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A Modification 
of the Slanting 
Deer Fence 
HAROLD E. MESSNER, DONALD R. DIE’& 
AND E. CHESTER GARRETT 

Fencing has been used sparingly to 
control deer use or damage on large areas 
of land largely because of the high cost of 
construction and maintenance. We 
needed to exclude deer and livestock 
from three l/3-acre plots being used for 
tests of imported grass and legume seeds. 
A fence economical to build, pleasing to 
the eye, and blending into the surround- 
ing scenery of ponderosa pine was 
desired. 

The standard deer fence described by 
Halls et al. (1965) and Bartlett and Boyce 
(1954) was both expensive and rather 
unsightly because of its height. The “out- 
rigger” type deer fence discussed by 
Blaisdell and Hubbard (1956) was also 
deemed too expensive and somewhat 
unsightly. The “outrigger” fence is essen- 
tially a 4.5.ft upright fence with an 
outrigger sloping outward from the top to 
a point on the ground 8 ft from the base. 
The “outrigger” prevents the deer from 
getting close enough to jump the fence. 

A modification of the overhanging or 
slanting type deer fence proposed by 
Longhurst et al. (1962) and Jones and 
Longhurst (1958) appeared to best fit our 
needs. 

Materials and Design 

The slanting fence designed by Long- 
burst et al. (1962) consisted of mesh wire 
supported between two guy wires. The 
main disadvantage to this design is that, 
in areas of heavy snowfall, the slanting 
fence is apt to be crushed by the weight 
of snow. 

Our design included a 7.ft (Cinch- 
square) sloping post fastened to each 
vertical line post for additional support 
against heavy snowfall (Fig. 1). The slant 
of the fence was achieved by cutting the 
top of the vertical posts at a 45’ angle at 
4 ft above ground level and attaching a 
square 7.ft post with an &inch spike. The 
1-ft overhang was provided by the exten- 
sion of the top of the slanting post past 
the vertical post. The bottom of the 
sloping post rested on the ground 4.5 ft 
from the line post, forming an angle of 
about 45”. The 6.foot line posts were set 
in 2-ft holes spaced 12 Et apart. 

Corners for the slanting fence wae 
constructed by setting in the ground two 
7.ft vertical posts 30 inches deep and 6 ft 
apart. These were braced with a 6-ft line 
post placed horizontally about 3 it above 
ground level. The sloping posts at the 
corners were secured at ground level with 
an X-inch spike to an 1%inch section of a 
4-inch-diameter post set approximately 
12 inches deep. Both 7.ft and lx-inch 

vertical corner posts were notched at the 
top with a 4S0 cut (Fig. 2) to receive the 
sloping posts and hold them against hor- 
izontal stress. 

Starting at ground level and working 
up, the following fencing materials (Table 
1) were fastened to the upper side of the 
sloping posts: (1) four strands of barbed 
wire; (2) one 4%inch-wide woven wire; 
and (3) two more strands of barbed wire. 
Small mammals were discouraged from 
entering between the lower barbed wire 
strands by a 24.inch wire mesh (fastened 
with hog rings) laid across the barbed 
wire between ground level and the woven 
wire. A pie-shaped wedge of woven wire 
and several strands of barbed wire were 
used to close the opening at each fence 
corner (Fig. 1). 

The material and labor for the over- 
hanging fences were furnished by the 
Boxelder Job Corps at Nemo, S. Dak. The 
number of man-hours required to build 
the exclosures was not determined since 
the training nature of the construction 
made an accurate accounting of time 
impossible. 

Results and Discussion 

During the past five years, deer, live- 
stock, and some small mammals were 
successfully excluded by the overhanging 
fence. 
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Longhurst et al. (1962) felt the slant- deer. Deer often attempt to go under- 
ing fence is effective because it acts neath a fence and are discouraged by this 
primarily as a psychological barrier to fence slanting over their backs and will 

Table 1. Specifications and costs of material to enclose a square approximately one-third acre plot 
(120 x 120 ft) with the modified slanting deer fence. 

Description Specification No. Unit 
Unit 
cost Total 

Posts 
Corner 
Line and Brace 
Ground Support Post 
Slanting 

Wire (galvanized) 
Woven for main course 

Barbed, for fence top, 
bottom and bracing 

Wire mesh at fence 
bottom to exclude 
small animals 

Staples 

Hog Rings 
Join mesh with woven 
and barbed wires 

Nails 

Total cost 
Cost per rod 

7’ x 5” (top) 16 
6’ x 4” (top) 40 
6’ x 4” (top) 4 
7’ x 4” square 48 

12% gauge mesh, 1.5 
horizontal strands, 
10 gauge, 48” wide, 
20 rods long 
12% 2 gauge, pt., 2.3 
80 rods long 

150’ x 24’ with 1” 3.2 
hexagon openings 

1%” 10 lbs. .23 2.30 

No. 1 1000 ea. 

8” spike 80 ea. 

ea. $ 1.49 $ 23.84 
ea. .81 32.40 
ea. .81 3.24 
ea. 1.38 66.24 

rolls 25.75 38.63 

rolls 8.75 20.13 

rolls 8.85 28.32 

.005 

.09 

5.00 

7.20 

$227.30 
7.81 

Alternate Plan with Change in Slanting Post Specifications 

Posts 
Slanting 7’ x 3” (top) 48 ea. .60 

Other Materials with No Change 

Total cost 

Cost per rod 

28.80 

161.06 

$189.86 

6.52 

not try to jump. 
Two disadvantages of the overhanging 

fence are (1) cattle may damage the wire 
by using it for a backrub, and (2) in areas 
of rough terrain some land leveling would 
be required. The first may be overcome 
by attaching two strands of No. 9 galvan- 
ized wire around the outside of the 
vertical posts at 1% and 30-inch heights. 
This will still permit young calves and 
deer to utilize the undergrowth beneath 
the slanting portion of the fence. 

The sloping posts prevented our fence 
from collapsing under heavy accumula- 
tions of snow. However, our exclosures 
were well protected from drifting snow 
by the surrounding pine forest. In open 
country the fence would probably be less 
effective because of drifting and piling 
snow. 

Costs of constructing slanting fences 
with round posts are generally lower than 
upright fences (Table 1). Shorter posts 
are cheaper, although more are needed in 
the slanting fence compared to the longer 
posts used in the upright fence. The 
amount of mesh wire required for the 
slanting fence is approximately half that 
needed for the upright fence, although 
more barbed wire is needed. Six strands 
(two above and four below) were used, 
while two are used (bottom and top) on 
the 8-ft or higher upright fence. Based on 
1972 prices, materials would cost $6.52 
per rod for the slanting fence compared 
to $7.95 per rod for an upright fence if 
round posts are used. Square posts for the 
slant rather than round posts would 
increase the material costs from $6.52 to 
$7.81 per rod. Maintenance costs have 
been minimal during the three-year study. 

7’x4YSquarc) 
Slanting ,Post 

Barbed Wire 
/ 

Fig. 2. Diagonal view of slanting deer 
fence showing construction. 

i i I _-c I 
I / i’ 
I 1 Wire MeshI,_,’ 
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The slanting type fence should be proof fences. Mich. Dep. of Conserv., Game 
considered, not only by deer researchers Div. Rep. 1199,5 p. (Mimeogr.) 
and managers, but also by orchardists, Blaisdell, James A., and Richard L. Hubbard. 
farmers, and ranchers for protecting hay- 1956. An “outrigger” type deer fence. U. S. 

stacks, valuable trees, gardens, and small Dep. Agr., Res. Note 108, Calif. Forest and 
plots. Range Exp. Sta., 2 p., Berkeley, Calif. 

Literature Cited Halls, L. K., C. E. Boyd, D. W. Lay, and P. D. 
Bartlett, I. H., and A. P. Boyce. 1954. Deer- Goodrum. 1965. Deer fence construction 

and costs. J. Wildlife Manage. 29:885-888. 
Jones, Milton B., and William M. Longhurst. 

1958. Overhanging deer fences. J. Wildlife 
Manage. 22:325-326. 

Longhurst, G. A., M. B. Jones, R. R. Parks, 
L. W. Neubauer, and M. W. Cummings. 1962. 
Fences for controlling deer damage. Calif. 
Agr. Exp. Sta. Ext. Serv. Circ. 514. 15 p. 

Future of Range Management: A Student’s View 
The future of range management be- 

longs to those who are prepared for it! 
This preparation is by no means con- 
cluded when an individual finishes his 
formal schooling. It should, in fact must, 
continue throughout his career if he is to 
optimize his potential to his employer 
and to the future of range management. 
There is no magic hour nor an amount of 
schooling which can be declared 
“enough.” 

While the new man may lack exper- 
ience, the more experienced individuals in 
the organization must not underestimate 
his ability or knowledge. New ideas must 
be given due consideration and if un- 
acceptable, must be rejected with ample 
explanation; for several rejections with- 
out explanation-in other words, with no 
way to learn why or where he went 
wrong- could result in the “new blood” 
becoming stagnated and the potential for 
change dying with the youth’s enthusiasm 
and along with it the future of range 
management! Young men, while a part of 
some organizational structure, must re- 
tain and jealously guard their right to 
critically analyze resource management 
policy. In fact they may, if given the 
opportunity to grow, develop ideas which 
influence the formation of new policy. 

Not only must the professional criti- 
cally analyze performance in the field but 
also preparation for his career. The 
student-even in our enlightened age-is 
more or less a captive audience during his 
academic years. To some degree he is 

The author is a student, Washington State 
University, Pullman. The article is an invited 
Paper, delivered November 21, 1972, at the 
annual meeting of the Pacific Northwest Sec- 
tion, Society for Range Management. 

molded. If he discovers after entering the 
profession that there are flaws in the 
mold, he should not let allegiance or pride 
keep him blind to educational deficien- 
cies, thus continuing harmful practice and 
producing others like himself. He should 
critically analyze himself and that which 
produced him and make known to the 
schools the weaknesses he has found. 

We must be ever mindful of the 
changes which are taking place in our 
field. If was but a few years ago that 
range reconnaissance was done mainly 
from horseback or on foot. Today, al- 
though we still walk and ride horses, our 
work is made much more complex and 
demanding through the use of low 
altitude aerial photographs; and it has 
been suggested by some that in the not 
too distant future we may map vegetation 
types from photographs taken by satel- 
lites that are already circling the earth! 
These changes must continue to be incor- 
porated into our educational curriculum 
to provide the student with an oppor- 
tunity to study, first hand, these rapidly 
developing areas. 

It is important to be aware not only 
of the rapidly changing technology with 
which we must work but also of the 
changes which are taking place within 
society. The general public, which until a 
few years ago was quite apathetic towards 
our public lands, has recently shown 
considerable interest in the way lands are 
managed, private as well as public. These 
people, for the most part, have just 
become aware of what the professional 
range manager has known for many 
decades. Ranchers and other professionals 
have been practicing common ecological 
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principles for many years. Be that as it 
may, we must now meet the challenge of 
helping this interested public understand 
the basic concepts of resource manage- 
ment. We must not, no matter how 
clearly we see the fallacy in judgments or 
ideas, underestimate the power of emo- 
tional speeches, books, or other forms of 
communication. Emotional presentations 
could cause segments of this public to be 
misinformed about and opposed to the 
work to which we have dedicated our 
careers and our lives. 

Perhaps we, the range managers, have 
been self-aggrandizing; perhaps our belief, 
that ecological principles on public lands 
originated with us, is erroneous. The New 
York Times on September 25, 1972, 
quotes federal administrators as saying 
that range managers will be replaced by 
natural scientists. Who are these natural 
scientists and what will be their source? 
We think of ourselves (today’s students) 
as natural scientists, taught as students 
and trained as new employees by those 
whose experience in resource manage- 
ment expresses essentially all scientific 
application in that area. A better wording 
of an old saying might be: “Experience is 
not necessarily the best teacher, but it 
certainly makes the best teachers.” 

The Society for Range Mangement 
must play an ever increasing role in the 
future of range management. It must 
bring together these new thoughts and 
ideas. It must be the “common bond” 
which will help to keep range manage- 
ment a progressive field and those con- 
cerned with range management mindful 
that it is an everchanging field.-PAUL E. 
NYREN, Pullman, Washington. 


