Brief Background:
I became involved in this case when I was asked to participate in a conference
by telephony with individuals from the Vermont Legislature and other, un-named
individuals. The focus of that meeting was to provide insights into issues
involving a moose (Alces alces), named "Pete." Apparently, the moose had been
saved as a fawn after a dog attack and subsequently released or maintained in a
fenced area belonging to Mr. Nelson. Apparently, the issue arose as to how to
dispose
of
"Pete"
due
to
animal
disease
issues
(http://www.savepetethemoose.org).
I presented factual information pertaining to
the case; which obviously transcended science, and extended into the realm of
public opinion. Also discussed was the presence of many white-tailed deer
(Odocoileus virginianus) within the same enclosure, and possible solutions to this
problem.
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Later, I learned my role had been expanded to write a management plan to deal
with requirements
imposed both by the Vermont Fish & Game Department and
the Vermont Department
of Agriculture,
Food & Markets on the Nelson cervid
enclosure. Unfortunately,
the timing of this requirement did not fit well into my
schedule. Having extensive research, education and broadcasting commitments,
I simply had no time to devote to this project until 1 September. I did, however,
read and review various materials in copy or on the Internet regarding the issues
of this case. Unfortunately,
Mr. Nelson was fined for non-compliance
in the
meantime. On 5-6 September, 2010 I was finally able to travel to Vermont to see
the facilities first-hand, and also to discuss at length the issues as Mr. Nelson
and 'his council viewed them. My commitment is to produce this plan, but to do so
with sound reasoning. The priorities, in order of importance of this plan are:
1. To assure the welfare of the animals residing on the Nelson enclosure,
particularly the native whitetails and moose.
2. To assure the integrity of the undeveloped land.
3. To help Mr. Nelson operate his facility within the spirit and intent of the
regulations, provided items 1 & 2 are assured.

Organization of Plan Document
This plan was developed
to serve both as a vehicle for satisfying
state
requirements and the proper management of the land and wildlife. The following
sections are presented to effect these objectives.

The Nelson Cervid Facility: Habitat and physical infrastructure
Habjtat.The fenced area contains approximately
550 acres of mixed forest,
open fields and savanna habitats. [I must note here the aerial map I was
provided shows this acreage, but the subsequent statute lists "700 acres" as the
area enclosed at the facility.] For this plan, I have used the 550 acre figure, and
have designated 4 distinct management units within the enclosure (see aerial
image below). No matter the correct acreage, the management plan unit
designations would remain the same. Obviously, a timber harvest has occurred
in the recent past, reducing basal area of the overstory, particularly in
Management Unit 1. Although there is some regeneration within MU1, antlerrubbing by elk bulls is a significant mortality factor. Much of the understory
herbaceous vegetation is comprised of native grasses, bracken ferns (Pteridium
aquilinum; and a few other fern species) and flowering plants. There is some
domesticated clover (mostly white, Trifolium repens) along edges of this unit.
This area provides utility for foraging and fawning cover. Bracken inhibits or
reduces yield of native forages, however. There also are areas which can serve
as thermal cover, both summer and winter. I will discuss later a suggestion about
managing this area.

Aerial image of the Nelson Cervid Enclosure, showing management units discussed in this
plan.

Management Unit 2 is made up of more densely stocked species, with conifers
quite abundant. This area provides excellent winter thermal cover due to its
dense nature in several areas. There is little regeneration in the most densely
stocked stands, and considerable damage has occurred from antler rubbing.
Management Unit 3 is presented as a separate unit, primarily because it exists
within the bison (Bison bison) enclosure. This unit contains various densities of
conifers and hardwoods, providing mostly thermal and escape cover.
Management Unit 4 involves numerous openings and meadows throughout the
property. At this time, these areas are dominated by native and feral grasses,
remnant clover and various forbaceous plants. The unit presents the appearance
typical to the northeastern U.S. as farms revert to other land-uses. MU4 provides
the greatest opportunity for forage development to assure quality nutrition for
resident cervids and non-game species. Included in MU4 are numerous roads
and rights-of-way, which could be used to develop edge cover and forages, as
well as improve observation by the many visitors frequenting the property.
Management Unit 4 involves numerous openings and meadows throughout the

Visitors and neighbors of the facility enjoy the calfing of elk bulls during the fall. This bull
is marking territory in one of the many meadows, openings and savannas comprising

MU4.

Rights-of-way and internal roads provide opportunities
cultivated forages.

for management of edges and

"Pete the Moose" caused considerable controversy among the Vermont and national
public, whim it appeared his life was threatened. A few moose were included in the fence
at construction, ~nd have sense increased to about 10 animals according to Mr. Nelson.

Clover, cultivated grasses such as Timothy and native plants currently

areas of the property.

inhabit the open
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property. At this time, these areas are dominated by native and feral grasses,
remnant clover and various forbaceous plants. The unit presents the appearance
typical to the northeastern U.S. as farms revertto other land-uses. MU4 provides
the greatest opportunity for forage development to assure quality nutrition for

Three man-made ponds provide water to deer and other wildlife. In addition, there are
ephemeral drainages and watEw catchments on the property. So, water availability is not an
issue.

Thermal cover is adequate on the property. Understory trees are subject to heavy antler
rubbing, leading to mortality of conifer regeneration. Bracken fern is a dominant
component of the understory.
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resident cervids and non-game species. Included in MU4 are numerous roads
and rights-of-way, which could be used to develop edge cover and forages, as
well as improve observation by the many visitors frequenting the property.
I observed several raptors during my visit, and observed a red-tailed hawk (Buteo
jamaicensis) take a grey squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis) along one edge. In
addition, there are numerous species of songbirds, woodpeckers, ravens, crows
and raptors living on the property; in addition to many small mammals and
predators. Black bears (Ursus americanus) are commonly observed on the
property.
Water.There currently are three man-made ponds on the property. They
appear to be distributed adequately to allow ad libitum use by deer and other
species.
In addition, ephemeral drainages and water catchments provide
supplemental water. I do not see limitations created by water availability.
Cover.- There appears to be adequate cover (escape and thermal) within the
enclosure to provide a safe place for deer to live. Conifer stands are present in
sufficient numbers to assure winter thermal cover, while horizontal screening is
very adequate. Even adult bull elk were able to hide from detection during my
visit.
Infrastructure.- As noted above there are rights-of-way present on the
in addition to an improved road system for all weather use. There
numerous woods roads, useable during drier conditions. There is great
for enhancement and further development of roads for various uses,
wildlife viewing.

property,
also are
potential
including

Fence.- Of most importance to the issues of this case is the fence constructed '
to restrain cervids within the property. The fence is relatively new, and was
constructed by a Canadian contractor who I am told has experience in fence
building. Materials exceed those usually involved in deer fencing; particularly the
use of galvanized posts. The net-wire is of the type commonly referred to as
'Tightlok" or "Solidlok," and is the type in use for most modern deer ranches and
facilities. The fence appears to be adequate for restraining the cervids currently
held on the property (Appendix II); however, I will make some suggestions later
for improvements. A total of 5 miles of perimeter fence and an additional 2 miles
of interior deer fence were reported to me by Mr. Nelson.
~he property also contains a residence or lodge to accommodate visitors and
hunters. Power is available, along with drinking water.
Feeders.- There were several trough-type feeders observed during my visit.
Currently, only corn is provided as a supplement. Troughs are constructed from
water drainage pipe, supported by wooden blocks. There were approximately a
15 feeders observed during the visit. Feeding will be discussed later under
Management Recommendations.
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EVALUA TlONS AND MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDA TlONS
Habitat and Nutrition Management Recommendations
Management Unit 1.- This management unit is in need of several activities to
ensure sustainability. I recommend developing this unit as an open understory
area, providing both fawning cover and native forages. Unfortunately, however,
bracken fern, as with many areas of the northeast, dominates the understory. I
recommend and encourage the proper use of herbicides to reduce abundance of
this species. [You should strictly adhere to all Vermont regulations regarding the
use of herbicides.] Disking, where possible, also will encourage early succession
plants which are favored by deer species. Whether you employ disking,
herbicides are both; you should conduct these activities in strips through this unit.
Management Unit 2.- This unit contains excellent thermal cover and should be
managed to produce a dense, yet healthy canopy cover. Small patch-cuts can be
conducted to encourage regeneration of conifers, normally not preferred by deer.
This will increase screening and fawning cover; useful since there are black
bears on the property. Bears can be a significant mortality agent to fawns.
Management Unit 3.- This unit was designated separately solely due to the
separation of the bison area from the main property. At present this unit presents
cover to the bison and deer inhabiting the unit.
Management Unit 4.This unit is made up of openings and rights-of-way,
which can be developed for edge enhancement and cultivated forages. In regard
to edge development, I suggest you soften the edges of all openings by thinning
trees within a 75 ft wide area around or adjacent to each opening. The roadsides
and rights-of-way should be planted (where erosion is not an issue) with a
mixture of 12 Ibs per acre of red clover, 41bs per acre white clover (Iadino) and 4
Ibs per acre of chicory. I suggest planting a minimum of 5% of the total land base
to forages. Openings and fields should be planted to 100 Ibs per acre of Buck
Forage ™ Oats, red clover and chicory during late summer-early fall. You might
also consider using electric fences (see below) during the warm season to "bank"
forages for winter. Snow cover will keep banked forage green and available for
use in difficult times. I have used these fences successfully, even when bears,
elk and nilgai antelope (Bose/aphus tragocame/us) are present. The best planting
technique would be using a no-till drill. Soils should be tested annually and
proper amendments made according to soil test results.
Feeders.- The current feeders are not adequate for health and welfare of the
deer. I suggest using a covered trough-type feeder that has a roof tall enough to
accommodate elk and moose. Troughs should be washed with a 50%
bleach:water solution periodically to control disease. Furthermore, you should
use a 16% protein pelleted ration during spring and summer as your primary
supplement. I have a proprietary formula and gladly would provide a copy without

cost. Corn then can be supplied during the fall and winter. Silage of the oatclover mixture, in the form of wrapped bales also can be used as a supplement.
The pelleted ration makes an excellent vehicle for "injecting" antibiotics, wormers
and other elements into the population when needed. Most deer species will
consume 1.8 Ibs per 100 Ibs body weight per day for pelleted rations.
The Nelson Cervid Facility: Current deer populations
According to Mr. Nelson, the following estimated numbers of exotic deer are
present:
Species
Elk (Cervus canadensis)
Red Deer (C. e/ephus)
Fallow Deer (Dama dama)
Sika (C. nippon)

Estimated Number

60
20
30

20

In addition, Mr. Nelson estimates following numbers of native cervids:
Species
White-tailed deer (0. virginianus)
Moose (AIces a/ces)

Estimated Number

200
10

My understanding is there were about 3-4 moose and approximately 8 whitetails
on the property when the fence was completed. Mr. Nelson noted that moose
were enclosed within the fence came as a surprise to him. "Pete" was added
later after rehabilitation. Population growth of whitetails during the years since
fencing are not uncommon, given the high reproductive potential of the species.
However, my incidental sightings during my two-day visit suggest current survival
of fawns is not high. Mr. Nelson volunteered that bear predation is quite high on
all neonatal cervids within the fence.
The Issues
According to a Directive from the Office of the Secretary, Agency of Agriculture,
Food & Markets, Mr. Nelson has been directed to do the following:

v

v

'The facility must erect a secondary-perimeter fence inside the existing,
primary-perimeter fence sufficient to reduce the possibility of contact
between native Cervidae and any Cervidae within the facility. The
secondary fencing shall be approved by the secretary of agriculture, food
and markets and shall be erected no later [than] October 1, 2010.
The facility must submit a written herd management plan for all Cervidae,
including entrapped native Cervidae within the facility, to the secretary of
agriculture by August 1, 2010.

The facility must comply with all disease testing protocols
established and required by the secretary of agriculture, food and
markets;
o The plan must provide for the culling of antlerless native Cervidae
at a rate that prevents the herd size from overpopulating the
enclosed area.
.
.; The facility must demonstrate by no later than September 1, 2010,
substantial compliance with the agency of agriculture, food and markets'
rules governing captive Cervidae; and must remain in good regulatory
standing with the secretary of agriculture, food and markets."
o

As a course of the disputes arising from Mr. Nelson's farm, a statute was passed
by the Vermont Legislature (Transfer of regulatory oversight and special
requirements for facility and herd management; Secs. E.702.1- E,704.), allowing
Mr. Nelson to operate under certain stated requirements. One of the most striking
components to this legislation is a requirement that "The culling program shall
include a provision to allow members of the Vermont National Guard who did not
participate in the Vermont regular deer or moose hunting seasons and who were
awarded or are eligible to receive a campaign ribbon for Operation Iraqi Freedom
or Operation Enduring Freedom to assist with the cull ... " This requirement is an
appropriate consideration for those who have sacrificed for our homeland
protection, and I applaud the Legislature's considerations in this provision.
Disease Issues.- Although there are a number of diseases afflicting both native
and exotic Cervidae, the reportable diseases of Chronic Wasting Disease (CWD)
and Bovine Tuberculosis (BTb) are the primary concern both by the VAFM
department and the Vermont Department Fish & Wildlife (VDFW). Since both
diseases have been of concern for several years, standard protocols for testing
of confined and free-ranging animals are clearly established in most states where
the disease are or could be a factor.
The Irasburg facility of Mr. Nelson clearly comes under the authority of the
VAFM, through the "Vermont Rules Governing Captive Cervidae (final
7/28/2005)." However, these regulations were Written with non-native cervids in
mind, which commonly are held in small breeding pens and pastures. Indeed, Mr.
Nelson operates two breeding facilities (by my observations) for elk near the
facility in question. The feasibility of capturing and humanely handling elk and
other exotic deer species held in the breeding facility is very high, and should
create no undue hardship on Mr. Nelson's part. I will, however, discuss at length
problems arising with capturing all whitetails and moose within the fenced facility
later.
Current regulations in regard to CWO testing provide for two types of facilities: 1)
CWO Certified Herd (Section V), and 2) CWO Monitored Herd (Section VI). The
former requires the following:
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CWO Certified Herd
./ Sampling and testing.
o All deaths of test eligible cervids, regardless of cause shall
be tested .
./ Animal identification.
o Animal identification. The requirement states, "... each herd
member and herd addition shall have a minimum of two
official/approved unique identifiers. At least one of these
identification systems shall include visible identification and
at least one shall include RFIO, as set forth in NAIS."
./ Annual physical herd inventory.
o "A physical herd inventory shall be conducted between
ninety days prior to and ninety days following the annual
anniversary date established based upon the CWO Certified
Herd Program enrollment date. "
Eligible cervids are those 16 months of age or older, but this requirement may
change as science develops on this disease.
CWO Monitored Herd
This program is for, "Captive ceNid herds consisting of one or more CWO
susceptible ceNid shall participate in the CWO Monitored Herd Program if they
are not participating in the CWO Certified Herd Program and are considered
special purpose herds. No live ceNid sales or movements may be made from
CWO Monitored Herds. "
Requirements of this program are:
./ Sampling and testing.
o "Submit for testing all discovered natural deaths of CWO test
eligible ceNids;
o Submit for testing all clinical CWO suspect ceNids; and,
o Submit for testing all test eligible ceNids slaughtered on farm.
./ Additions to CWO Monitored Herds.
o "Movement of CWO susceptible ceNids is prohibited from any herd
located within a CWO infected zone.
o Vermont Source Additions. "During the first year following the
effective date of this Part, additions to CWO Monitored Herds may
be made only if such additions originate from Vermont herds that
have achieved CWO First Year Status Herd or higher status."
./ Animal Identification.
o "For those ceNid operations engaged in hunting, as defined in 10
VSA, exception to the visible identification may ·be made after the
secretary of agriculture approves a written identification plan
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generated by the owner. This plan will include methods of
identification that can satisfy the requirements set forth in 6 VSA,
Chapter 102, §1153. Without this approved plan filed with the
Agency, these operations will be subject to the requirements of this
part.;'
B.ovine Tuberculosis
Although I was not provided the regulations regarding testing for BTb in Vermont
cervids, I presume they are similar to those required by other states, and the
general requirements of the CWD testing and monitoring program. The primary
difference in most states between Tb and CWD testing is that Tb testing does not
require the animal be deceased to permit testing; viz., there is a live test for BTb
in cervids. Hence I would expect BTb also be a disease tested for by Mr. Nelson.
CWD, BTb and other reportable disease testing proposal
Nelson Captive Breeding Facility
It is my understanding Mr. Nelson currently tests all eligible' cervids dying in his
breeding facility; and, thereby has qualified at some level for Certified Herd
Status for his captive breeding facilities. Obviously, this program should continue
and the "letter of the law" and regulations should be followed. I recommend Mr.
Nelson increase the eligibility to all cervids dying within his breeding facilities,
that are one year of age or more. This is a safeguard against CWD showing up in
Vermont, since there is no solid science proving the disease occurs in and
originates solely from captive herds. It is very possible CWO may develop from
other factors or may already be present in the wild herd. Since the VDFW has
been
testing
about
400
whitetails
per
year
since
2002
(http://www.vtfishandwildlife.com). and the annual harvest ranges 12,000-15,000
animals, this is a very small sampling effort. I think it is prudent for Mr. Nelson to
protect his investment and exotic deer. I will deal with marking issues later.
Nelson Irasburg Farm
I believe the breeding operation requirements are fairly straightforward; however,
the fenced property in question creates many significant-and
I believe
unforeseen by Mr. Nelson or the two agencies involved-problems
and
challenges.
Although it is a worn out cliche, I believe the "horse is out of the barn," when it
comes to the situation we are dealing with in this plan. Probably to no single
person or agency's fault, whitetails and moose were indeed enclbsed when the
fence was erected. I have to take Mr. Nelson's word for it that there were a
handful of whitetails present at the time of closure. Mr. Nelson also assures me
he was very surprised when he discovered there were moose in the fence, as

well! Considerable time has passed since closure and the whitetail herd clearly
has proliferated to as many as 200 animals. As noted above, it is thought about
10 moose inhabit the area. Once it was discovered such a large number of native
deer resided within the fence, the presumed logical approach would be to
eradicate these animals. However, there is a great difference between what is
biologically sound and what is politically expedient. One has to but search the
Internet postings to find a great deal of public sentiment against depopulating the
property; particularly when it comes to "Pete the Moose."
It is my professional opinion, the breeding facility obviously qualifies as a CWO
Certified Herd, while the Irasburg fenced farm at best is a CWO Monitored Herd
facility. Animals can die on the much larger
and not be detected until
enough time has passed to render the animal un-testable. This particularly is true
with the presence of black bears, coyotes and scavengers. Presence of whitetails
and moose exacerbate this situation further.

area;-

I feel there is a reasonable compromise on testing for CWD and, BTb in the
resident native deer herds. I am actively involved in the management of the
Turtle Lake Club in northern Michigan. The 25,000 acre property lies in the heart
of the BTb zone. Working with the Michigan ONR, we began a disease
monitoring program in 2006 which has proven successful and popular with the
public and surrounding landowners and hunting clubs.
Each year, we conduct a herd health check and necropsy, Under a state herd
disease monitoring and control permit, we allow local hunters to remove up to
200 animals from the herd. Each deer is completely necropsied and tested for
CWO, BTb and non-reportable diseases. Herd condition and reproductive
success/productivity also is studied. We have made the results of these studies
available to the public, even broadcasting the February 2010 study over the
Internet. This has produced a "teachable moment," in which we can educate the
public on deer management and disease issues,
I propose we conduct such a herd health study each year-either during
the deer hunting season or a special permitted event-in which we remove
the annual recruitment of white-tailed deer from the property. The
suggestion (requirement) made by the Legislature that veterans be eligible
for this hunt is a very good one, as long as it is a controlled hunt and Mr.
Nelson's liability exposure is limited. It is my opinion a controlled hunt held
in early fall or during the first week of the regular season, supplemented by
a later health check if needed, would be the best approach.
Each deer should have a complete necropsy conducted on it, with the brain stem
and pharyngeal lymph nodes removed, along with appropriate cultures, for
testing. Carcasses could be held in a freezer until tests prove negative, then
distributed to the proper owner. A similar moose hunt ("Pete" being exempt, of
course) could be conducted at another time.
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Each year, a health check is conducted at Turtle Lake Club in Michigan to monitor for BTb.
Taking part in and supported by the Michigan Department of Agriculture and the Michigan
Department of Natural Resources, this activity has proven successful both in monitoring
for reportable diseases (CWD and BTb) and in public education.

I will present a scientifically valid way of determining annual population size,
productivity and recruitment later.
A Proposal for Marking Deer on the Irasburg Farm
The regulatory requirements for marking cervids in a breeding facility, as noted
above, are clear. Mr. Nelson must mark his animals in two ways, both unique to
that specific animal. In the past, breeders have used numbered ear tags, tattoos
and RFIDs to accomplish this task. As long as the animals are within the Nelson
breeding farm, any two of these methods should suffice. Releasing deer
produced from the facility on the larger property, however, creates different
conditions. Furthermore, the presence of perhaps as many as 200 whitetails and
10 moose makes the situation even more difficult.
.
My first proposal is Mr. Nelson undertake to remove the fallow deer, sika and red
deer/hybrid animals by hunting. This may take time to accommodate the situation
and logistics. Each animal (except the fallow deer) should be tested for CWD and
BTb. Fallow should be tested for BTb. This will clear the way for the next
proposal.
Hence, it then is my proposal all cervids moved to the property in the future
be RFID'd and tattooed with a unique number. In Texas, breeders must

tattoo all deer released on private property with a four digit, alpha-numeric
tattoo. An example would be FQST, and this four digit identifier has
permitted Texas Parks & Wildlife to permanently' identify over 70,000
privately maintained deer to date. The tattoo is placed inside of the ear. I
suggest the RFID be placed beneath the skin near the base of the ear.
c;onnective tissue in this area should prevent or deter movement of the
RFID within thQ animal. '
Since there are only a handful of moose on the property, it would be a
simple matter to capture and tag them in a similar manner. This could be
done humanely via tranquilization at an opportune time. Proof of marking
and each animal's numbers could reported annually.
When the large whitetail herd is considered, however, I see no realistic way
every whitetail in the herd, plus annual production, can be marked as
above. I feel strongly it is a significant animal welfare issue to attempt such
a feat! If the herd is kept within recruitment, and an annual health check
using an adequate number of animals conducted, I feel this would be
sufficient to satisfy all concerned. No one can argue against keeping the
deer healthy within the enclosure.
Annual Inventory

of White-tailed Deer and Moose

The above proposal does not conform to standard procedures for inventory of
captive Carvidae, but as pOinted out, there is no feasible way to capture and
mark every animal now present; as well as, every animal added to the
population. I have considerable experience with the use of infrared-triggered
cameras to inventory whitetails. In fact, I am the inventor of this technology. My
colleagues, Dr. Harry Jacobson and Ben Koerth, and I published methodology for
acquiring a reliable deer census using the cameras (see Appendix III).
The Fencing Issue
As noted earlier, the requirement imposed by VAFM was to, "... erect a
secondary-perimeter fence inside the existing, primary-perimeter fence sufficient
to reduce the possibility of contact between native Cervidae and any Cervidae
within the facility. The secondary fencing shall be approved by the secretary of
agriculture, food and markets and shall be erected no later [than] October 1,

2010."
During my visit to the farm, I examined the entire span of fence (ca., 5 miles on
the perimeter) around the property. I found the fence to meet or exceed minimum
requirements (viz., height, materials, etc.) for restraining Cervidae. I did,
however, see room for improvements to exceed industry standards. The high
visibility of the farm and the contentious issues involved are the motivation for

this recommendation. I recommend increasing bracing (see below) on all
corners. The irregular nature of the perimeter created unusual bracing needs,

which should be improved, The bracing type above is very adequate for this
improvement. I always suggest two horizontal H-braces that equal or exceed the
height of the fence above ground. This is simple physics. I also recommend an
additional slanted brace, again of sufficient length to separate the ground anchor
point at a distance equal to or exceeding the fence height. Condition of the
interior fences is not relevant, but the one between the bison and the main
enclosure should be strengthened.
Addition of secondary fencing
The current cost of net-wire deer fence construction is $22,000 per mile. If we
assume the 5-mile distance around the perimeter is correct, that means a total
investment of $110,000, plus the cost of expanding the right-of-way. I have
constructed such a fence in Michigan to protect captive cervids from Tb infection
from free-ranging deer, but have since realized there are other alternatives that
provide acceptable efficacy (see Appendix IV), Studies have shown an 8 ft. high
net-wire fence will provide acceptable control, but additional studies also suggest
acceptable efficacy from other fence types. In this case, the purpose is to
" .. .reduce the possibility of contact ... " All fencing types are subject to a host of
challenges, such as tree fall,
There has been a lot of discussion about electric fencing to satisfy this
requirement. Mr. Nelson favors a single electric wire, but frankly speaking this will
not suffice, However, electric fenCing using high tensile wire - with offsets-on
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both sides of the fence (see illustration) will in my professional opinion suffice to
prevent nose-nose contact.
I have considerable experience with electric fencing for deer. In the late 1970s I
designed fencing for various purposes in deer management. Most recently I am
finishing a 3-year project on controlling access of whitetails to food plots. This
work is being conducted in southern Texas (xeric climate), eastern Texas (warm,
wet climate) and Michigan (cold, snowy Climate). A master's thesis is in
preparation and we plan to publish the results in the coming year. The
photographs below illustrate the efficacy of properly used electric fencing.
I propose to erect 6 high tensile, wires on each side of the current fence (12
total), energized by a Galiagher™ PowerPlus MR2500 unit (see below) every 2.5
miles. This far exceeds minimum specifications, since this unit will energize up to
1,000 acres (50 miles, 80 km). The spacing between each wire should be, 12 in.,
18 in., 30 in., 42 in., 60 in. and 72 in. The wires should be offset by Gallagher
G610424, double-sided offset (see illustration), giving a total of 25-1/2 in.
separation from the inside wires to the outside wires. Since this device is
designed for wooden posts, the offset should be tack-welded to the metal posts,
and spaced at a maximum of 50 feet. [A closer spacing may be needed when
there is uneven terrain.] My calculations, based on this recommendation suggest
the following materials needs:
2- Gallagher™ PowerPlus MR2500 unit- $552
./ G610424 offset insulators- $5,702/ mile
if High tensile wire (12.5-gauge)- $2,160 Imile
if Strainers (4 each per mile)- $900/mile
if

All wires should be positive, and the system grounded adequately to
maintain at least one Joule of power at all times. The right of way should be
maintained using properly applied herbicides to keep woody and herbaceous
vegetation from the electric fence. This also will provide a visual impression on
any animals approaching the fence from the outside. Normally, the top two wires
have not proven to be necessary for whitetails, but the inclusion of moose to the
issues does require the two higher wires. In addition to normal fence
maintenance, the fence should be checked daily for voltage level, and a log book
of these measurements maintained. It would be a simple matter to check the
fence on entering or leaving the property.
Since there is a remote chance deer may interact at the gates, I further suggest
you install Texas-style cattle guards, at least 8 ft. in width.
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Graduate students, Amy Bragg, John Varnell and Adam Osmun are graduate students
working at the Turtle Lake Club in northern Michigan. The area is inhabited by a high
population density of whitetails and black bears, yet our electric fence study showed
significant differences in corn-soybean yields using only three electric poly wires, one
offset. This study has been replicated in four geographic areas (2- Texas, Michigan and
New York).

Opportunities

for Public Education and Ecotourism

It is clear from Internet sites and blogger comments, the area is of high interest to
a host of individuals, including both consumptive and non-consumptive
recreationists. I suggest, therefore, Mr. Nelson consider development of the
property for multiple uses, as well as hunting. Tours and events could be offered
on a fee basis to offset expenses related to this plan. In addition, I urge Mr.
Nelson, the Agency for Agriculture, Food and Markets and the Vermont Fish &
Wildlife Department to join forces to develop an educational program, based on
this facility. Clearly, there is a need to educate the public about sound deer
management practices; and, my experiences with the Michigan BTb situation
.have taught me the value of sharing of data to effect public opinion. This would
require development
of common agendas,
rather than contentious,
philosophically-based disagreements.

Biologists,
controlling

Adam Mann and Trey Toercek show efficacy
deer movements.

of just

three electric

wires in

It is proposed the current fence be adequately braced, and outfitted with six electrified wires on ,each
side of the current fence at a spacing of 12 in, 18 in., 30 in., 42, 60 and 72 in. It also is recommended
these wires be held in place by a 25.5 in. offset welded to metal posts every 50 feet. Additional
offsets should be used when topography dictates.

The Gallagher Fence Company manufactures
an offset that can be welded to the
galvanized pipe used to suspend the net-wire fence. Using the offset will create a 25.5 in.
space between the two "gangs" of electric wires.

