
Table 3. Known annual deer removal as a percent of various
population estimate methods, Central Peninsula W.M.A. 1952-65

Deer Removal As A Percent Of Census Methods
_._--------------

Removal By Lincoln Percent Minimum Standing Crop
Year Gun and Trap Sex-Age-Kill Index of Kill Fawn Crop Plus Trap Removal
_._-----. ---_.~--------_ .._'.,- ..._----'-

1952 122 7.9 10.0 7.1 11.6
1953 572 19.1 23.9 23.9 28.2
1954 731 27.2 25.5 30.6 31.4
1955 990 33.1 24.8 23.8 38.3 36.8
1956 1,229 42.5 36.2 23.7 46.5 4'5.8
1957 1,535 54.9 30.6 22.4 61.3 61.4
1958 1,079 71.7 35.4 23.0 68.6 64.6
1959 691 43.6 26.4 23.4 60.3 67.4
1960 329 28.1 19.1 16.9 28.6 49.3
1961 191 15.8 14.4 10.9 14.1 28.3
1952 246 18.4 10.9 17.1 29.2
1963 274 11.3 11.0 21.0 29.7
1064 705 28.0 40.4 22.7 45.8 67.6
1965 384 16.0 13.5 16.6

-----._------- ----_.._----_._-------------
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Table 4. Known deer harvest as a percent of "best"
census estimates, Central Peninsula W.M.A., 1952-65
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Known Annual Harvest

Year

1952
1953
1!J'54
1U55
1950
1\167
1958
1959
l\JulJ
1961
1962
1963
1~0,i

1965
T:J.~,1

* Lincoln Index
*" Percent Kill

DRIVE-TRAPPING WHITE-TAiLED DEER 1

STEVEN STAFFORD, C. T. LEE, AND LOVETT E. ·WILLIAMS, JR.
Florida Game and Fresh Water Fish Commission

Suite 21, 412 N. E. 16th Avenue
Gainesville, Florida 32601

Most methods of trapping white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virgin
ianus) are based on the idea of enticing deer into c·onfined spaces, such
as large wooden boxes, by baiting them with one of their preferred foods.
Ba.ited box traps have been used wit.h some success in northwelstern

1 A Contribution of Federal Aid to Wildlife Restoration Program, Florida Plttman
Robertson Project W-41-R.



Florida but generally deer in FiIorida have boon relucibanlt to take ba;ilts
such ,as corn, ,apples, hay, salt, or sweet p0lt3ltO'6S. Many variebies of
vegetables land fruits have been tried without notable ,suooesls. Of several
species of green, leafy, native plants tried, only mistlerboe (Phoradendron
jlavescens)2 was taken by the deer. On 1Jhe other hand it has been ap
p,arent that FIOl'1ida deer haw a striking affinity for weH :l3er<tJiHzed
winter grasses suoh 'as oats, whe3lt, and rye gras's and f'Or summer
legumes, especially p'eas.

We haV'e3lttemptbed during three winters of triJal and erroo: ap
proaches in conjunction wilth rbhe routine ~nter deer trapping program
to devroopa method of catching deer on food p,101bs in Florida. The
method described below p,romises to be more ef:l3ective in the peninsula
of Florida than orbher methods based on the present3lbion of ,artificial
baits. Lt may be of some use eLsewhere in the southeast.

T'EOHNIQUES USED
Trapping Areas

Initial trapping opevatiJons were conducted om ,an approximate1y
12,000_acre g1ame preserve in DuV'all County near J,31cksonviHe, Florida.
Some of tIre more conspicuous £lova are longleaf pine (Pinus palustris)
and turkey oak (Quercus laevis) on the higher siJtes and sl,ash pine
(Pinus eUiottii), oaJbbage plalm (8abal palmetto), and g3lllberry (!lex
glabra) in low lareas. The soil is sandy. These habitats are broken up
with hammocIDs 13Illd deJnse bayheads. It iJs vat:her typical deer mnge fo,r
the nol'theasrtern peninsula. Food p~ots of V'mous types haw been
plani1led annulll1ly :fur seveNll1 yelllrs. The deer popullllbion density ap
proaches one deer per 15 acres, ovel'lall.

After the net trap had been esseoolalJy developed, it was tested on
Bradwell's Game Farm im Liberty County during the spring of 1965.
The ,soils there contain some clay and ,alluwal sdIt from the OoMockonee
River and the woods are a genel'al mixture of deciduous hardwoods and
lobLolly p,ine (Pinus taeda). The owner carries on an intensive food
plot planting and .a<rtificial feeder program for deer. The deer pOlpul,a
tion den,sity on the 2,OOO~acXle p'reserve is about one deer per four acres.
It is enclosed by a deer-proof fence.

Trap Design
The prototype trlllP (Fig. 1A) in this study was of wire. Afoo:r the

first few tdals iJt w,as altered (Fig. 1B). The "wings" were extended
to prevent deer esoap'es, a squeeze.chui1le was added to the rear of the
trap pen,and the Length and width of the trap pen were reduced to
limit deer movement. Ful'rther alterati,ons included a funne1-shaped trap
pen and a sliding deer entrance gate IlJear the tl'llllP pen (Fig. lC).

Other tr,ap designs were used and altered as IlJeOOSs,ary. A partirbion
was extended across the corner of one wing to eliminate the 90-degree
angle where deer tended to pile up, a p,artition was pl,aced ins,ide the
trap pen rho create a maze effect, a box rbrap was constructed and p1aced
at one wing, and an additional wing was added. Afte'r these alte1'lllltions,
the basic wire tl'ap used dUl'ling the winter of 1964-65 was produced
(Fig. lD).

The wings of the stailldal'd wire tl'ap (Fig. lD) consisted of two
47·inch·high woven wire fences, for a total 'height of s'even foot and ten
inches. Cypress poles and treated pine posts ten feet in Ieng1th and
spaced ten to 15 feet ,apart were used as fence posts. The trap pen was
made of "weld-wire" six feet high with a strand of 36-inch "hogwire"
fenoe p'laced 'above the weld-wire to gh"ea combined height of nine feet.
The drop-doors were trip,ped by hand by means ofa stl'and of No. 12
electrical wire with one end llittached to a tree or ploIe near the opening
to the food plot, 'and the other end to ,a pole suppoming the sliding drop
doors. A three-foot by four-foot by six-foot squeeze-chute of one-inch by
four.inch treated lumber confined the deer sufficiently for handling.
This trap can be cons,tructed by five men in one day, with the total coot
of matedals being ,approximately $250.00. The trap required minor re
pail'S from time to time, dap,ending upon the amount of use it received.

• Pla.nt na.mes follow Sm.a.ll, 1933.
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Figure 1. Prototype wire trap designs.

Mter Uhe winter of 1965, the wire trap1s were discontinued booause
of the high deer injury and mo1"tJaJlity rates ,and the permanent nature
of the traps. A portable cloth net trap replaced the wire of the former
destigns and proved to hea better trap than one of wire. A:fIter several
trials with old fish netting, a custom-made net trap W.&'l constructed
(Fig. 2). The 1IDap constisted of 400 feet of No. 15 netting wings and a
No. 18 net "poclret" which was seeured to the floor and fastened loosely
to the top so that it would fall at the impact of the deer. The method of
construction and slize and shlllP,e weresirn.Har to the wire designs, except
that the sql1eeze-chute was eliminllitedand entrance g'lates were not
necessary since the net could be rolled up from the bottom to .allow deer
to enter.

The indtial COSIt of the custom-made net trap was $6'50.00 (price in
cludes "weather-proofing'''). It could be erected by five men tn less than
three hours. Though the cost of th'e net trap was cons~dernbly higherr
than the wire design, the ease of handling, portability of the entire
unit, savings in time required for erection,and reduced injury and
mortality l1ates more than wa:ro-anted the price.

Trapping Plots
One- to three-acre game food-plots were planted to attract deer to

the trapping' sites. Trnps were constructed over portions of the plOJts,
confining deer to a smaller plot within a larger one. Ruff (1939) de·
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Fi~ul"e :~. Diagram of C'",stom-madc net trap design.

scribes a similar confinement of deer on alfalfa plots. From experience
it was learned that an oblong plot was best because it offered depth
for conducting- drivels. Mi.s,tletoe was sometimes used to lure deer closer
to the trap pen. Ruff (ihid) used mistletoe to a,ttrlact deer to box traps.

A mixture of oats ,and rye grass proved s,atisfactory as winiell'
crops on both trapping areas. Various varieties of peas were planted by
the Liberty County game preserve landowner for spring and summer
crops.

Tro.pping and Handling Technique
Wildlife technicians have employed various techniques to herd larf;e

animals into traps. Couey (1949) describes the use of an airplane to
herd pronghorn antelope into large net wing'S which funne,led them into
a corral trap. The method described by Ruff (1939), in which men on
foot slowly moved deer along "drift-fences" into box traps, is similar
to 0'11'8.

In January 1964, ,arotempts to drive deer into wire traps during day
Jig'ht hours were not successful. Deer became too exC'ited at the approach
of the drivel'S and would often injure or kill themse,lves by running into
the wire enclosures. Daytime drives have been conducted on net traps
with les,s injury to the deer, but several have died from exhausrUon and
~h0ck. It do·es not appear advisable to conduct drives during the day
EI':ht hours in the tl'aps described here.
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Several hours before tl'apping time, t,rap's were p,repared and in
spected. Gates to the food plots and trap pens were op'ened and some
times baited with mds.tletoe. At night, a four-man trapping crew would
enter a food plot and close all wing entl'lmce gates to begin the drive.
Two men ina pickup truck with hauling boxes stood by until the deer
were corr,al,ed. The tvapping crew, with flashlights, would sllowly drive
the deer toward the tr,ap pen. When sevel'1al deer entered the pen,
the gate WllJS released by pulling a centrally pos.~tioned trip wire. Oc
casionaHy,a deer would enter the tl'ap pen but immedialtely come out
al'(111Jin. Often the same deer would re-enter the p,en sometime's with others.
Deer thatattemp,tJedto escape by runn,ingalong the wings could often
be caught by hand or with a hoop net, similar to a fish landing net.
(R. E. Murry, pemonal communicaJt~on,has used such nets in connection
with an ol'1al tvanquilizer capture method.) While awailting arriv·al of
the hauling craJtes, one or two deer would be moved into a squeeze-chute
or detained by hand. Captured deer were then taken to ,a centl'al looaJtion
and held overnight i.n hauling crates. Usually, two or three drives WeTe
conducted per plot per tl'1apping night.

Two types of ear tags were used to mark captured deer. Plastic, yel
low Jumbo Ear Tags (National AgricuItural Supply Company, Inc., F'ort
Atkinson, WiscOll1sim) with Iarge numbers stamped on them were ug,ed.
An ear punching rtool was used to p,ierce the animal's ear so the tags
could be inserted. The numbel'ed portion of each tag wa,s p·Iaced on the
inside of the ear with the numbell' f.acing outward. Numbe,r 29 Monel
Metal Self-Pieroing T'ags (NailJional Band and Tag Oompany, Newpo,rt,
Kentucky) were ,als.o used. Deer marked with the plastic tags were
readily identified in the field. Plastic tags cost about twenty-five dollars
per 100 and metal tags cost ten dollars p,er 100.

After processing, deer were pIaced in hauling boxles and loaded inrto
a metal trailer, capabIe of holding 15 to 20 individual boxes, for trans
portation to release sites. The tr,ailer has ,a rear door attached for swing
or drop opening; the top extends the full length of the traliler .and is
removable; and electric br,akes were installed for additional bl'\eaking
power. Deer were reta;in€'d in the hauling boxes so tha,t indh"idual
releases could be made and to select proper buck to doe ratios for release,
but up to 30 deer can be hauled loose in the trailer.

DISCUSSION
Since the beginning of the drive-trapping tdals in January 1964,

a total of 262 deer have been captured: 214 on the Duval County pre
serve in 28 nights of trapping; an average of over nine deer per trap day
for a four- or five-man Cl'\ew. By comparison, 251 deer were trapped
with wooden box trapis in Arkansas during 370 tl'\ap days wiith an
average of 27tl'aps in us.e daily (Wood, 1944). Approximately $9,250.00
was spent to tl'ap 262 deer-an average cost of about $35.00 per deer.
Table 1 contains thees.timated cos,ts of wire and net trapping methods.

Jlortality Rate
Trapping wild animals involves the risk of loss of animals by physi

cal injury and shock. During the 1964 trapping, 111 deer were hanaied
in four wire traps .and 21 died as a result of tl'\ap injury. In 1965, 140
deer were trapped in two wire and two net traps. Nineteen died as a
result of trap injury or appal'\eIlJt shock ,and two died from ,an overdose
of experimental drugs. No mortality as the result of trap injury was
experienced with the net traps, but several deaths from exhaustion or
shock occurred. Olover (1954) reports succeS!S with his portable net
trap and reveals a loss of only one deer in a total of 115 trapped. Four
deer were lost from a total of 86 trapped in a wooden paneled corral
trap (Baker and Crump, 1953). Ruff (1938) reports the loss of two
deer out of 253 captured with 164 box traps.
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methods descvibed. Thanks are due Mr. J. E. Dravis for permirbting us
the use of his Dee Dot Ranch and its facilities for this work.

SUMMARY
A new method of tl'lapping white-tailed deer employing cloth net

drive-traps on planted foot plots was deveiloped. It is considered espe
cially useful where deer eat planted crops in preference to ,artifidal or
cereal baits.
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MANDIBULAR CAVITY TISSUE
AS A POSSIBLE INDICATOR OF CONDITION IN DEER 1

MAURICE F. BAKER
Alabama Cooperative Wildlife Research Unit

and
FRANCIS X. LUETH

Alabama Department of Conservation

ABSTRAOT
Preliminary data suggest that the fat content of the soft tissue in

the cavity under the grinding teeth of the mandible might be a useful
indicator of condition in deer. Seven physical characteristics were
measured on 85 deer. 8tatistical treatment of these data suggest a
strong relationship between the fat content of the mandibular cavity
tissue and the condition of the deer. Three of the five best correlations
were between mandibular cavity tissue fat and other characteristics
related to condition. Simple means of mandibular cavity tissue fat
separated out three condition classes of deer effectively. Further re
search on the subject is suggested.

INTRODUCTION
The word, "condition," is commonly used by deer biologists to refer

to the general SJtate of health and well being of a deer or a deer herd
as indicated by the extent of build up or depletion of fat reserves. The
average condition of a herd may be used as an indicator of the adequacy
of the herd's environment, to compare one herd with another, or to
compare ,the same herd from ye'ar to ye'ar. Condition may be estimated
during the hunting season by examining deer carcasses at checking
stations. A common practice is to classify individuals in one of several

1 A joint contribution of the Alabama Cooperative Wildlife Research Unit, Auburn Uni
versity, The Alabama Department of Conservation, The U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
and The Wildlife Management Institute, cooperating, and The Alabama Department of
Conservation, Division of Game and Fish, Pittman-Robertson Proj. 35R.
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