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Soils and forage quality as predictors of white-tailed deer Odocoileus
virginianus morphometrics
Phillip D. Jones, Bronson K. Strickland, Stephen Demarais, Brian J. Rude, Scott L. Edwards & James P.
Muir
Biologists tasked with managing cervids could beneﬁt from models predicting physical characteristics. Diﬀerences in
white-tailed deer Odocoileus virginianus morphometrics across soil resource areas in Mississippi, USA, provide
opportunity to test the predictive capacity of soil chemical and forage quality variables. Using principal components
analysis (PCA), we modeled variation in body mass and antler score of  1.5-year-old male deer against seven soil
chemical variables and 12 forage quality variables to elucidate potential nutritional factors corresponding with physical
variation among 21 deer populations. We developed separate sets of models at the levels of state and soil resource area
(Delta, Thin Loess and Lower Coastal Plain) and compared statewide models with general linear models (GLM) that
related deer morphometrics to nominal classiﬁcation variables representing the three soil resource areas. PCA
distinguished a gradient of increasing soil fertility and forage quality that explained 58% of body mass and 52% of
antler score variation statewide. However, the GLM using soil resource area as the explanatory variable explained 78
and 61%, respectively, indicating that management models should use soil resource area to designate areas with broadly
similar nutritional planes. Within soil resource areas, the region with the greatest soil fertility and forage quality (Delta)
did not model successfully for either body mass or antler score. The Thin Loess was successfully modeled for antler
score, but only the Lower Coastal Plain, which had the lowest level of soil and forage quality, was successfully modeled
for both morphometric variables. The Delta may have represented an area with habitat quality suﬃciently high to
render small variations non-inﬂuential. In contrast, the generally poorer soil quality of Thin Loess and Lower Coastal
Plain soils and forages may act as a limiting factor on physical expression, which allowed some response to relatively
small ﬂuctuations in range quality. The potential utility of soil and forage metrics within soil resource areas to estimate
deer physical qualities appears to be primarily for ﬁne-tuning estimates largely determined by factors such as density
and land use.
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Individual physical performance has been correlated with soil and forage quality in a variety of cervids,
including moose Alces alces (Herﬁndal et al. 2006),
roe deer Capreolus capreolus (Gaillard et al. 1996,
Lehoczki et al. 2010), red deer Cervus elaphus
(Mysterud et al. 2001, Pettorelli et al. 2005) and
white-tailed deer Odocoileus virginianus (Simard et
al. 2008). Several habitat suitability models for roe
deer (Radeloﬀ et al. 1999), moose (Allen et al. 1987),
elk (Roloﬀ 1997, Roloﬀ et al. 2001) and white-tailed
deer (Short 1986, Crawford & Marchinton 1989)
incorporate measures of soil fertility and forage
quality. However, the utility of each variable may
vary with scale (Mysterud et al. 2000, Strickland &
Demarais 2006).
Management for white-tailed deer in North
America is increasingly focused on producing herds
with desirable age structure and physical qualities,
rather than merely promoting abundance (Hamilton et al. 1995, Collier & Krementz 2006, Enck &
Brown 2009). Deer exhibit measurable physical and
physiological responses to habitat quality (Cheatum
& Severinghaus 1950, Shea et al. 1992, Strickland &
Demarais 2000, Simard et al. 2008) and expression
of genetic potential is limited by access to necessary
nutrition (French et al. 1956, McEwen et al. 1957,
Asleson et al. 1996). Models quantifying relationships between habitat characteristics and deer
physical qualities would assist managers in establishing reasonable expectations for deer response.
We examined relationships among forage quality, soil chemical variables and deer morphometrics
to determine if soil and forage quality factors would
contribute to models explaining body mass and
antler development at both statewide and intraregional scales. Body mass and antler development
of deer in Mississippi exhibit spatial variation that
has been correlated with soil characteristics at a
statewide scale (Jacobson 1984, Strickland & Demarais 2000, 2006). However, previous studies did
not thoroughly address the variety of potentially
inﬂuential soil chemical constituents (Strickland &
Demarais 2006), test within soil resource areas
(Jacobson 1984), nor did they include forage
variables (Jacobson 1984, Strickland & Demarais
2006), which may provide a better characterization
of available nutrients than soil variables. We
predicted that body mass and antler development
would increase in concert with soil and forage
quality, both across the broad scale of the state and
within soil resource areas, thus providing a foundation for including measurements of soil and

forage quality in predictive equations for deer
morphometrics. Understanding the relationships
of soil and forage quality with deer morphometrics
may aid in developing models for cervid management at a variety of scales.

Material and method
Study area
We sampled from properties in three soil resource
areas in Mississippi, USA (Pettry 1977; Fig. 1). Soils
of the Delta resource area are typically alluvial soils
created from ﬂooding of the Mississippi River and
its tributaries; land use is primarily row-crop
agriculture. The Thin Loess resource area comprises
soils developed from windblown material, generally
 1.3 m thick, which becomes progressively thinner
as it merges with soils of the Upper and Lower
Coastal Plains. The silty soils are highly susceptible
to erosion, and the loess material is often eroded to
expose the underlying loamy materials. Soils in the

Figure 1. Locations of properties sampled for soils and deer
forages during spring and summer 2008 in Mississippi, USA.
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Lower Coastal Plain (LCP) resource area are generally less fertile, more acidic and used mostly for
timber production. To expand the potential sampling pool, we combined the Upper and Lower Thin
Loess into a single region (Thin Loess) based on
their similar derivation and erosion potential
(Pettry 1977). The climate is subtropical, with a
mean annual temperature of 18.78C and a mean
annual rainfall of 159 cm (National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration 2008). Data from the
15 weather stations (ﬁve/region) in closest proximity to the sampling sites indicated that precipitation
averaged 18.7% (SE ¼ 2.7) below normal from
January to July 2008 and that the deﬁcit was similar
among regions (F2,12 ¼ 3.16; P ¼ 0.079).

Study design
We collected deer forage plant samples on 13 public
and eight private properties in the Delta, Thin Loess
and Lower Coastal Plain (N ¼ 7 in each), which we
assumed represented regions of high, moderate and
low soil fertility, respectively (see Fig. 1). We selected properties to provide geographically representative samples of each region. Because harvest
and population management may interact with inherent site diﬀerences, we selected sites with long
histories of management under the Mississippi Deer
Management Assistance Program (Guynn et al.
1983). We selected eight forage species of moderate
to high annual importance to deer in Mississippi
(Warren & Hurst 1981) likely to be present statewide: common ragweed Ambrosia artemisiifolia,
partridge pea Chamaecrista fasciculata, late boneset
Eupatorium serotinum, Japanese honeysuckle Lonicera japonica, pokeweed Phytolacca americana,
Southern dewberry Rubus trivialis, roundleaf greenbrier Smilax rotundifolia and Canada goldenrod
Solidago canadensis. We collected spring samples
between 15 April and 5 May 2008 and summer
samples between 21 July and 1 August 2008. We
located plant species by searching for appropriate
habitats and attempted to collect  150 g wet weight
of each species from each property. Samples
consisted of all leaves and growing stem tips from
selected plants. We sampled plants with little or no
evidence of depredation or disease, and avoided
sampling in areas which might have had a recent
history of fertilization, such as wildlife food plots or
agricultural ﬁelds. We placed samples on wet ice for
transport to Mississippi State University (MSU)
and then stored the samples at -168C. We freezedried a representative portion of each sample and

tested for condensed tannin content using a modiﬁed butanol-HCl assay (Terrill et al. 1992, Wolfe et
al. 2008). We oven-dried the remaining sample
portions at 608C for 72 hours, ground dried samples
in a Wiley mill to pass a 1-mm screen, then tested
them for N content using the Kjeldahl procedure
(Jurgens 2002) and for neutral detergent ﬁber and
acid detergent ﬁber (ADF) using van Soest analysis
(Goering & van Soest 1970). According to Jones et
al. (2010), we calculated crude protein (CP) as 6.253
% N and adjusted CP in forage samples containing
condensed tannins with the formula %CPadj ¼%CP
- (0.0253%CT). In accordance with Jurgens (2002),
we calculated digestible energy (DE) as 4.618 (0.0573 3 ADF). We also assayed oven-dried
samples for macro- and micro-mineral content,
including P, K, Ca, Mg, S, Fe and Mn. For each
property, we calculated seasonal means for CP, DE,
P, K, Ca and Ca:P within and across seasons using
the LSMEANS statement in SAS 9.1 (SAS Institute, Cary, North Carolina), yielding 12 forage
variables for use in modeling (Table 1).
We collected soil samples congruent with plant
samples. Each sample consisted of  6 cores of soil
15 cm deep taken according to instructions from the
MSU Soils Laboratory (Crouse & McCarty 1998).
We combined and mixed soil cores thoroughly by
Table 1. Soil and forage variables used in a principal component
analysis of 21 properties in three soil resource areas of Mississippi,
USA.
Description

Code

Soil variables
Acidity
Calcium (kg/ha of extractable nutrient)
Cation exchange capacity
(milliequivalents/100 g)
% organic matter
Phosphorus (kg/ha of extractable nutrient)
Potassium (kg/ha of extractable nutrient)
Sodium (kg/ha of extractable nutrient)
Forage variables
Spring and summer
Spring and summer
ratio
Spring and summer
(in %)
Spring and summer
(in kcal/g)
Spring and summer
(in %)
Spring and summer
(in %)
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pH
Ca
CEC
OM
P
K
Na

calcium content (in %) SpCa, SuCa
calcium:phosphorus
SpCa:P, SuCa:P
crude protein content
SpCP, SuCP
digestible energy
SpDE, SuDE
phosphorus content
SpP, SuP
potassium content
SpK, SuK
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hand to create a composite sample for each
sampling site. Because species often grew intermingled, each soil sample represented the growing
medium for 1-5 species. We analyzed soil samples
for organic matter, cation exchange capacity, pH,
% base saturation and extractable levels of P, K, Ca,
Mg and Na. We averaged the results of soil samples
for each property using the LSMEANS statement in
SAS to yield seven sets of composite values per
region.
We obtained hunter harvest data for white-tailed
deer for each property from the Mississippi
Department of Wildlife, Fisheries and Parks.
Although hunter selectivity for larger animals may
bias the results, we assumed that any bias would be
similar across all regions. Our data included sex, age
as delineated by tooth eruption and wear (Severinghaus 1949), eviscerated body mass (body mass)
to the nearest 0.45 kg, number of antler points
 2.54 cm, antler beam basal circumferences, antler
beam lengths, inside spread of antler beams, date of
harvest and the property where each animal was
collected. Rather than compare multiple antler
characteristics, we calculated the antler size index
(analogous to Boone and Crockett score) developed
to reduce antler characteristics to a single variable
(Strickland & Demarais 2000). Relative deer density
has the potential to strongly inﬂuence physical
characteristics and is likely to vary widely through
time (Keyser et al. 2006). Because relative density
was unknown for each property, we sought to
minimize the potential inﬂuence of density by using
13 years of harvest data (1995-2007) to calculate

mean body mass and antler score for  1.5-year-old
males on each property. Because Mississippi altered
harvest regulations beginning in 1995 to require
harvested males to have  4 antler points, we opted
not to include earlier harvest data to avoid changes
in hunter selectivity. We calculated a mean body
mass and antler size value to represent each
property after accounting for age and date of
harvest as covariates for body mass and age as a
covariate for antler size (Littell et al. 2006).

Data analysis
We used principal components analysis (PCA) of
sites to examine relationships of soil and forage
variables among sites and soil resource areas (Figs. 2
and 3) and assess their potential as explanatory
variables for body mass and antler score among and
within soil resource areas. We included seven soil
chemical variables and 12 forage quality variables
(see Table 1). We performed PCA in PCORD 5.0
(MjM Software Design, Gleneden Beach, Oregon)
using a correlation coeﬃcients cross-products
matrix. We used PCA scores from the ﬁrst four
principle components (PC) to model deer morphometrics using soil and forage characteristics at the
levels of state (all three soil resource areas) and soil
resource area. We used a stepwise procedure in Proc
REG in SAS 9.1 to develop models, requiring P 
0.05 for a variable to enter the model, and P  0.10
to remain in the model during subsequent steps.
For comparison with the statewide soil-based and
forage-based models, we used the GLM procedure
in SAS to construct two 1-way ANOVAs with male

Figure 2. Axes 1 and 2 of a principal components analysis incorporating soil chemical
and forage quality variables from 21 properties across three soil resource areas in
Mississippi, USA, during 2008. See Table 1
for variable abbreviations. The numbers
next to site symbols designate the site’s rank
for body mass of  1.5-year-old male whitetailed deer.
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Figure 3. Axes 1 and 2 of a principal components analysis incorporating soil chemical
and forage quality variables from 21 properties across three soil resource areas in
Mississippi, USA during 2008. See Table 1
for variable abbreviations. The numbers
next to site symbols designate the site’s rank
for mean antler score of  1.5-year-old male
white-tailed deer.

eviscerated mass and antler size as response variables and soil resource area (Delta, Thin Loess and
LCP) as the treatment. We then qualitatively compared the ﬁtted GLMs to the statewide regression
models (that used PCA scores as variables) using R2
to determine which technique produced the better
predictive model.

Table 2. Eigenvector loadings of soil and forage variables from a
principal components analysis of 21 properties in three soil resource areas of Mississippi, USA.
Principle component
Factor

a

OM
K
P
CA
PH
CEC
NA
SPCP
SUCP
SPDE
SUDE
SPP
SUP
SPCA
SUCA
SPK
SUK
SPCAP
SUCAP
a

1

2

3

4

1668
2797
2725
2724
1411
2652
1293
2378
1657
2164
-69
3062
2999
-319
2021
2855
2844
-2810
-2019

-3155
-1661
-224
-2656
-3256
-2082
1127
2833
3477
1810
-131
552
-127
-3638
-3328
578
13
-2039
-3382

1815
2086
-674
1050
-3703
3181
5328
-2654
-522
-2086
-3845
-798
134
-785
-1341
-813
-2335
-586
-1610

-1146
-715000
882
-232
1395
-1208
-3842
515
161
-2963
-7156
751
1257
-2421
1887
-2161
607
-1671
66

See defined abbreviations in Table 1.

Results
In the PCA, the ﬁrst four eigenvectors combined to
explain 82.1% of the total variance. The ﬁrst axis
(PC1) explained 49.78% of total variance (see Figs.
2 and 3), and eigenvector loadings clearly separated
Delta sites from LCP and Thin Loess sites on the
basis of greater forage P, forage K, soil P, soil K, soil
Ca and cation exchange capacity (Table 2). Thin
Loess and LCP sites were associated with greater
Ca:P ratios than Delta sites, but the Thin Loess and
LCP sites did not cluster distinctly. The second axis
(PC2) explained 17.22% of total variance (see Figs.
2 and 3) and was associated with reduced organic
matter, soil pH, soil Ca, forage Ca and summertime
Ca:P, and with greater forage CP. This axis
presented greater potential for diﬀerentiating
among sites within soil resource areas. PC3 comprised 7.96% of the total variance and was
associated with greater soil Na and CEC, and
decreasing pH, spring CP and summer DE. PC4
comprised 7.13% of the total variance and was
associated with decreasing DE and soil Na.
Subsequent principal components each comprised
, 5% of the total variance, and we did interpret
them or use them in subsequent modeling.
Statewide, both body mass and antler score were
successfully modeled using PCA scores from PC1
(Table 3). However, both 1-way GLMs using the
nominal classiﬁcation of soil resource area explained greater variation in either mean population
body mass (F2,18 ¼ 31.25, P  0.001, R2 ¼ 0.78) or
mean population antler score (F2,18 ¼ 14.17, P 
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Table 3. Regression models relating antler score and eviscerated body mass of  1.5-year-old male white-tailed deer to principal
component (PC) scores based on soil chemical or forage characteristics in three soil resource areas of Mississippi, USA.
Dependent variable
Body mass

Antler score

a
b
c

Modela

F-value

P-value

R2

Statewide
Delta
Thin Loess
LCPc

60.18 þ 2.46PC1
none
none
50.44 - 2.19PC2 þ 2.01PC4

26.75

 0.001

0.58

89.78

 0.001

0.98

Statewideb
Delta
Thin Loess
LCPc

261.15 þ 8.02PC1
none
234.61 - 7.49PC1 þ 14.52PC3
225.42 - 12.75PC2

20.65

 0.001

0.52

40.14
11.97

0.002
 0.001

0.95
0.71

Area
b

Independent variables refer to principle components presented in Table 2.
Includes all three soil resources areas.
Lower Coastal Plain

0.001, R2 ¼ 0.61) than their analogous statewide
linear regression models using PCA score.
Modeling within soil resource areas we met with
mixed success. Neither body mass nor antler score
were successfully modeled in the Delta sites.
Likewise, body mass was not successfully modeled
in the Thin Loess, although a model with PC3
(partial r2 ¼ 0.81) and PC1 (partial r2 ¼ 0.15) as
variables accounted for nearly all the variability in
antler score. Body mass in the LCP was negatively
associated with PC2 (partial r2 ¼0.74) and positively
associated with PC4 (partial r2 ¼ 0.24); antler score
was likewise negatively associated with PC2 (r2 ¼
0.71).

Discussion
PC1 provided a good representation of the soil
fertility gradient assumed among the three soil
resource areas, with nearly all soil and forage
variables loading positively. The 21 properties
clustered tightly within soil resource areas along this
axis, indicating relatively little intra-regional variation in soil or forage quality. The successful modeling
of both body mass and antler score across this
gradient was in line with a habitat suitability model
proposed for roe deer (Radeloﬀ et al. 1999), which
assumed large diﬀerences in habitat quality among
areas of diﬀerent soil provenance. Similarly, Lehoczki et al. (2010) reported a strong eﬀect of 10 levels of
soil fertility on roe deer antler size in Hungary.
However, the superior performance of the 1-way
linear model indicates that the statewide models will
be simpler and more accurate using nominal
variables in place of soil and forage quality metrics.

Lack of variability in either dependent or
independent variables could explain the inconsistent results of intra-regional modeling. However,
soil and forage metrics in the Delta resource area
typically had a greater range and variability than in
the Thin Loess or LCP, and the range and
variability of morphometrics in the Delta resource
area were intermediate. The lack of modeling
success in the Delta may have been due to a
threshold eﬀect. Deer in this region have markedly
greater body mass and antler size than those in
either the Thin Loess or LCP (Strickland &
Demarais 2000), and that was reﬂected in our study
by the rankings of properties for these variables. We
believe that it is likely that superior forage quality in
the Delta resource area allowed deer to meet or
exceed optimum nutritional requirements for
growth, thereby eliminating any discernible eﬀect
of variation in forage quality. Similarly, Pettorelli et
al. (2005) reported no relationship between preferred plant occurrence and roe deer fawn survival
in rich habitats, though correlation did occur in
poorer habitats. The availability of agricultural
crops in the Delta may also have dampened any
eﬀect of inherent site diﬀerences (Murphy & Porath
1969, Kissell et al. 2002, Strickland 2005). Thus,
models speciﬁc to the Delta should be concerned
with issues other than soil and forage quality.
Conversely, habitat quality in the Thin Loess and
LCP may be seen as limiting physical development
through a generally lower nutritional plane. Thus,
small changes in nutrient availability may have had
greater opportunity to aﬀect morphometrics and
should be investigated further to determine which
factor(s) would be of particular use in predictive
models.
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In areas of limited soil fertility, forage selection by
ungulates may be predominantly driven by mineral
requirements, even at the cost of reducing energy or
protein intake (Belovsky & Jordan 1981, BenShahar & Coe 1992). The LCP model indicated
that deer were larger at sites with greater Ca
availability, though such sites had relatively lesser
protein availability. Given the vital role of Ca in
skeletal and antler growth, it is not surprising that
small variations in Ca availability would have
measurable eﬀect on body mass and antler size.
Although soil and forage quality were not associated with size of roe deer in Denmark (Klein &
Strandgaard 1972) that study used only nitrogen as
an index of forage quality. The wider array of
variables used in our study may have allowed
detection of a more reﬁned response. Furthermore,
Klein & Strandgaard (1972) found substantial eﬀect
of land use, while land use on our LCP sites was
predominantly pine Pinus taeda and P. palustris
forestry. Expanding our sampling into areas with
markedly diﬀerent land uses could have introduced
a large source of variation that might have obscured
the eﬀect of foraging habitat.
Density has been posited as the primary driver
of deer physical development (Keyser et al. 2005)
with the likely exception of areas of marginal
range (Osborne et al. 1992, Shea et al. 1992, Shea
& Osborne 1995). However, evidence from other
studies of cervids indicates that there is some
interaction between density and nutritional plane.
Density reportedly aﬀected body mass of moose
less in areas of greater forage quality (Hjeljord &
Histøl 1999), and Herﬁndal et al. (2006) found that
moose body mass responded more strongly to
changes in forage quality in less dense populations.
Moreover, roe deer have been shown to respond to
greater nutritional availability with both greater
population density and greater body mass (Gaillard et al. 1996, Pettorelli et al. 2001). Density is
generally accepted to aﬀect deer physical parameters through intraspeciﬁc competition for higher
quality forages (McCullough 1979, Messier 1991,
Jacobson 1992, Simard et al. 2008). Thus, forage
availability is important in determining carrying
capacity and relative density. Land use patterns
may have substantial eﬀects on deer mass and
antler size through their inﬂuence on forage
production (Murphy & Porath 1969, Kissell et
al. 2002, Strickland 2005, Strickland & Demarais
2008). However, the eﬀect of any given land use
may diﬀer among soil resource areas (Strickland &

Demarais 2008). Also, because dominant land use
may diﬀer among soil resource areas, it is likely
that inﬂuential landscape variables will be regionspeciﬁc (Klein & Strandgaard 1972, Strickland
2005).
Genetics may also inﬂuence morphometric
diﬀerences among soil resource areas. In 1929,
the statewide deer population of Mississippi was
estimated at , 500 individuals, and was conﬁned
primarily to the Delta region (Leopold 1929,
Blackard 1971). Restoration eﬀorts from 1931 to
1965 included both intrastate translocations and
releasing deer from source populations as distant
as Mexico and Wisconsin, USA (Blackard 1971).
Examination of 17 micro-satellite loci among 16
Mississippi deer populations found substantial
genetic variation; however,  93% of the variation was contained within the populations, and
populations were not necessarily more similar
within soil resource areas (DeYoung et al. 2003).
Deer may modify their life history strategies so as
to adjust body size to available nutrition while
maintaining consistent reproductive characteristics (Simard et al. 2008). Because  35 generations have elapsed since the reintroduction eﬀorts
began, it is possible that natural selection has
favoured localized adaptations to persistent nutritional limitations. Evidence from pen-reared
deer representing the same soil resource areas as
our study indicates at least some genetic inﬂuence
on interregional morphometric diﬀerences (S. Demarais, unpubl. data). However, there is as yet no
evidence for a genetic role within soil resource
regions, and thus no known reason to consider
genetics as a predictive factor.

Conclusions
Soil resource areas in Mississippi were deﬁned by
similarities in climate, topography and soil parent
material (Pettry 1977), and apparently represented
relatively homogeneous areas of diﬀering fertility.
In developing models predicting deer morphometrics across well-deﬁned soil resource areas, our
results suggest that managers can incorporate soil
resource area as a nominal variable to indicate a
fairly distinct baseline nutritional plane. These
region-level models may then subsequently incorporate site-speciﬁc soil and forage variables, except
in areas where very high range quality renders such
variables non-inﬂuential. The range of variation
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observed within these regions may be largely explained by land use and relative animal density
inﬂuences on forage availability. Density (McCullough 1984, Keyser et al. 2005) and forage availability resulting from large-scale land use (Strickland & Demarais 2008) or site-speciﬁc habitat
management (Jones et al. 2009, Mixon et al. 2009,
Iglay et al. 2010) should be useful predictors of deer
population phenotype within broad soil resource
regions, with local soil and forage quality potentially ﬁne-tuning expectations. Thus, deer population phenotype is not ﬁxed within soil resource
regions but instead demonstrates genetic growth
potential amenable to deer population and habitat
management.
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Csányi, S. in press.: Iodine distribution in the environment as a limiting factor for roe deer antler development.
- Biological Trace Element Research. Available at: http://
www.springerlink.com/content/1417u8l46x368h35/
(Last accessed on 2 September 2010). DOI 10.1007/
s12011-010-8655-8.
Leopold, A. 1929: Report on a game survey of Mississippi.
- Special report prepared for the Game Restoration
Committee of the Sporting Arms and Ammunition
Manufacturer’s Institute. Mississippi Game and Fish
Commission Museum, Jackson, Mississippi, USA, 82
pp.
Littell, R.C., Milliken, G.A., Stroup, W.W., Wolﬁnger,
R.D. & Schabenberger, O. 2006: SAS for mixed models.
2nd edition. - SAS Institute, Cary, North Carolina, USA,
813 pp.
McCullough, D.R. 1979: The George Reserve deer herd:
population ecology of a K-selected species. - University
of Michigan Press, Ann Arbor, Michigan, USA, 271 pp.
McCullough, D.R. 1984: Lessons from the George Reserve,
Michigan. - In: Halls, L.K. (Ed.); White-tailed deer:
ecology and management. Stackpole Books, Harrisburg,
Pennsylvania, USA, pp. 211-242.
McEwen, L.C., French, C.E., Magruder, N.D., Swift, R.W.
& Ingram, R.H. 1957: Nutrient requirements of the
white-tailed deer. - Transactions of the North American
Wildlife Conference 22: 119-132.
Messier, F. 1991: The signiﬁcance of limiting and regulating
factors on the demography of moose and white-tailed
deer. - Journal of Animal Ecology 60: 377-393.
Mixon, M.R., Demarais, S. & Jones, P.D. 2009: Whitetailed deer forage response to herbicide and ﬁre in midrotation CRP pine plantations. - Journal of Wildlife
Management 73: 663-668.

Murphy, D.A. & Porath, W.R. 1969: Forest soils and game
nutrition. - Southeastern Association of Game and Fish
Commissioners 23: 18-25.
Mysterud, A., Langvatn, R., Yoccoz, N.G. & Stenseth,
N.C. 2001: Plant phenology, migration and geographical
variation in body weight of a large herbivore: the eﬀect of
a variable topography. - Journal of Animal Ecology 70:
915-923.
Mysterud, A., Yoccoz, N.G., Stenseth, N.C. & Langvatn,
R. 2000: Relationships between sex ratio, climate and
density in red deer: the importance of spatial scale. Journal of Animal Ecology 69: 959-974.
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 2008:
Climates of the States, Climatography of the U.S. Number 60, National Climate Data Center, NOAA,
Department of Commerce. Available at: http://
hurricane.ncdc.noaa.gov/cgi-bin/climatenormals/
climatenormals.pl (Last accessed on 12 December 2008).
Osborne, J.S., Johnson, A.S., Hale, P.E., Marchinton,
R.L., van Sant, C.V. & Wentworth, J.M. 1992: Population ecology of the Blackbeard Island white-tailed deer. Bulletin 26, Tall Timbers Research Station, Tallahassee,
Florida, USA, 108 pp.
Pettorelli, N., Gaillard, J-M., Duncan, P., Ouellet, A-P. &
van Laere, G. 2001: Population density and small-scale
variation in habitat quality aﬀect phenotypic quality in
roe deer. - Oecologia 128: 400-405.
Pettorelli, N., Gaillard, J-M., Gilles, N., Duncan, P.,
Maillards, D., van Laere, G. & Toı̈go, C. 2005: The
response of fawn survival to changes in habitat quality
varies according to cohort quality and spatial scale. Journal of Animal Ecology 74: 972-981.
Pettry, D.E. 1977: Soil resource areas of Mississippi. Mississippi Agricultural and Forestry Experiment Station Information Sheet 1278, Mississippi State, USA, 4
pp.
Radeloﬀ, V.C., Pidgeon, A.M. & Hostert, P. 1999: Habitat
and population modelling of roe deer using an interactive
geographic information system. - Ecological Modelling
114: 287-304.
Roloﬀ, G.J. 1997: Habitat potential model for Rocky
Mountain elk. - In: deVos, J.C., Jr. (Ed.); Proceedings of
the 1997 deer/elk workshop. Arizona Game and Fish
Department, Phoenix, Arizona, USA, pp. 158-175.
Roloﬀ, G.J., Millspaugh, J.J., Gitzen, R.A. & Brundige,
G.C. 2001: Validation of a spatially explicit habitat
eﬀectiveness model for rocky mountain elk. - Journal of
Wildlife Management 65: 899-914.
Severinghaus, C.W. 1949: Tooth development and wear as
criteria of age in white-tailed deer. - Journal of Wildlife
Management 13: 195-216.
Shea, S.M., Breault, T.A. & Richardson, M.L. 1992: Herd
density and physical condition of white-tailed deer in
Florida ﬂatwoods. - Journal of Wildlife Management 56:
262-267.
Shea, S.M. & Osborne, J.S. 1995: Poor-quality habitats. In: Miller, K.V. & Marchinton, R.L. (Eds.); Quality

438

Downloaded From: https://complete.bioone.org/journals/Wildlife-Biology on 26 Nov 2022
Terms of Use: https://complete.bioone.org/terms-of-use

Ó WILDLIFE BIOLOGY 16:4 (2010)

whitetails: the how and why of quality deer management.
Stackpole Books, Mechanicsburg, Pennsylvania, USA,
pp. 193-209.
Short, H.L. 1986: Habitat suitability index models: whitetailed deer in the Gulf of Mexico and South Atlantic
coastal plains. - U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Biological
Report 82 (10.123), 36 pp.
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