciety. Our techaical comments and recommcndmons
on the document are summarized below, .

. Genetal Comtnents

The structure of the documem is confusing: the raader is required to ;hufﬂe back and forth
through the Lext for parts of tha discnssion on & particular tople, For example, reproductive
intervention s discussed In some form on several pages includlag 3640, 62-63, 66, 69-70 and
80. Though the format of an EIS {5 to a grea extent formallzed, the document would benefit
fmm topic consolidation 1o the extent permissible. -

In general, too, the reviewer's efforts (from wildlife agencies in the region) to obiain coples
for review from the NPS were unsuccessful even though seversl attempts were made. The
only copy avallable was the one provided by TWS headquarters, Several lodividuats
comributed to these remarks; having only one copy of the EIS made it difficult for multiple
individuals fo review the docutnent and make comments, The TWS feels that in some cases
the NPS's unwlllingncss 10 dlseribute coples Upon request hindered the raviewing prom and -
eliminated soma agencies mnd indlviduals from that process.

Spédﬂc Commenty

pg. V- Tne NPStics Its deer management goaf 1o 1he narrow objectives essmtully {gnoring .
the impacts this approach Is having an its nelghbors. Its tme for 8 change In attitude and
pahc)’

PE- V- Ilnmlns ln any form Is here cﬂmlna(ed 25 pn aliernative, 2long w!t.h selling deer and
glving } lundownms *rights* to the deer. Ths dast Twn, ot the 1aal threa, are ilepsl under

lb
| c

RESPONSES

THE WILDLIFE SOCIETY

Approximately 350 coples of the drafl EIS, were mailed lo agencles, organizalions, and
Individuals. The addrass and phona number 10 contact for a copy of the document was
in the latter inslde tha cover of the draft EIS. Additional coples were provided to
reques!s made to thls address and number,

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

Page v has baen corrected.
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the park. Docs this authority extend to selling the venison, glving it away, eic? Some
clarification is needed.

« 1t is suggesticd ther this managemeat effort could increase highway safety problems. This is
an unquantifiable risk and s not consistently presented where Jt may be appropriate, l.c., the
section - Rifects on Deer/Vehicle Collisions, Drrop it ¢ompletely or note In each case where it
may be A potential risk.

R ||
-
—

- Restriction of public access and roadway use can be minimized by limiting removals to times
when the sites arc normally closed.

- Therc appears to be littte need 10 specify the sex of the deer 10 be removed. A total quota
would be adequate, i

- 1t is stated that shooters would be required to wear 250 3q. inches of fluorescent orange
during daylight hours. We ses no value in this if deer are to shot over bali sites. It may do
nothing more than attract unwanled attention to conlro} operations. The wesring of orange by
other personnel on the facility ducing the action may be appropriate depending on time,
location, etc. )

- Expansion of shooting operalions to field areas at night with the ald of lights would enhance
contral efforts and minimize public access confllcts, Including local, qualified indlviduals as
agents may enhance local program acceplance.

PE. 35- Will silencers be available o the NPS for deer control? Unlikely. } | k k.

pgt. 39- The Firc Island example can hardly be used as & guide td estimate man-days of effort
to inoculate 731 wild, free ranging white-tails at Geltysburg. As the suthors note, the Fire
Island deer are essentially pets.

pg- 40- Given all the concerns and limitations cxpressed in the dlscussion undef reproductive

intervention, it Is surprising that it would be a technique of choice.” The fact that FDA I L

approval Is needed prior 10 usc on a free ranging deer populaiion needs to be more
prominenily pointed out. It is uncertain If or when such approval will be given. Currently,
contraceptives are not available or practical for this purpose:-

pg. 40- Caoperative Management- The reviewers have fong found the NP3's position as
described In the firat paragragh distorbing, 1.c., the burden for correcting the problem (deer
over-population) which the NPS s in a large part responsible for Is passed on to others,
usually their neighbors, to solve. The NPS creates narrowly defined objectives apd Ignore§
many of the broader bivlogical considerations. It may be time for a change in atiitude, policy
and law.

The NPS Is not subject to state regulation, but it Is unlawlul for any person to buy, sell, or
barter, or offar for sale or barter any game or edible parts of game under Pennsylvania
law (34 Pa. C.5. Sec. 2312). The only exception lo this prohiblion Is for game ralsed
under the authority of a propagating permit from the Cemmonwealth of Pannsyivania.

Food service organizatlons can accept donations of meat which they In turn can give
away.

Sectlon 4.4.3 discusses in general tarms the effects during the managsment action of
each alternativa on deer/vehicle collisions.

Sitencers may be considarad for use, but they would probably not be used dus 1o
reduced firearm sfficlency. The lack of avallabllity of sltencers may IImit thelr use.

See General Response #3: Reproductive Intervention.
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p&. 57- In Decker et al.'s final report (revised February i990) it was concluded thai, “Thus
for every carcass permil Issued, perhaps & aceldents oceurred.” - The number used here in the
text should be five not three., -

pe. 70- Why should the hunters outside the park be expected 1o be fess skilled?
Documentation?

pg- 78- The posslbility that a rare species (particularly plants not preferred by deer) could
benefit from the effects of high deer numbers is not mentloned. In the ne action section, the
NTS offers that in the long run a rare plant species preferred by deer may increase in
abundance. Unless they can make a case for deer numbers declining, It Is difficult to see how
this statement can be justified. Some support should be given or the statement deleied.

pg. 80- Though I'ZP vaccine npﬁaremly presents no direct hazard if consumed, ll:le FDA's
primary concern has been with the adjuvant, PZP Is currently used with Freund's complete w
adjuvant which the FDA has not approved for animals that represent & polential human food
source,
E ,.

pa. 82- The NPS assumes that large portlons of the parks would have 10 be closed to visitors
for cxtended periods of time. This needn't be the case il control operations are designed and
scheduled to minimize conflicts.

pg. 85- The authors apparer;Lly have little experlence with deer hunting methodology. Driving
deer is 1 common deer hunting technique, frequently employed without significant human
mortality. .

- That a {rapping efforl might increase deer/vehicle collisions In and near the parks scems Z
remote at best, :

pe. 87, 5- This discussion may benefit from distinguishing disturbance induced stress from
social stress. The proposed actions may induce disrurbance stress in some animals but the -
remaining animals my be freer of social stress, An exception may be that Reproduction
Intervention may Introduce some behavioral (social) stress. The No Action alternitive would
presumably mainiain a higher level of social stress and vehicles would cause some disturbance
stress.

aa.

|
pg. 147 Appendix E- The Initial gual of the NPS is to reduce the deer population to an April
density of 25 dear/sq.mi. of forested habitat (80 decr for 3.2 sq.mi. of forest). It has been
suggested by one reviewer, that total acreage of undeveloped Jand may be a more suitable -
criteria to be used In expressing populatlon goals and relsted parameters. When the tota} area

of both NMP and the NHS (6,423 acrcs) Is considered, the average density goal is 8

deer/sq.mi. If the area of the study site Is used (11 sq.mi.), the density is 7.3. Since the Drafl

EIS indicates that "Park deer populations need 1o be kept at a level so that objectives for bath
cropfields and woodiots wauld e reached and malntained”™ (n.148), expressing the goal

a
b

a
b bb.

Thae text on page 57 has been corrected.

Pages 35 states that "parsonne! highly skilled and tralned in tha use of firearms and
public satety would shoot the deer” In the parks. The NPS would select only highly
skilled and tralned people for direct reduction in the parks. Hunlers outside the parks
would be of all skill levels and experlence.

The deer population In the parks has been high for over ten years, If a rare plant could
benefit from the elfects of high deer numbers, any rare plant In the parks would hava

" benelited from the high deer density and would no longer be rare.

See General Responsa #3: Reproductive Intervention.

We agree. In addition, the text on page 82 has been changed to read, "portions of the
parks may be closed to visitors . .. "

We agrea that driving deer is a common hunting tachnique and peint out on page 85 the
possibility of injury or death assoclated with this. The NPS does not discuss at what
level human mortality is "signiticant.®

We agres.

This has been added to the text.

We prefer deer density expressed as deer per forested square mlle.






LA.F.W.A.

TAFWA Stalr

Stecstoe viee 2resicent
A. Max Peterson
2334l ve Jovasel
Gary J. Taylor

Saseuise S recior
Mark J. Reell

e y.end
oo CHECior
Donaid E. MacLauch!an
vneefe 2 versiv Srector
Maomi A. Edelson
Tounegior Snentus
Jack H. Berryman
StEVAE Cooramanr
Kitk §, Andries

Ohicers 1994-35
Presidant

Lary J. Wison

Wanace Siste Office Buliding
Des Monaes, 1A $0319-0004
First Vica-President

Jerry J. Presley

P.0. Box 180

Jefferson City, MO 65102-0180

Sacrelary-Treasurss
Rebait L. McDowell

CN 400

Trenton, NJ 08625-0400

General Counsal
Glann L. Bowers
221 Moumain Road
Oilsbury. PA 17019

Execulive

Comrtiee 1954-95
Chsirman

Duana L. Sheoute

2221 W, Greenway Road
Phoenix. AZ 85023-4312
Yice-Chainmsn

Wayne F. MacCallum
100 Cambridge S1., Am 1901
Boston, MA 02202
Amold Boer

Fredencton, New Brunswick
Jeery M. Conley

Boise. ID

Herben E. Doig

Awany, NY

FAoger Holmes

S1. Paul. MN

Bill Monloya

Saria Fo, MM

Richard Pierce
Columbus, OH

David Watler
Atlanta, GA

International Association
Of FiSh and Wildlife AgenCies .Crganizes Guly 29, " G

Hali of the States - 444 North Capitol Sireat, N.W., Sulte 544 - Washingten, D.C. 20001
Telaphoﬁe (202) 624-7890.+ FAX (202) 624-7891

see s oanr Febrvary 10, 1995

Dr. John Latschar, Superintendent
Gettysburg National Military Park
RD1

Gettysburg PA 17325

Dear Dr. Latschar:

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 effeclive and efficient means of
managing the deer population on the two subject parks. In our opinion, the
NPS preferred allemnative lacks adequate substantiaon of efficiency and
proven effectiveness, legal certification, and simply transfers the problem lo
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 IAFWA, founded in 1902, is a quasi-governmental organization of
public agencies charged with the protection and management of North
America’s fish and wildlife resources. The Association's governmental
members include the fish and wildlife agencies of the states, provinces, and
federal governments of Lhe U.S., Canada and Mexico. All 50 states are
members. The Association has been a key organization in promoting sound
resource management and sirengthening 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 causing 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
virteally all circurnstances, 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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Dr. John Latschar
February 10, 1995
Page 3

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
probably not be applicable, See 43 C.F.R. § 24.4(g).

The presentation of immunocontraception in female deer as an altemative to steroids in
the discussion of Reproductive Intervention (Alternative 3, pages 36-40) leaves the peneral
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 Deaver 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. i i i
Alternative 3 are deemed beneficial. And, in any event, the Secretary’s authority under 16
U.S.C. § 3 to destroy detrimental wildlife may well be inapplicable to the extent an activity such
as immunocontraception could preduce 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 final EIS in order that the public not be misled. I would
further direct your attention to the atiached resolution regarding immunocontraception adopted
by the Association in September 1994, A copy of this resolution has also been provided to the
Director of the Mational 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 cpportunity to comment on the draft EIS.

Sincerely,

,Cgfv\*‘j } Iw\jﬂ&/(-/yjrwi’&j

Gary J. Taylor
Legisiative Counsel

cc:  Mr. Donald Madl, Execulive Director, Pennsylvania Game Commission
AWTARAWPCH-JARY-ALATSCHAR.LTR

C.

See General Response #3: Reproductive Intervention.
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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 agencles and
local landowners will cooperate? And {f §State management
authorities and local landowners do cooperate, how effective are
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 Btrategy, the NP3
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 1s in no way a practical means forxr addressing the problems
which exist at the Gettysburg and Eisenhower units.
Immunocontraceptive technologies are not yet fully developed and
the consequences assoclated 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 NP5S' preferred alternative seems notably out of the mainstream,
if not illegal.

The WLFA is as much concerned with what was omitted from
consideration in the DEIS as with what it did consider and
ultimately NPS' preferred alternativa. NPS failed to include in

its range of options at least one effective and fiscally self-’

sustaining management option. NPS should consider administration
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. Potentlal participants
would then attend a two~tiered course to sufficlently prepare them
for the controlled hunt. All guidelines and safety considerations
would be covered im a classroom setting before moving on to the
shooting range, where potential participants must demonstrate
accurate shooting capabilities. The NPS could embrace gstrict
standards in determining which potential participants ultimately
qualify as controlled hunt participants. All administrative and
assoclated costs for employing local sportsmen as controlled hunt
participants could be fully recoverad through application and
speclal license fees to be determined by the NPS. Unlike NPS!
preferred alternative, this option would fully eliminate taxpayer
burden.

10

d.

The Pennsylvanla Game Commisslon has offered to work with the NPS and privale
jandowners to maintain and increase deer harvests on land outside the parks (see
Pennsylvania Game Commission commsant latter), Park personnel contacted some
nearby private fandowners to discuss the possibility of cooperalive managsment
{Alternatlve 4). We determined Alternative 4 to be a viable optlon through these
meelings. At this tima, full investigation into a cooperative agreement among all parties
for Altarnative 4 Is not appropriate. Until ths flnal decision is made and stated in the
Record of Decislon, a full action plan cannot be completed. Under the preferred
alternative (Combined Management), Alternalive 2B and Alternative 4 would be
conducted simultaneously which would likely Increase the eflectiveness of each
alternative.

See Genaral Response #3: Reproductive Intervention.

See Ganerat Response #2: Hunling.












Page 2

"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 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 the battle occurred in mid-summer,
the long months of snow covered lerrain provide a vastly different view of
the features that shaped the Gettysburg battle. By compatison, deer browsing
effects 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 that deer viewing & photographing are popular activities.
“Many tourists and lecal visitors enjoy the quiet and visual aesthetics of the
parks”, "the sights & 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 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 the extent that the deer altract many visitors to the parks, their
tangential role in achieving management objectives should not be
overlooked. The report ignores this completely.

The report states that "visitors often pull off the road in undesignated
locations where deer are spotled. 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 sheoting the park's deer. ’

b

Id

244

The NPS has Initiated preliminary research to prepare a historic landscape management
plan to address ninsteenth-cantury landscapas. The number of deer In Geltysburg NMP
Is not related to the field size or patterns of the 1,548 acres of croplields.,

Crops show evidence of browsing and deer ara observed browsing in lhe ffelds.

Sae page 59 regarding temporary reduction In the deer poputation.
























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, “Locaticn of Historic Wood lots”, and Page 9, Paragraph
1.2.1. I am somewhat uncertain as to how Category A and Category B historic
wood lots are defined, 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
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
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
studies have shown that predators do not limit deer numbers....” is absurd and
biologically indefensible. Animal population numbers are always 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. T 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 Lmited number of Bobcats. The statement is made that
“Coyotes and black bear are present in small numbers in Adams County and do
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 supporting study I would consider it to be speculative. If following a

13

Further explanation of the woodiol categories and restoratlon are discussed on page 18

g{gﬁ?g%ndlx C. Acreage and category Identilication of the woodlots have besn added to

See General Response #2: Hunling.

Tha text on pages 17 and 73 has been changed.

Reter ta Connoliy {1978).

According fo park personnel, two bears were reported In the parks [n the past 20 years.
One bobcat was Killed on a highway south of the park wlthin the fast year, Allhough no
scientific study has been cenducted, the eifact of a llmited 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, he parks and surrounding area are
mostly agricultural land. We disagree that this Is sultabla year-round habitat for bobeats.
























cption ...canhot bs considered as an &l teéernative to active

farming or deer management.” (Evaluation of Alternatives for

Managing the Appearance ot Cropfleids and Woodlots 1792},

Yet the draft EIS states that “Planting arasces of

gifferent colors apd textures in the aqricul tural lands

cguld create checkarboard fleld patterns to glve the

appearance ot different agrlcultural Crops. nis would

pliminate the existing dezer damaqe to aaricul tural crops.”

(pp 272.

The dismissal of grasses as an alternatlive because this
"does not Support the management obyectives nor the goals
for cropfield appearance at GETT/EISE..." {(Management
Alternatives) ls an indefensi{ble argument since the current
appearance of the cropfields In no way resembles the 1843
landscape, The dra+t EIS states on pp 11 "Much larger field
stzés are required to accommodate the use of modern farming

technigues and machinery... The croptields on the

battlefield are, therefore, not presentl eln ained

to their historic size and do nnt rettect hlatorlc field

patterns.”

The arquments for deer reduction have been based on the

assumption that there wili continue to be an “economlcally
vizble™ (a term used in park documents) agricultural program
on the battlefieid with 1ts’ requirements for large,
contoured, drained fields wnlike anything seen on the

pattiefield in 1883, Efther the parK cervice wiil opt to

|
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See Generai Response #4: Cropfield and Weodlot Management.
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the battlefield woutd thlsvaction be necessary. 1f, as has
been stated, the park service plans to restore the core area
of the battiefield to its’ 1843 appearance through the
rectoration of historic fencirng and the resulting smail
fielda, then the curreat farming practices would not be
possible, In this case the permittze farming the 434 acres
in this area of the parkK would most probably find jt
neceszsary to relocate elsewhere. Should this ocecur only the
permlittee at ENHS would remain in the ares of highest deer
population. Although larger fleld operatlons are
appropriate to this area so is e;ectric fencing and its use
would provide the permittee sufficiesnt protection to
continue cperation., Current estimates by professionals in
the field indicate that properly installed and maintained
electric fencing 5 172 feet high will deter 90-%5 percent of

all deer.

It is significant that on page &40 of the draft EIS iz the
statement “As long as the parks maintaln crop fields In the
parks, the deer will 1lKely remain healthy even at high
densities~, Here the crucial werd 15 “cropfields™. I#,
thote croplands within the core area were converted to grass
angdsor crops not attractive to deer there is evary reasop to

expect the deer ﬁopu1ation would react negatively.
























Even when added together the cost of mowing and the one year
cost of fencing is less than the one year cost of
alternative 2B and, using Extension figures, only about
$7000 more than the one year cost ot alternative 3.
Furthermore, as stated above, the cost of fencing ($101,54%)
is a one time expenditure whereas the cost of alternatfves
2B and 5 will remain high so long as elther alternative Is

utilized.

One additional concern needs to be addressed when
considering the alternatives for recduction of the deer herg
at GMMF. There is at least one organization exerting
continuing pressure to cpen the natlfonal parKs to hunting.
To inttiate a direct reduction program in GMMP, even using
selected personnel,; would provide the “foot In the door™ to
hunting In ﬂatlénal parks that thle group =o ardently sezeks.
Thus a precedent set at GNMP coulo make 1t even more
difficult to retain the "no hunting" pollicy at other

national parks. This should be avoided at all cOsts.

Please understand that 1 am not opposed to reducing the
deer herd at GNMP but I am strongiy opposed to the
alternatives put forth in the draft EIS. There is no
e;piri:al evidence to indfcate that non—iethal alternatives
such as conversion to grass coupled with woodlot fencing,
would not achieve the same results, Until thls or a simijar
approach has been tried and the results objectively

evaluated I can see no justification for the utillzation of

14
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_GETT — EISE | January 30, 1995

Dr. John Latschar

Superintendent

Gettysburg National Military Park
97 Taneytown Road

Gettysburg, PA 17325

Dear Dr. Latschar:

I wish te give you my comments on the management plan being considered
on the National Battlefield for the white tafled deer. Being a land owner
adjacent to the Eisephower Farm 1 am not comvinced as stated before that you
have 1,000 deer ip the park or 90 deer per square mite as stated in the
population estimates 1in the past.

I have been a land owner for 23 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 traffic and set out
flares to let the deer cross. 1In the past few years [ have never seen the
deer in the south area of the battlefield 1n 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 1 have not
been able to see that many at one time in any of the fields along Business
Rt 15 and Cenfederate Avenue the entire 4 miles into town. 1 believe you do
not have a true estimate ol how many deer you-have 1n the Park.

1 observed your fenced-in test area at the corn rield aleng Confederate
Avenue with much interest, 1It's true the deer ate the corn down around the

outside area that was not fenced. I would 11ke to express that this was not I a a ﬂw“mumwmhmmmmmwwdmmammdmmwwmmwmmmws

and Informs the public of the effect of dear browsing in the
‘ park. The plol Is not used to
monitor deer damaga (see Animal Prolection Institule comment letter repsponse d).

& valid test of crop damage dene by deer. [ noted your small corn field was
the only corn planted for the 1994 season in all of the farms along Business
Rt 15 and alse Confederate Avenue. Since this was the only corn in this
South area, I think this was a very poor test. I also have wooded areas on
my 185 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 Jlast
year and some winters -in the past, the deer did do damage te a 1ot of the
evergreen trees in my area. It is a known fact you wil1 not have much new
growth in mature wooded areas unless some ol the older trees are cut.
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a Ses Genera) Response #1; Npg Legisiative Authorlty,
b. See Genaral Response #3; Reproductive Intarvention,
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C c. See Alternative 4; Cooperative Management,
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FGETT — EISE_1 January 1%, 1995

Johkn Latschar, Superintendent
Gettysburg national Military Park
RD §1

Gettysburg, PA 17325

Dear Mr. Latschar:

I am writing this letter to you in reference to the proposed
culling of the deer herd at the Gettysburg Battlefield and the
Eisenhower Farm Historic Site.

Once again it seems the powers that be are putting the cart
before the hoxse in an attempt to accomplish a very "easy solution
to a complex problem. It 1s much easier to “"shoot them all" rather
that think of alternate solutions to the problem of the deer. Thank
goodness our forefathers did not practice or think the same way that
the pecople in power do today, or there would be no wildlife at all
anywhere today, both predatore and prey alike, Sclutions 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".

Pirat 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
avermge hunter is an extreme method but one that may become necessary,
if alternate methods fail.

Other methods of managing the population should also 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 theirncomplaint.
Money from this can be gotten, I am sure from one of state's many
conservation programs, Lf they are in fact interested in true con-

-gervation.

Agaih, I ask you to examine the altefnatives, and instead of
shooting first and then questioning later, why don't we do the logilcal
thing and question first and shoot only as the last resort, after trying

everything else.
{zjerely,

Denise Kalata







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, preservation,
and interpretation. These objectives serve to guide park management in fulfilling
the purpose of both areas.

GEITYSBURG NATIONAL MILITARY PARK
Adjacent Lands

Promote conservation of the important features of the Gettysburg Battlefield
Historic District--including certain structures, lanes, fields, farmsteads, 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,

Interpretation 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 battie veterans and contemporaries
and up 10 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 oaly 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. No
restoration of structures or landscape elements may create an anachronism; that is
all elements must have coexisted during a single historic pericd.
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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 Generai
Eisenhower’s life and career, using their home and farm, and
associated Gettysbhurg sites, as the primary stage.

Public Use

Manage all publlc 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

Mahage 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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iv. Evaluation of Alternatives for Restoring and Maintaining
(Perpetuating) the Important Characteristics of Park

Woodlots..ivuervonorsnnssvnrscenssssanonnass P 23
A, Fencing Woodlots....ievenens terreresraserenranen 23
B, Exotic Cover Removal........... veseaas tesatava 23
C. BSelective Overstory Cutting.....evease tesasenn 23
D. Direct Seeding...isevveccasvssscsasssesensnnns 24

E. Supplemental Planting€..iseessssscocsrssosssnea 24
Sumary IIIII ® 8 8 2 P PP S A8 SRS AEF G SN SRR 24
Appendix 1 (Objective Crop Percentages).icecsavssssssnns 25

REfEI‘EDCGS----o.-...c----.-..-o.-.......... nnnnnn LEsae s 26

117






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 hattlefield 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. Periodic 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 ecomomically viable agriculture and may
eventually adversely affect the ability to achieve and perpetuate the desired
historic appearance {color, texture and pattern) of cropfields.
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Although the program has proven to be a cost heneficial and management
efficient program for maintaining the landscapes at both GNMP and ENH3, 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
pernittees 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 ccoperating 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.

Permittees currently operate on an B-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 te 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, imspect,
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
ceoordination, and some operation of government tractors and machinery.
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Table 1: Excellent year for all crops.

EISENHOWER NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE

Appendix C

Gross Crop Values for Target Crop Percentages
(Refer to Appendix I)

98 bu/A

(5 yr. best yield & 5

CROP ACREAGE YIELD AVE. VALUE GROSS VALUE |
-

$2.53/bu.

yr. ave. price)

33,583.47

55 bu/A

$3.16/bu.

5,608.53

58 bu/A

$1.75/bu.

3,272.36

68 bu/A

$1.69/bu.

3,705.02

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 GROSS VALUE

Corn 135.45 51 bu/A $2.53/bu. $ 17,477.11
Wheat 32.27 36 bu/A $2.16/bu. $ 3,671.04
Barley 32.724 49 bu/A $1.75/bu. 3 2,764,58

Oats

32.24

47 bu/A

$1.69/bu. $

2,560.82

154.80

1.93 T/A

*# 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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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, &s opposed to harvest residue, would require
additional tillage to break down plant material thet 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 IA, assuming a market
or outlet for these grains can be found. Federal legislatiorn 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 alternative would be one time initiasl start-~
up costs. The total first year farming costs wonld be approximately $518,089 and
will 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 acgquired. 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 zll
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 zbsorb a farming
operation of such magnitude., An NPS-operated farm program would be a2 new and
complex workload. The additional staff would be =& 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 adeguately 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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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. Mesnwhile, 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 B8-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 fecllowing page. The amount and
expense of custom work needed would fluctuate as management plans fo 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 revemues 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 custor 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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D, Fencing Croplands

Recognizing the deer population as having a definite adverse effect on
essential landscape features (Management Objectives-GNMP, 1950 & Management
Objectives-ENHS, 1991), =another cropland management alternative wmight 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 comnstruction 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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E. Ceonversion to Grasses

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 c¢ld 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 Alternmatives 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 progranm.

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 cobjectives. Initially, it would take some time to acguire
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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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 io 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
gellable 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.

1f the National Park Service were to take over active farming on parkland
using custom services, the deer situation would still need toc 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 8 ft. 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
1863-1300 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 femnce. 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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MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES FOR RESTORING AND MAINTAINING (PERPETUATING) THE
IMPORTANT CHARACTERISTICS OF PARK WOODLCTS .
Appendix C

Woodlots and vegetation characteristics are among the identified 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,
firewcod, 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 Getiysburg 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 deciduocus 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 may 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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Fencing estimates were developed for the woodlot areas covered in the Penn
State Woodlot Study and Culp’s Hill, These estimates are indicative of average
costs associated with fencing wooded areas and could be used to calculiate fencing
costs for additional wooded areas.

Table 8:

Estimated Woodlot Fencing Costs

Woodlot Acreage Estimated Cost
Culp’s Hill 125 20,000.00%*
Herbst 22 3,520.00%
9,600.00%

Rose 60

Codori-Trostle

Trostle

McMillan

Pitzer-Sherfy

Rummel

$
$
$
$
$
Biesecker | $
$
$
$
$

Spangler

Patterson %

Jrors  ssrac. |8 enom00 |

* An open understory is desired and woodlot fencing may not be necessary
as long as the acceptable characteristics of height of overstory,
conifercus/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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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
¥oodlot ‘ 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 618 396 -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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D. Direct Seeding

It has 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. Supplementél 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 compliance 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 characteristics.”
{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 silvicultural technigues 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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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 scoping 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 scoping 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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N1615

November 2, 1993

Memorandum
To: Michele Batcheller
From: Natural Resource Management Specialist

Subject: Deer EIS - Steps Taken by NP5 to Inform Public

As you requested, here is a list of steps we have taken to inform the public
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, 03/12/80, 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.
Barmnes
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 ip § 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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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 03/03/33

NEWS RELEASES: _
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

RADIO PROGRAMS:

WITF FM, Hal Greenlee interview with Janelle Stilson to air on 02/26/93 on
National Public Radio

WSBA radic, York, Mac Heebner interview with Dave Brady on 02/26/93

WINK - 104 FM, Hal Greenlee interview with Don Harringten 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 Game - 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 Wildliife Federation Annual Conservation Forum, M111ersv1lle
University, PA, (BOO attendees) 03/11/89, Hal Greenlee

Hunter-Trapper Education Instructors Course administered by the PA Ganme
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, 1983, Dan Huffman

Fish and Game - York/Adams, Hanover, PA, 1988, Hal Greenlee

Lions Club, Cashtown, PA, 1990, 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, 19981, 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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PROCESS USED TO ARRIVE AT DEER DENSITY GOAL

The precise density of deer that would result in an acceptable fevel 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 jnitial 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 Nationa!l 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
Woodiots (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 10-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 gropfield 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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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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PARK VISITATION RECORDS
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LST

i I | | | | { i 1 i I { | 1
VISITATION PER MONTH
GETTYSBURG NATIONAL MILITARY PARK
YEAR JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUuL AUG SEP ocT NOv TOTAL
1987 24451 | 29653 | 63786 | 163182 | 175131 | 177052 | 209929 | 193194 | 1226873 | 156595 | 65293 1,409,647
1968 26413 | 32046 ] 51356 | 148837 | 183735 | 209471 | 282496 194655 139249 | 168863 | 62408 1,538,944
1989 30367 | 33523 | 65981 | 145565 | 177465 | 189356 | 216489 | 191897 | 132663 | 158554 | 61917 1,427,128
1980 32692 37805 05936 | 134444 | 161558 | 149997 | 191294 | 163958 | 122450 | 154138 | 76409 1,318,042
1991 || 28958 | 35285 ) 83221 | 137720 | 183861 | 182939 | 211594 | 192720 | 134362 | 174483 | 80824 1,477,840
1992 26535 | 36155 | 640068 ( 119959 | 186473 ] 178604 | 178278 | 171792 | 160647 | 172944 | 61174 1,384,378
1993 31578 | 24957 | 56260 | 108195 | 216782 | 233996 | 227295 | 165779 | 103112 | 199972 | 83276 1,485,853
1994 18624 | 27719 | 75208 | 127893 | 239365 | 286678 | 291724 | 201374 | 132773| 215638 | 89964 1,748,932
EISENHOWER NATIONAL HISTORIC SITE

YEAR " JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC TOTAL
1987 116 942 2835 10648 13080 14559 19833 18658 14405 18713 3053 1448 118,290
1988 141 807 2368 10924 13005 15679 19286 | - 16892 15336 168282 | 3641 1795 118,156
19891' 0 941 ‘2859 10538 12948 15225 17963 17381 14344 17482 3111 1018 113,808
1980 145 1173 | 3067 10263 12737 16314 17728 17298 15372 17449 | 4129 1261 - 116,936
1991 l' 174 783 3080 10041 13309 14233 16252 16847 14174 15882 3726 17568 109,257
1992 248 810 2111 8691 11586 12432 15116 14668 12243 14576 2850 948 96,379
19;;“ 313 489 1450 | 9027 12150 12141 14398 14646 11737 16600 | 3015 1110 95,974
1994 107 42711 1M 9781 13839 15910 | 16358 16425 14792 17663 | 4243 1513 112,829

Septembear 7, 1994
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NUMBER OF DEER KILLED FOR CROP DAMAGE AND
ON HIGHWAYS WITHIN AND NEAR THE PARKS
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WAAmDUL LZ07

SUBJECT: Deer Data

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
P. 0. Box 3753
Gettysburg, PA 17325
June 06, 1994 .
Appendix G

TO: Hal Greenlee, N. P. S.
FROM: - . L. D. Hames, .

Dist., 4-01-2

I'y district consists of the southern half of Adems Ccunty. “ithin

thot area the data is as follows:

Road=killed Deer

Deer which I and my deputies disposed of, and those
which were utilized by the general public under our

1993 - 414 deer permit system.
1962 353 : :
1cgl b21
loal i)
1989 337 o
1GE8 301 (I estimate that approximately 125 to 150 of these
- deer were killed by vehicles in the vicinity of the
1987 394 Battlefield. This estimate might have a large
1286 334 margin of error associated with it due to our system

of record keeping, 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.)

Crop—killed Deer

1993 total - 60 deer: {51 of these deer were killed on: farm land in the
1592 ag vicinity of the Battlefield.)

sl 117

Other Deer—This includes those'deer‘shot'illegally or my mistake, those
killed by fences and dogs, those dying from injuries
or starvation, etc.

1993 totai - 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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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
nead to be treated/captured/killed to reduce the population to the
predetermined deer density is not known. It may take several yvears to
reduce the deer population to the predetermined density. Alternative
3 Reproductive Intervention would take the longest, possibly B to 10
yvears, 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
yvears 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 1984 mean population estimate.
Therefore, the number of deer used in the cost estimates is the
difference between the April 1954 mean population estimate (853) and
the initial deer density goal (80) or 773 deer.

The estimates are minimumn costs associlated 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
inguiries, 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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ALTERNATIVE 2A CAPTURE AND TRANSFER

Cost is dependent on habitat, deer density. eguipment, and the
knowledge and experience of the handlers.

A. The following studies provided cost estimates per deer. Included
in the cost is capture egquipment, personnel (which may involve
veterinarian assistance), and travel unless otherwise indicated.

Capture Technigue Cost/deer Reference # Deer
Box Trap $400 ist vear Bryant and Ishmael 19890 285
273 3rd year

Clover Trap 570 Ishmael and Rongstad 1584 2
{Labor and travel only)

Rocket Net BO Anderson and BStoebe 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 1584 B8
{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 lst year Frank Drummond® 27

Box and Corral Trap 1253 2nd year 14

Box Trap 5680 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 reguire the removal of
approximately b4 deer which results in

$ 461/deer X 54 deer = $ 24,894
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ALTERNATIVE 2B DIRECT REDUCTION —- SHOOTING

A. Enhanced law enforcement would be needed during the shooting %o
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 $ 10,500

Blockades, traffic cones, salary for setup BOO

2 special event teams for crowd control- 7 members/team 13,000
Additional personnel to support special event teams 6.000

TOTAL $ 30,300

** Maintaining the deer population at the predetermined density would
probably not require special event teams. Enforcement maintenance
coste would be

Law enforcement patrol - 3 Park Rangers $ 10,500
Blockades, traffic cones, salary for setup [210]8]

MAINTENANCE TOTAL $11,300

B. The following studies provided cost estimates. These estimates
include administrative costs, ammunition, wages, bait, carcass
transport and processing unless otherwise indicated.

# Deer = Cost/deer Reference
34 $ 74 Ishmael and Rongstad 19884
($3.65 hr, bait, travel, and equipment)
181 46 Peter Jordan *
(wages, bait, travel, and eguipment)
39 286 1st year Frank Drummond *
20 243 Znd year
44 222 3rd year
a5 195 1st year Michelle Stradtmann *
167 188 2nd year

* Transactions of the Urban Deer Symposium held at the 55th Midwest
Fish and Wildlife Conference.

173






Appendix |

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 fregquency 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 unknown, 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 1894 mean population estimate (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 iz 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
cogt per deer ($4861/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.

Ireatment Cost/deer Reference
Surgical sterilization (male) $ 527 Elizabeth Frank®
Surgical sterilization (female) 597 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.

175






Appendix |

*¥ 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 T0% (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 (Al) = $ 64,294

STERILIZING FEMALE DEER (A2) = $ 436,407

MAINTENANCE COSTS USING STERILIZATION (A% — D) = UNENOWN
SURGICAL IMPLANTS (B) = $ 438,600

MAINTENANCE COSTS USING SURGICAL IMPLANTS (Bx* — D) = $ 5,961
DARTING WITH PZP (C) = $ 63,957

MAINTENANCE COSTS DARTING WITH PZP (Cxx — D) =+ § 5,088

177






Appendix |

TOTAL COSTS FOR ALTERNATIVE 4

REDUCTION PHASE (A + B + C - D) $ 33,239

$ 5,538

MAINTENANCE PHASE (A*x*x + B¥¥ + C — D)
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Either or both of the altermatives would be used for mqintaining
the deer population at the predetermined density once 1t was
reduced.

A *% Maintaining the deer population at the predetermined density
would probably not reguire special event teams. Enforcement
maintenance costs would be

Law enforcement patrol - 3 Park Rangers % 10,500
Blockades, traffic cones, salary for setup BOOD

MATINTENANCE TOTAL $11,300

B *¥ The maintenance phase would be expected to reagquire less staff
time to organize the “controlled” public hunt outside the parks

1 rerson/$18.13 hour/8 hours a day/b days a week/4 weeks $ 2,800

D xx The annual maintenance phase would reguire 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 %lternative 4 there would be no additional cost.

TOTAL, COSTS FOR ALTERNATIVE 5:
REDUCTION PHASE (A + B+ C + D - E) $ 101,351

MATNTENANCE PHASE USING ALTERNATIVE 2B DIRECT REDUCTION
(A¥x + D¥kxl - E) $ 9,965

MAINTENANCE PHASE USING ALTERNATIVE 4 COOPERATIVE MANAGEMENT

(Axx + Bxx + C - E) $ 5,536
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Appendix J

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.
© REGIONI
844 Chestnut Buflding
Phliadelphia, Pennsyivania 19407-4431

WR 23 196

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

Gettysburg, PA 17325

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement White-Tailed Deer Management Plan for
Gettysburg National Military Park/Eisenhower Mational Historic Site

i)ear Dr, Latschar:

Thank you providing the Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1II (EPA) the
opportunity to review the above referenced project. EPA has the responsibility and obligation
under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1069 (NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean
Air Act to review and comment on Environmental Iinpact 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 jntervention techniques, as proposed, are subject to Food
and Drug Adminstration approval and thus may not be 2 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 combinatien 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 address (mailcode 3E543) or 215/597-0355.

Smcerely,

Roy E De ark, Jr.
NEPA Review Coordmatcr
cc: Michele Batcheller, NPS

Enclosure

35

i

SUMMARY OF RATING DEFINITIONS
AND FOLLOW UP ACTION®

Environmental Impact of the Action

LO-Lack of Objections

The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to
the preposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that
could be accomp‘lished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.

EC--EnvIronmemul Concerns

The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fuily protect the
snvironment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or appiication aof
mitigation measures that can reduce the enwronmen‘tal impact. EPA would like to work with the lead
agency to reduce these impacts.

EQ--Environmental Objactions

The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided 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 {inctuding the no action aliernative
or a new afternative}. 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 weltare or environmental quality. EPA intends
to work with the lead agency to reduce thess impacts, If the potential unsatisfactary impacts are not
corrected at the final E1S stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to.the CEQL

Adequacy of the Impact Statemant

-
Category 1--Adequata
The EPA believas the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s} of the preferred
altarnative 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
infarmation.

Category 2--Insufficient Information

Ths draft EIS does not contain sufficient information {or the EPA fuily assess the environmental impacts
that should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new
reasonably available aliernatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS,
which could reduce the environmental impacts of the action. The identified addntlonal information, data,
analyses, or discussion should be Included in the final EIS.
Categary 3--Inadequate

EPA does not believe that draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant envirenmental impacts of
the action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of
the spactrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which shouid be analyzed in order to reduce the
potentially significant environmental impacts. EPA believes that the 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 purposas of the NEPA and/for Section
3092 review, and thus should be formally ravised 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 CEQ.

*From EPA Manual 1840 Policy and Procedures far the Raview of the Federal Actions Impacting the Enviranment.
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BLAIR COUNTY FEDERATION

NFREIVE
)& & v ! oc
, ll JAN 231995 SPORTSMEN'S CLUBS
\—/_" RD 3, BOX 342 January 19,1994
—SE ALTOONA, PA 16601-9216
_GETT — EISE_T 814-944-1474
An Independent Federation

Affillated with the National Rifle Association of America
Putting People First
The Wildlife Legislative Fund of America
The Pennsylvanla Federation of Sporsmen’s Clubs
Unified Sportsmen of Pennsylvania

Dr. John Latschar, Superintendent
Gettysburg National Park

R.D. # 1

Gettysburg, Pa, 17325

Dear Sir:-

I have received a copy ¢f The Draft Environmental Impact Statement- White-tailed Deer
Management Plan for GettysburgWatiomal Military Park and Eisenhower National Historic Park,

This document is very complex, and seems to cover all of the bases. 7

On behalf of the National Rifle Association, the Pennsylvania Rifle & Pistol Assoc. and the
Sportsperaons of Pennsylvania {- submitted written testimony in regards to the Deer reduction
goals for the above Deer management problems.

WE are in favor of Alternative &, Cooperative Mandgement--Private Landowners, Pennsylvania
Game Commission, and National Park service. A controlled public hust.

The bottom line is. we must reduce the deer herd and we hope to implement thie program im 95 7
I want to play an sctive part im this project. EG= I would like to sit in on as many of your
meetings as possibe, and I wouls also 1ike to spend some time with ypur Park Rangers im the
field, so that I can have first hand knowledge of just what we are trying to accomplish,

Very~truly yours,

. N . P .

2y i Al 0
Donald W, Elder S
Sportamens Advocate

Board o Direciors

Doris Day
President

Teery Mekher
Vice Presidemt
Sccretary

Jacquetine Melcher
Treasurer

Holly Hazard
Erxecutive Direcior

Edgar Huber
Advisory Members
of the Board
Bob Hope

Rue McClanahan

Martina Nawnitilovs

Public Alfairs
Direclor

" Linda Dozoreu

FEB 211995

GFTT — FISE _
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DORIS DAY ANIMAL LEAGUE

February 14, 1995

Jose A. Crisneros, Superintendent
Gettysburg National Military Park
PO Box 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 altow 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 from
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 deer.

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.

m{g&\ !; - A..i-._-:-h i o 1 . - ..;l.;l.x - j”f:“ 1 ,j
Holly E. Hazard Tt , :
Executive Director’

Svite 100 » 227 Massachusctis Avenue, N.E.. Washington, D.C. 20002 + 202546-1761 Fax: 202/$46-2103

Pdnled on recycld peowr
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TN DEEENSE OF ANIMALS s s

16 February 1995

Gettysburg National Military Park
R.D. #1
Gettysburg, PA. 17325

Dear Sir or Madam:

On behalf of the £5,000 members of In Defense of Animals, 1 am writing.to
express our concern regarding some of the proposed plans for managing the deer
population within the Gettysburg National Military Park. | 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, particularly
when viable humane options exist.

One might argue that controlled hunting may provide administrative ease, but this
method is not without sericus 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 do not, where is the
“challenge" in shooting a defenseless deer that will fiterally 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 sorme 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 envircnment, would take on the atmosphere of a killing field.

We currently have a similar situation here in California concerning a herd of tule
elk located at the Point Reyes Mational Seashore. Despite pressure from sport hunting
groups and the California Dept of Fish and Game, the National Park Service ("NP5") has
postponed making a decision on a method for population controi pending additional
studies. The-NPS is conducting studies on the population census and range carrying
capacity, and {DA 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 assaciated

N DEFENSE OF ANIMALS « 816 WEST FRANCISCO BLVD. « SAN RAFAEL, CA 94901 * (415) 4539984

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 peliucida
(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. ! 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,

Program Coordinator
Tule Elk Project
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December 19, 1994

Dr, John Latschar, Superinténdan‘l;
gettysburg National Military Park

Gettysburg, Pa. 17325

Deer Dr. Latschar:

Unified Sportsmen of Pennsylvanis is the largest sportsmen's

organization in the state, In reference te the Whitetail Deer

Management Plen, we,wish to make-the following comments.
e

Alternative 5 is the preferréd plan of the Unified Sportismen,
however we recommend -thet the use of contreceptivea be discouraged.
Por many years the harvesting of.deer by~ hunters has proven
successful end inexpénsive. The vofiSuwmptivé use, of deer harvested
By hunters ig gemerallyjepproved.of by,the public at large. The
use of contraceptives is'extremely unpg ular with.sportsmen, is
expensive and has no proven track recordi We alsoc have some other
gerlious concerns-relati¥e .to contrdceptives for controlling deer
Populations 1hen the deer ere not tontained in 8n enclosure.

M - (X s Ny ] .
Unified Sportsmen.of.Pa, is especially, interested, in caring for
the total concerns of ‘Gettysbuig National Park and)hope that the
deer population within the park cen be brought under control as
soon as possible. {3 O ¢ ~

-

[
A
.

s
e}

- TR rpegem e 4 2T N o™ _:-'*""‘"' :
If you have aiy gnestions please talline % T17-896-8834.

1o 5l uio
A Y
R.Charles Bo¥gisno, ¥hD

Exec, Vice-President

Conmitied b prolecd “"VWhal's Right” and lo serve the grassrols sporlsmen/women of Penngrhenia
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The tollowing form letter was recaived from the listed individuals.
Bignatures are on the original letters which are on file at the park.
Interpretation of the signatures may not be accurate.

Benson, W. C.

Brenner, Kurt M. and Masier, Ken
Buckheit, bDavid L.
Christine, 8r., Kevin C.
Conaway, Randy A.
Connor, Ed

Dunworth, Robert

Friedl, Michelle P.
Gies, Timothy A.
Ginther, Roger

Goetz, Jerry
Hollobaugh, Walter R,
Howard, Adam

King, Robert

Lenge, Kevin J.
Lynfeller, David B.

McClusky, Donald J.
Ness, Brian G.

Negs. Jr., Richard A.
Ness, 8r., Richard A.
Pease, 8teven

Puzz, Norman

Rhines, Mark

8chatz, Steve
Schneider, Michael J.
Schneider, Rodney J.
f8crimshaw, Wayne A.
Shoftner, Michael D.
singer, Allan
Stambaugh, Todd E.
Stone, Carl E.
fiwartz, Keith

February 7, 1995

Mr. John Latschar
Superintendent
Gettysburg Katfonal Park
97 Taneytown Road
Gettysburg, PA 17325

Dear Mr. Latschar:

Rs a Pennsylvania Taxpayer and Hunter in the Forests of
Horthern Pennsylvanfa, I am opposad to bringing in sharp

. shooters or the other so-called sofutfons such as ster{lf-
zation or annihilation po reduce the Deer Herd on The
Gettysburg Battlefield.

{ am for Trapping and t;ansferrtng tha Ouer upstata to the
Horthern Counties where the Oeer Herds are scarce -- which

;: zne of the points of the Environmental Impact Solutions
udy.

Sincerely,
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December 22, 1994

John Latschar, Supertintendent
Gettysburg Natlional Military Park.
RD#1L, Gettysburg,Pa, 17325

Sir. ]

Few gimple pleasures remain.

One has been the long time tradition of driving to the Gettysburg Natianal
Military Park in the early dawn or dusk of evening to witness the appearance
of deer,

These deer have outwitted the hunter and found sanctuary at CGettysburg.
Suddenly the Park Service has an lmagined ¢risis 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 bureaueracy has an agenda, the Park Service 1s no different

This agenda dictates the damage claims within the Park be exaggerated

and are probably just that--gross exaggerations,

How soon they forget.

The "clear cutting" of Little Round Top and Devil’s Den by the Park Service
a decade ago did far more damage than the deer.

The deer at Gettysburg are as much a part of the place as the High Water
Mark and Tom's Tower,

The shoot to kill order ls Just a smoke sereen,

Spites That is the real crisis,

George Stewart's book "Plckett's Charge" contains a Yank's account of
amused f8llow soldiers to scared bunnies darting about during the
Confeder,te bombardment prior to Pickett's Charge.

Even under the stress of actual ba*t'e these soldiers appeared not to have
shot the rabbits in spite.

If only the Park Service and their so-galled "authorized agents" could

show such professionalism. : Eﬂ
5 E¢ Bradley w
ayer :

104 N. Second Streoat
Harrisburg,Pa. 17102

Sincerel
b

[
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Charles P. Gilbert ‘%@/

2 Mont Alto Road
Fayettevﬂle, Pa, 17222

: | E T BEIVE
. \J\‘ pEC - 91094

December 8, 1994

GETT — EISE__

Dr. John Latsochar, Supsrintendent
. w}% _,gadﬁa A . i& W"ﬂ/ 2elod ﬂ#_ e s Gettysburg National Military Park
R.De 1

“I _/Zd-“-bb ‘gf___, -Md/'{ MA-M e e Gottysburg, PA 17325 -

nLUAUJJ v,y /)M Cd;f?é. 0?::% bﬂfﬂ-&m A Dear Sir,

Jmemé_muL#mwx_z/

Received your report Novembar 29th concerndag the over popﬁlution

of deer at Gettysturg NMP., I am retired and willing to help if eome

............ ‘<J Qe t/f-dv"{ ML@ g+ 07( MEA/ e e solution is implemented.

. --ﬂ‘?ﬂm’“. MM ‘éﬁ:-.duu ,r?a,aulaibzn, O Tnis is a problem as ona acouple at the mesting laet year stated
the deer are eating orops neseded for livestook and infringing on the

./ludﬁﬁ{uj ...... wurt. taks .ﬁfmn_,__,%l@uf, ol farners 1ivelihood.

1] -
.._-M b e : !‘.C.’._..MUL MMM’ I I enjoy lunting and the lect eeveral years desr meason was very
dull eontrary to reports of the Pemnsylvenia Game Qommission. Few deer

_t&__acﬁ,(uw “_.tﬂd .._&.,..d., by . M M L wara saen by myself and meny other hmters experisnced the sams.

[N |

. M wo NI A _,A_u q_ Yowun . L I am in favor of Alternative 2A {with FGC approvel)} to rsmove
I o T ’ e : o the desr to public lumting land. If this would prove to be & problem,
’ then the PGC could issue more sntlerless permits, thus resulting in
. adudlyy, M_ﬂufm_ﬁ,wlaf?_w.w‘o R then the PGC could
''''' MML > : - T T T T T e T If Alternative 2B is decided, donating the meat to needy
organizatione would alec be a good idem. Any plan you sdopt will be
T fine and ae I sald, I will be glsd to hsalp.
1
S B _ﬂMXIéEMM_ﬁWM _,.e/lt#&wmafum
/
: i3 M “ -
hfdﬂt”.— ) 5 - AL ANz S =7 B

e - Sinceraly,

S A— ol & 20

Charles P. Gilbert

Phone
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fanuary 26, 1995 _GETT — EISE__

Sr. John A. Latschar

jettysburg National Military Park
sisenhower National Historic Site
37 Taneytown Road

settysburg, PA 17325

Jear Dr. Latschar:

i k and the
AGAL television studio broadcast a story last night about the par
herd of deer that are living at it. Viewers were advised the Park Service is
vonsidering 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 huxrt by the

deer; and the park cannot support the herd which has grown to 700 - 800. X
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 seen
farmland, some woodgand, monuments, and a cemetery. I have seen the waxed
figures and the old clothing that commemorate a pattle ocur country will n:ver
forget. I have seen other human visitors to the park. I have not seen the
living, breathing, gentle deer that are causing the rark Service concern.

th is everywhere at Gettysburg. inder 1
com ; - 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 ocur
lives and the lives of many who share this planet with us.

The Park Service should protect our heritage. I suggest that our heritage is
more than old weapons and monuments of rock and steel. It is more than the
dry decay of death. oOur heritage is more than memories of battles that we

fought. Tt is the constant flow of life for us and Qur companion animals. It
is girth. It includes the joy of watching gentle beings 1iving 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

believe
support food banks for our hungry human brothers and sisters, I do not
a E')gontrolled hunt% of shy and unarmed creatures is the solution. We can feed

the hungry in our country by other means. There are numarous restaurants in

Gettysburg and other atreas that could donate leftovers instead of throwing t
food out.  We can share 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 consietently losing ground 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 Service admitted that many deer at the park are killed by
automobiles.

Let us not choose death again. Let us choose to respect and protect life.
These deer remind us that even after pain and death, nature renews itself wh
given the chance. We are reintroducing wildlife into our other parks. We a
trying to put back what we were not wise enough to protect before. We must
have a sense of our responsibilities to other living creatures. Monuments a
not feeling animals with a will to live.

n fe T 11 o e the ni e that w i " said
the great clexrgyman, philosopher, physician, and scholar, Albert Schweitzer.
Please consider the deer and their will to live.

‘The signatures listed below are votes 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. The signatures listed below
are votes against sterilization of the deer as that does not seem to be a
viable alternative. 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? '
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Eileen May éroég?

P.0O. Box 211

New Kingstown, PA 17072

Copy to:

President William ¢linton

The Natlonal Park Service

The National Geographic Society

People For The Ethical Treatment of Animals
The American Humane Society ,

Hr. Hal Greenlee
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8780 Lodge Lane
Cottondale,Alabama 35453
March 17,1995

John Latschar

97 Tarryton Road

Gettysburg,Pennsylvania 17325

Dr. Latschar:

I am told that the park service is proposing
to "harvest" - j.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 1s held in honor - because
of what? - because of the slaughter of men
and animals that took place there,years ago.

1 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 1iving creatures should
be humanely removed,alive,to a place of
sanctuary.

. Yours truly,

[%@ 650 WE“ bttt Qo

FAR 201995

' GETT — EISE__|



















12245 Crewe Street

N North Hollywood, CA 91605

March 16, 1995

Dr. John Latschar, Superintendent
Gettysburg National Military Park
97 Tareyton Road

Gettysburg, PA 17325

Dear Dr. Latschar:

152

We are writing to ask that you stop the plan to ““harvest!' the deer
at the park. We feel certain that were he alive, Abraham Lincoln

would prefer that the deer be spared.
Please save these gentle creatures from being killed.
Very truly yours,

\%b.vf-’}’)dao- m

Mr. & Mrs. Milton Knopoff

L i 20 105
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~PENNSYLVANLA DEER,
. ASSOCIATION, INC.

Jan, 28, 1995

Having just read tile summary of the environmental impact
gtatenent on the white-tailed deer mansgement plan at the Gettysburg
“ationel military Faric and the Bisenhower Higtoriec Site, I am writing
to express my personal opinion and my opinion as 1st. Vice-'fresirient
of +the ka, Deer nggoc.

The problem of over populeiion of deer at both of these
sites has been ignored for too long. wherefore somevhat drasiic measures
need to be implimented as soon as possible., I see no viable alternative
except Alternative 2-3, Deer numbers must be reduced and maintained -t
suitable levels as soon =5 possible. vontinued population control snould
Uuien e oarried out through sie use of controlled nunsing , Lavonery,
Snotgun, etve.) watiin ine parx. also vhe raising of crops on or
a2ajacent To tne parg areas should be discouraged as vhis leads o Buppur v-
ing a large deer population by creating an artificiszl focd supply.

1 wish you the best of lucl int resolving this problen.

Sincerely; i
M"/ M” /
31158 o, Linga#el}

135 ¥5, View Lane

Lilly, Pa. 15938

FOUNDED TO PROMOTE THE WISE MANAGEMENT OF OUR DEER RESOURCE
FOR THE BENEFIT OF DEER, PEOPLE, AND THE LAND THEY BOTH SHARE
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CER -7 1995
February 5,1995

TGETT — EISE_J
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
suggestion.

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 glve up any day to lend a hand to
help our vets, they have done 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 hunters.

Sincerely,
H. William Moyer
748 Mohns Hill Rd.

Reading, Pa. 19608

\J%—E_@EUWE 47

fEesie ) 173

George D. Murry | 9 January, 1995
28 Knollwood Lane

Hanover, Pa. 1733185070 _ GETT — EISE__

Superintendent
Gettysbuzg National Military Park
RD1

Gettysburg, PA 17325

Dear Superiniendent:

1 am writing concerning the culling of the deer population at the Gettysburg Military Park and the
oplions that you may be considering.

Sir, as a Pennsylvania Spo and a Conser ist, I believe the best way to reduce the deer
population and satisfy the most people, would be to allow a limited bunt on the park property. It would be
an absolute waste just to go in and shoot the deer.

This license to hunt could be issued by a lottery which would limit the nursber of hunters on the
propesty during any daily hunting period. By controlling the number of hunters you can then contrel the
number of deer harvested.. Safety would also be under your contral, by reducing the number of hunters
you can assure that there would be no accidents. You can also direct where the hunting is to take place.

The hunt would be conducted for 1 week, and for safety reasons, would be limited (o 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 ta close the entire park, at least you could control traffic flow into the areas to be hunted.

Please give this your utmost consideration. The spertsman of Pennsylvania would be grateful for your
attention,

Sin rc;)é
ﬁ-j&w


















E@EUWE
0 T L

GETT e FIQF

&m,ﬂﬂmﬁ@

M%m%/ﬁ%/@e&v
st o ot g il

pllLelpnl. N0 . ; '_Af
AT EAUAAL 77 \‘: 1/1,.9
2y Decopel )

/244

N\ ., - Z
:h E N P s
MmN U }_WQJ ,‘___:E o

‘i\\\- - \\\\* *3’\3\»

Al Dy e b 2, e, N \
T STheaSyy /,/M\\ ///IZ(//J A
, - - = ., A\‘ \ )
BN N I) o SO )
: S, Y —
> . R R TN
L -\?;, \\f\f"' 2N
~ ~, Y ‘A\. . |
L A
o \\ ; .‘
~ X, R A . :\:\‘\‘
S i o ; X
S NI - - n .
\\_ s






e fatuae Ao chock u o ,E 30

i

£ fallrae fo AMQM

4 Frsssputc _ gamme Lox ¥t ey :
& ‘Damnn [14);71”11&‘7&1/}[%"' éx_gé?a_.;z‘;___l

L Cootititin? s ]

‘,’- !\1"1_&'1-«/}_:;!7 Eb_s, _

— Hace st Chec
o he bk S P prpun

*WJ

('L“LA.[__M' F!&aﬁ:;{ﬂ& w"ﬂ:wf‘/

s sy Soissihyen.

184

e R 3o , /?,f/é-—

H R 3 .
1:'2‘-‘(/2/ /:-/fé/‘:- "\4‘((/'):"“;("’-—5'-.’7'LL“ ~,
‘ e '?-.’)ﬂ({/“fgu,

7 el The

‘ .
Ay Pleds et

; ., )

65' (“"7("' S T T Cow

.,,, .

[T

- . . . / s // e
g gl L S TP i A

77“”” el b (LCCH Z/Lu /'?Za.:f,r— «lé‘?’}- =

-
” -1
f 457/& ez‘m’-r'v' . sl dreede /4‘- c. £¢

4 \-34‘-&:/ 1 A-c T R T

: R

A . 1/ ..-" .
AR S AL AT L A A

B N T £t

/‘C k /” e Lete S €t o froe e Co 7w

T T Y e
ZR,L sloer, v Aelse g

(1)4_'«-"(,’ \((KL/’f-(Z LL{ ‘ 7
/(th gl et e 2 ?—/u PV .
. ‘-?.' w2 e Y

P (’/K,((u. et . Aerg il

et A i it s






Donald F. Peterson
1033 Johnson Drive
Lake Heritage
Goettysburg, Pa. 17325
December 12, 1964

RE BEIY E@
BEC - 51934

!_ GETT __ FIRE_|

To whom it may concern:

About the NPS deer population problem. Seems to me the NPS have been complalning
about revenue; the NPS should take lessaons from iis neighbor Maryland; they have managed
public hunting (LOTTEREY DRAWING) at several of their state parks. All [ottery applicalions
require a non-refundable five dollar application fee and successful applicants must pay a nen-
refundable ten dollar parmit fee. See the atiached.

DE s

Donald F. Peterson
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A oV YLAND DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
20 STATE FOREST AND PARK SERVICE

fro-

DEER HUNTING LOTTERY INFORMATION
GUNPQWDER FALLS STATE PARK, SWEET AIR AREA

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 in that area. Hunters will be selected by lottery. Please read the
following information carefully before completing the euclosed application. -

WHEN: Monday January 16 through Friday January 20, 1995
Hunting hours: 1/2 bour before sunsise to 1:00 p.m.

WHAT: SPECIES: White-tailed deer {antlerless)
BAG LIMIT: Three {3) deer per hunter, in addition te regular License linit.
WEAPONS: Shotgun (rifled slug) ouly. See Guide to Hunting and Trapping in
Maryland 1994-1995 for specific guidelines.
OTHER REGULATIONS: All rules and regulations stated in the Guide to Hunting
and Trapping in Maryland 1994-1993 will apply to all hunters. Other procedures
specific to the Sweet Air Huut may be toposed as necessary. All successful applicants
will receive written notification of procedures prior to the hunt,

WHO: 40 hunters per day will be selected from the lottery.

Completing the lottery applicatioun:

APPLICATION DEADLINE: Al applications must be received at Gunpowder Falls State Park
Headquarters by Friday, November 11, 1994 at 4:00 p.m. Applications received after this time
will not be considered.

LOTTERY DRAWING: Thuréda);, November 17, 1994 at 1:00 p.m. at Gunpowder Headquarters.

PLEASE NOTE:

Each hunter may submit only oue application.

Ifyou wish to apply as a hunting party, please staple applications together when submitting
{litit 3 pec party). -

Tncomplete applications will not be considered,

The lottery drawing is open to the public. Successful applicants will be notified by mail after
the drawing.

* APPLICATION FEE: Tlm $5.00 application fee to enter the lottery is non-refundable.
* PERMIT FEE: Successful applicants must pay a $10.00 permit fee. This fee is also nan-

refundable. ?;‘W‘fﬁ'ﬁL%W y&p— ok NQJ,Q val R‘ES;UVQQS

ALL HUNTERS WHOSE NAMES ARE DRAWN WILL BE NOTIFIED BY MAIL ON OR
BEFORE DECEMBER 3, 1994. INFORMATION REGARDING RESULTS OF- THE DRAWING
WILL NOT BE GIVEN OVER THE PHONE.,
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Carolyn Plotica
346 E. Railroad St.
Gettysburg, PA 17325
Dr. John Lajschar
Superintendent, Gettysburg National Military Park
RD1
Gettysburg, PA 17325
Dear Sir,

Are you out of your mind? You cannot hunt deer on the batilefield. People go to the battlefield
during the months of October through April. My husband runs on the battleficld. Sometitnes we
hike around on the trails. It's bad enough during regular deer season, not knowing if you're going
to catch a stray bullet from hunters’ guns. No matter how much you try to have "authorized
hunters" there will be poachers who will be hunting llegalty and you know it. As the article in the
Harrisburg Patiiot stated: pcople want to know how to get in on the action, People are gun happy
around here when the idea comes up to hunt the battlefisld deer ( as if the battlefield deer are
somehow betler.) Also tourists confinue to come to Gettysburg during the winter months, All you
need is to have someone shot and killed or even wounded by a hunter and youll have the bipgest
law suit ever, and rightly so. Haven't the taxpayers paid enough already for the battlefield?
Buying and buying land and of courze the "Yingling debacle” has cost enough. Don't creats an
opportunity for a tragedy. There was enough tragedy and killing on this ground in 1863,

The reproduction intervention or transferring the deer elsewhere seem to be the most logical and

sensible options. ,
Sincerely,
| j.?awé% /%74m
o / /c / ?{ |
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Fehruary 8, 1995

Dr. John Latschar, Superintendent
Gettysburg Naticnal Milltary Park
97 Taneytown Boad

Gettyshurg, PA 17325

Dear Dr. Latschar:

I am writing in regarde to the braft Environmental Impact
Statement for the White-Talled Deer Management Plan. I have
enclosed a recent article from the Humane Soclety of the United
States. This article discusses the successful use of an
immunocontraceptive vaccine in bloeking pregnanciles in free-ranging
white~tailed deer. This program is being conducted at Fire Island
Rational Seashore - another National Park Service administered
area. Obviously they have receivad approval from the U.S, Food &
Drug Administration to conduet this program which began in 1993,
I believe that this program could also be used successfully at
Gettysburg NMP/Eisenhower NHS.

I bellave that Alternative 3 of the Draft BIS is a wviable
opticon for a eizable reduction of the deer herd. A reduction of
the dear herd by this non-lethal method woeuld also he much less
controverslal than the preferred alternative which also utilizes
direct reduction by shooting. Although there is certainly broad
support for reduction of the herd through open hunting, many locals
are not as enthusiastic about a reduction by NWNPS personnel. No
matter how gkilled your personnel supposedly are in "public safety
and ...the use of firsarms™, there 15 still a greatly increased
potantall for an accidental shooting. The EIS also mtates that,
"Deaer would Be shot during the day and night from October through
April.” oOctober through mid-November as well as April are very
busy visitation periocds in the park. 8enior citizen bus tours and
children’s school 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 they ask what all of
the shooting i1s about or actually see deer being killed?
Inevitably there will bhe deer who are only initially injured that
will run into the paths of passing automobiles and will.be in plain
view of the public. Has anyone really considered the chaos that
will occur when multiple high-powered rifle shots arxe being sent
into a herd of deer that is ac¢limated to the safe haven of the
park?

T beliave that with the rapid and ever advancing progress in
the field of immunccontraceptive vaccines, that this is clearly a

viable method of deer wentrol. I do not helieve that it has been
given any sgerious consideration ag the primary means of control.
T balleve that now 1s the time to open your minds to a very real
solution.

Sincerely,

S Samds

Susan Sanders
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January 25, 1895 | _GETT — EISE

Dr. John A, Latschar, Superintendent
Gettysburg National Military Park

97 Taneytown Road

Gettysburg, PA 17325

RE: N1615 (DEER)

Dear Dr. Latschar:

| sent for and received a copy of the Draft Environmental Impact statement, White-Tailed '

Deer Management Plan.

In a previous letter | sent to Hal Greenly dated December 15, 1994, | made a proposal

that Congress amend the act prohibiting bunting. At this time ! would like to withdraw
that proposal entirely.

After _revnewing 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, |
have come to the conclusion that these areas should never be opened to public huntin'g.
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 eve i
) L . ry vear by upstandin;
Americans in the pursuit of bagging the proverbial frophy, a once-in-a-life timt‘aJ chanceg.

You are the keeper of.lhe gates, so to speak. Since management is permitted by federal
law anfl you are permitting authorized agents to help manage this problem, why can’t the
authorized agents be any person checked out by the ATF. for a fee (let's just say

$1,000 to $1,500)? That would cover the application processing and permit fee, and the -

pgrk ranger or guide’s fee_for this said person to manage {harvest) one (1) male white
tail (no guarantees). If this said persan 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.

Look what the American sportsman pays io travel out West or to Canada, even foreign
countries, to harvest that one-in-a-life time animal. With the fees generated from this
management 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 could generate fees.

This price for the management of the doe would be acceptable to everyone | 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 vecelved and that's just here in Harrisburg. 1 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 shoating 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 1o the tax payer. Where in America can you participate
in a managed harvest to harvest buffalo to have his head over your mante! or in your
game room?

I am wriling this as a taxpayer and veteran. | 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.

) want to thank you for your time and consideration In this matter and I'm sure every
taxpayer will thank you. | know that you will have a few groups making a fuss, but these
people wouldn't be willing to lay down their lives 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

2440 Sir Lancelot Drive, Apt. A3
Harrisburg, PA 17110






BRANSBY W. BUSHEY, P.E.
DEAN A SHULTZ, P.L-S.

GETTYSBURG ENGINEERING CO., INC.
== CONSULTING ENGINEERS anp SURVEYORS ——

40 EAST HIGH STREET
GETTYSBURG, PENNSYLVANIA 17325

Arca Code 717
Telephone 3344016
February 8, 1995

Dr. John Latschar, Superintendent
Gettysburg National Military Park
97 Taneytown Road

Genysburg, PA 17325

Dear Superintendent Latschar:

I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, White-Tail Deer Management Plan
dated November 1994 and wish ta offer the following comments.

From personal observations I am in agreement that there is a over population of deer within the
GNMP. The study has addressed the adverse effect the deer population has created and has also evaluated
sufficient altematives for controlling the deer population,

Alternative 5, the studies preferred alternative, appears to be the most reasonable, hurmane, and cost
effective way to reduce the deer population. I would suggest that cooperative management with the Penn-
sylvania Game Commiission be considered as the first step in reduction of the deer herd. If both antiered
and antlerless hunting could be permisted during the Pennsyivania antiered deer season, and the NPS was
willing to drive the deer off GNMP lands during this season, the number of deer killed during the Pennsyl-
vania deer hunting season may reduce the munber sufficient to eliminate the need for shooling deer within
the Park. It is also my opinion (hat 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 property
on Woif Hill. When antlerless deer season arrived the hunters on Wolf Hill I spoke with, although they
hunted every day, did not se¢ one deer. The deer had became wise to the hunters during "buck” season and
went onto Park land where they were safc. During the first week of antlered deer season, before the deer
had became " bunter shy", at least 10 buck were shot on Wolf Hill. 1 do not believe one deer was shot on
Wolf Hill during antlerless deer season. This is the basis of my argument for permitting both anilered and
antlerless hunting during antlered season on property neac the Park. It would permit a larger number of
deer to be shot before the deer decided to move to the safety of the "old battlefield'.

The deer population has been studied again and again. At some point in time there is a need 1o stop

doing studies and take action, 1 feel this time has come and it is time to “do something". Iencourage the
NPS and the Pennsylvania Game Commission to proceed and take action to reduce the deer herd.

Very truly yours,

i M7

Dean A. Shultz
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RD 2 Box 292 JAN 301995
Newpors, PA 17074
26 January 1995

Gettyshurg, PA 17325
Dear Sir/Madame,

I am responding 1o your invitation to the public to offer their input into the problem of
overpopulation of whitetail deer in the Getiysburg Military Park.

I feel that the most sensible sofution is the natural one: Hunting. A controlled hunt,
with the meat going to those who need is mosi, would effectively reduce the herd to
whatever size the game biologisis deem appropriate for the habitat.

Live trapping and relocation of the deer has been proven boih ineffective and wasteful.
These deer do not thrive, or even survive, in their new habital. It has been tried and
proved a fallure in several recorded insiances that I have read about.

Sterilization and/or birth control measures are totally unnatural, horribly expensive,
and more inhumane (in my opinion) than hitting them with automobiles.

Doing nothing is not a viable answer, either. Aside from the damage an oversized
deer herd can wreak on the habitat (and citizens' shrubbery), the gene pool would
suffer dramatically. Then there is the problem of disease inherent in averpopulation.

I respecifiully suggest that you let man do what man has always done best - iunzl
He has been doing it since the Big A got himself evicted from the Garden of Eden,
along with his wife, and he's been doing it well. Besides, hunters and shooters have
been paying for effective game management since wildlife management became a
matter of public policy. Why not utilize this resource to praperly manage a problem
resource? It’s a patural tradition!

Thank you for allowing for public input in this public affir.

Sincerely,
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320 Boundary Ave.

Red Lion, PA 17356
January 26, 1995

_GETT — EISE_|

Gettysburg National Park
R.D3#H
Gettysburg, PA 17325

Dear Superintendent,

| am writing to voice my opinion on the whitetail deer problem within the
ark.

P 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 | understand the deer do not survive well after
relacation. 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.

| am sure there are mountains of scientific information provided te you , it
just seems the simplest and easiest solution to the problem is a controlled archery
hunt.

Sincerely,

“ae Gousern

Lee Sowers
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" GETT — EISE__
56 Pranklin Drive
MCSherrystown, PA 17344

January 26, 1994

Park Superintendent

Gettysburg National Military Park
RD.#1

Gettysburg, PA 17325

Dear Park Superintendent,

After receiving the invitation on WGAL TV last evening, T 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, T have a problem showing sympathy for surrounding farms crying for crap
damage. My reason being, a fiiend of mine went door-to-door to every surrounding farm
politely asking to hunt on their property. Every landowner refused to let him hunt.
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, T 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 controlled. 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.

Sincerely,

“Jebhn A. Smi
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January 16, 1995

Dr. John Latschar, Superintendent
Gettysburg National Military Park
97 Taneytoun Rd.

Gettysburg, PA 17325

Dear Dr. Latscharx:

I have read the Draft Environmental Impact Statement White-
tail Deer Management Plan, I advocate Alternative 5 with one ex-
ception. In the interest of the public, and as an unofficial staw-
ard of wildlife and natural resources, I have a problem with the
use of any artificial means to control the deer population, (main-
1y because venison is used for human consumption), even if the ¥DA
does approve; also, because I believe that the natural epnvironment
should be controlled through natural processes., As a former wild-
1life artist, I have done research and field study on the enviromment
and habitats of many species. I realize conditions change and some-~
times thare may be no other recourse than to use agents and/or
devices to control the environs. However, imn this case, I hope you
will be able to solve this difficult problem axclusively 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 ENHS,
Thank you. .

Sincerely,

Cindy Stouffer
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January 10, 1995
Richard C. Spangler
I GETT — EISE_| 46 Short Cut Rd.

Abbotistown, PA. 17301
Supertintendent
Gettysburg National Military Park
RDI
Geftysburg, PA 17325

Superniendent: ,

[ am writing to comment on your proposals for the management of the deer herd on the military
park. Perhaps you have already thought of my suggestions but I wish to express my thoughts.

I realize that Washington mey need to make some sort of move on your suggestion for control of
the deer hesd but one thing that must be remembered is that it is not 1895 but 1995 and times do change.

1 am somewhat of a8 Civil Wer buff and try to visit the park at every opportunity [ get as does my
oldest son and T see nothing wrong with allowing properly licensed humters walk on the battlefield to drive
the deer out to pethaps a farmn that borders the battlefield where they could be legally harvested. This could
be controlled by issuing a pemil, perhaps on a daily to prevent excessive drives from being done. These
drives woutd be done WITHOUT any type of weapons in the possession of the drivers. The drives could
also be observed and controlled by the on sight observation of the park service so that both the area of the
drive and the conduct of the participants is respectfil to the battlefield. Peshaps an arm band (retumable)
could be wont by each participant o insure that no other persons parficipate without authorization,

Another suggestion would be a more direct hunt with archers hunting directly on the battlefield.
‘This could be done by issuing permits on a lottery basis to those who apply. The cost of this could be
covered by a fez collected from those who are awarded a permit.  Permiit carriers could hunt in a specific
atea, controlled by the pack service, perhaps at less peak times, like during the week only or only for several
hours in the meming and/or evening. The hunters could be assigned a specific area by the park servics and
not allowed to leave that area without a park service person with them. The areas used for this type of hunt
could be posted by the park service so that the public is aware of what is going on in that area. Since
archery is a sporl where shots are not taken longer that 25 to 30 yards it would be the safest type of on sight
hunt or thinning of the herd. Peshaps a proficiency test controlled by a park service representative could be
done to insure that the hunters are accusate with their bow. .

I believe that these suggestions, at least the first one, would satisfy the needs a desires of fl pasties
concemed and would not offend others if handled properdy. I thank you for your time and for listening to
my suggastions.

Respectfully,

Richard C. 5 er
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NIMRODS. I am including a few possibilities to add to the list of alternatives. OZ é :, g

A I'would favor a lottery hunt where the park rangers and/or biologists would //j o et ?M M%

place the hunters in a designated area. ﬁ . 7

B. I would also suggest that this would possibly be a good opportunity for /Qﬁm/ % /«Zbﬂﬂ-

_ handicapped hunters to have the first apportunity. ‘e <L 7/ 2 é 2 :

C. Al successful applicants would pay a $5.00 charge to be used by the park, - M Flrrz e, % 4%[ %

The park would decide which weapons could be used.
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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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