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Effects of low, medium, and high 
deer density and supplemental feed 

on:
--Antler	growth
--Fawn:doe ratio

--Growth	rate	of	fawns
--Growth	rate	of	yearlings

--Buck	and	doe	body	weights
--Survival	of	adults	and	older	fawns

--Population	growth	rate



Antler Growth

NATURAL	NUTRITION

• No	effect	of	density	on	
proportion	of	spike	
yearlings

• No	effect	of	deer	density	
on	mature	buck	scores

SUPPLEMENTAL	FEED

• Feed	increased	fork-
antlered	yearlings	by	48%

• Feed	increased	mature	
buck	antler	scores	by	17	
inches



Fawn:doe ratio declined as density 
increased under natural nutrition



Body Weights

NATURAL	NUTRITION

• Body	weight	declined	for	
bucks	and	does	with	
increasing	density

SUPPLEMENTAL	FEED



Population growth rate declined with 
increasing density under natural 

nutrition



NO DENSITY EFFECTS UNDER NATURAL 
NUTRITION ON:

• Antler	size
• Adult	survival
• Older	fawn	survival
• Growth	rate	of	fawns
• Growth	rate	of	yearlings



NO DENSITY EFFECTS UNDER 
SUPPLEMENTAL FEED

• However,	we	did	see	an	increase	in	
aggressive	interactions	at	higher	density



SUPPLEMENTAL FEED INCREASED 
EVERYTHING

• Antler	size
• Fawn:doe ratio
• Body	weights
• Survival
• Growth	rate
• Population	growth	rate

Lindsey	Phillips



Under NATURAL NUTRITION, we found 
little effect of deer density on deer 

diets or vegetation

However, we found density effects on 
fawn survival, body weights, and 

population growth rates

WHY?



Home Range Quality?
(Some deer in low quality patches)



How often would density effects be 
likely?
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COMANCHE FAITH FINDINGS

NATURAL	NUTRITION

• Deer	density	up	to	the	
levels	we	measured	had	
little	effect	on	diets	or	
vegetation

• We	found	some	density	
effects	(fawn:doe,	weights,	
population	growth)	at	
medium	and	high	density

SUPPLEMENTAL	FEEDING

• Results	in	increased	
animal	and	population	
quality

• Feeding	did	not	result	in		
damage	to	preferred	
plants	in	the	habitat



CONSIDER

NO	CATTLE FEW	COYOTES



CONSIDER

NO	HOGS NO	JAVELINAS



MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS

NATURAL	NUTRITION

• Harvest	of	does	should	be	
limited	at	lower	deer	
densities

• Density	effects	may	not	be	
apparent	unless	there	are	
several	wet	years

SUPPLEMENTAL	FEED
• Year	around,	free	choice	
feeding	results	in	
significant	quality	
improvements

• Expense

• Disease



Where are results most applicable?
(Tamaulipan Thornscrub)



THE	END
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