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A B S T R A C T

Decades of fire suppression, logging, and overgrazing have led to increased densities of small diameter trees which have been associated with decreases in biodi-
versity, reduced habitat quality for wildlife species, degraded foraging conditions for ungulates, and more frequent and severe wildfires. In response, land managers
are implementing forest restoration treatments using prescribed fire and thinning to mitigate the risk of catastrophic wildfires and improve habitat conditions for a
variety of wildlife species. We monitored habitat selection by female mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus) in relation to forest restoration treatments and wildfires in
northern New Mexico in 2015. Our specific objectives were to assess changes in forage abundance and determine habitat selection patterns of mule deer in relation to
recent wildfires, forest restoration treatments, including duration of the post-treatment recovery, and other habitat characteristics. Herbaceous forage biomass was
greater in wildfire-burned areas than in untreated areas or those treated with prescribed burns or thinning. Oak forage biomass was greater in wildfire-burned areas
compared to prescribed burns, forest thinning, and untreated areas. However, thinned areas tended to have higher oak forage biomass than untreated areas. Mule
deer selected for areas burned by prescribed fire and generally avoided wildfire-burned and thinned areas< 5 years old. Mule deer strongly selected for thinned areas
≥5 years old. At both the landscape and home-range scale, grasslands were avoided during most seasons, pinyon-juniper woodlands were selected in winter, and oak
vegetation and mixed-conifer forests were selected during summer. Our data suggests that mule deer may benefit from recent prescribed burns and older forest
thinning, but the duration of post-treatment vegetation recovery influences the strength and direction of selection. Knowledge of the short- and long-term effects of
restoration treatments will provide managers with the means to make more informed decisions regarding implementation of forest restoration and other vegetation
treatments intended to benefit mule deer.

1. Introduction

Since Euro-American settlement, the forests in the western United
States have been altered by suppression of natural fires, silvicultural
practices, human development, and livestock grazing (Covington and
Moore, 1994; Belsky and Blumenthal, 1997; Covington et al., 1997;
Theobald et al., 1997) resulting in increased tree densities and altered
habitat conditions for many wildlife species. This has resulted in less
frequent, but high severity, stand-replacing fires. More recently, chan-
ging climatic conditions and shifts in phenology have further con-
tributed to more frequent and severe wildfires (McKenzie et al., 2004;
Allen et al., 2010; Williams et al., 2010). In response, wildlife and land
managers are implementing prescribed fires and forest thinning to re-
duce the density of small diameter trees and increase the abundance of
early successional vegetation to improve habitat conditions for wildlife.
Although these restoration projects aim to improve habitat conditions
for wildlife species by increasing vegetation productivity and diversity,
wildlife responses vary based on species home-range requirements,
mobility, and degree of habitat specificity (Chambers and Germaine,
2003).

Many mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus) populations throughout the
western United States declined during the past few decades (i.e.,
1960s–2000s). Suspected causes include changing climatic conditions
and reduced forage quality and quantity, suppression of natural fire
regimes, predation, human development, and livestock grazing (McNay
and Voller, 1995; Clements and Young, 1997; Bleich and Taylor, 1998;
Robinson et al., 2002; deVos et al., 2003). Changes in habitat conditions
can decrease quality and availability of forage, reduce vegetation cover
for protection from predators and weather, and diminish access to
water (deVos et al., 2003; Horncastle et al., 2013). Managers often use
prescribed fire and forest thinning to remove dead litter, create areas
for seedling germination and growth, and increase soil nutrients to
bring portions of the landscape back to an early successional state that
improves habitat for mule deer (Dills, 1970; Carlson et al., 1993; Kie
et al., 2003). Those treatments may provide greater forage availability
and nutritional quality (Rowland et al., 1984), thus yielding a positive
effect on mule deer populations by improving body condition, fe-
cundity, and survival (Hobbs and Spowart, 1984; Rowland et al., 1984;
Kie et al., 2003; Horncastle et al., 2013).

Differences in fire intensity, spatial extent, and post-fire recovery
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time influence when and how ungulates use treated areas, resulting in
mixed reports on the effects of prescribed burns on ungulates (Carlson
et al., 1993). While some studies reported no effect of prescribed fire on
forage quality (Wood, 1988) and mule deer habitat use (Long et al.,
2008b), others have reported an increase in forage quality 1–2 years
post-fire (Dills, 1970; Keay and Peek, 1980; Hobbs and Spowart, 1984;
Carlson et al., 1993). Mule deer may benefit from increased forage di-
versity and abundance if fire is used regularly (e.g., every 4–10 years)
and creates a mosaic habitat pattern (Roccafort et al., 2010; Horncastle
et al., 2013). Most studies focused on burn effects within 1–2 years after
the burn (Dills, 1970; Hobbs and Spowart, 1984; Wood, 1988), with few
examining long-term effects of prescribed burns on ungulates and their
habitat use (Joly et al., 2007).

Results from research on the effects of thinning treatments are also
variable. Some have reported little change in mule deer habitat use or
forage availability following thinning treatments (Bergman et al.,
2014a; Kramer et al., 2015), whereas others have reported increased

mule deer use of thinned areas (Germaine et al., 2004; Horncastle et al.,
2013; Bergman et al., 2014a, 2014b). Overwinter fawn survival in
Pinyon pine (Pinus edulis) and Utah juniper (Juniperus osteosperma)
winter ranges receiving both mechanical and chemical treatments was
higher than in untreated areas; however, deer densities did not differ
between treated and untreated areas (Bergman et al., 2014a, 2014b).
Others have reported an increase in deer abundance and use of thinned
and logged areas (Bowman et al., 2010; Horncastle et al., 2013). The
differences among studies may be attributed to the time lag between
treatment and the period of study, extent of treated areas, or con-
founding influences of post-treatment climatic conditions on vegetation
responses (Kramer et al., 2015).

Understanding ungulate habitat selection in relation to forest re-
storation treatments is critical to development of successful manage-
ment strategies for mule deer and more informed design of restoration
plans intended to improve forage conditions through creation of un-
even-aged habitat mosaics in forested ecosystems. We assessed the

Fig. 1. Study area location in the Jemez Mountains, New Mexico.
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effects of forest restoration treatments and recent wildfires on female
mule deer habitat selection in the Jemez Mountains in north-central
New Mexico. Our objective was to determine habitat selection patterns
of mule deer in relation to recent wildfires, forest restoration treat-
ments, topographic characteristics, water sources, forage biomass, and
vegetation types. We also evaluated the influence of mountain lion
predation risk on mule deer habitat selection because mountain lions
are frequently the primary cause of predation mortality for adult mule
deer (Pierce et al., 2004; Roerick, 2017; Cain et al., 2018). Based on
previous research, we expected the factors driving deer habitat selec-
tion would be scale-specific (i.e., different between landscape and
home-range scale) and would vary seasonally (e.g., Collins and Urness,
1983; Nicholson et al., 1997; D’Eon and Serrouya, 2005; Kay, 2018).
We expected elevation and distance to roads would be important at a
landscape scale, while aspect, slope, edge density, and predation risk
would be more important within the home range. In winter, we ex-
pected deer to use lower elevations, south facing slopes, and areas with
more cover to minimize the effects of lower temperatures and snow. In
spring, we expected deer to select burned areas, particularly on south
facing slopes due to earlier snow melt and higher quality forage asso-
ciated with burning. In summer, we expected deer to use areas closer to
perennial water sources, at higher elevations, in areas with higher ca-
nopy cover to minimize the effects of warmer temperatures. In autumn,
we expected that deer would select more open areas and edge habitat to
increase foraging opportunities. We also expected deer to select pre-
scribed- and wildfire-burned areas more than unburned areas in spring
and summer because of an increase in forage abundance resulting from
fire, and we expected stronger selection for wildfire-burned areas
compared to prescribed burns. Finally, we expected that mule deer
would select thinned areas more than untreated areas, with stronger
selection for thinned areas with longer post-disturbance recovery.

2. Materials and methods

2.1. Study area

The study area in the southwest Jemez Mountains of north-central
New Mexico is 840 km2 and includes land managed by the Santa Fe
National Forest, Valles Caldera National Preserve, and Jemez Pueblo
(Fig. 1). Elevations ranged from 1600 to 3400m. The landscape was
dominated by pinyon-juniper (Pinus edulis-Juniperus spp.) woodlands at
lower elevations (1600–2300m) and ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa)
forests at intermediate elevations and on south facing slopes at higher
elevations (2200–3400m). Mixed-conifer forests consisting of Douglas-
fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) and white fir (Abies concolor) were prevalent
at higher elevations (1900–3400m). Common forbs and grasses in-
cluded mullein (Verbasum thapsus), purple prairie clover (Petalostemum
purpureum), mutton grass (Poa fendleriana), and fescue (Festuca spp.).
Common browse species included gamble oak (Quercus gambelii),
mountain mahogany (Cercocarpus montanus), Oregon grape (Mahonia
aquifolium), and aspen (Populus tremuloides).

At lower elevations the average daily high and low temperatures are
29 °C and 12 °C during summer, and 8 °C and −6°C during winter, re-
spectively. (Jemez Springs, NM; 1800m, 1910–2014; Western Regional
Climate Center [WRCC], 2015). At higher elevations, the average daily
high and low temperatures are 24 °C and 4 °C in summer, and 4 °C and
−13 °C in winter, respectively (Wolf Canyon, NM; 2500m, 1912–2015;
WRCC, 2015). At lower elevations, average annual precipitation is
43 cm (SD=25 cm), and at higher elevations 58 cm (SD=25 cm),
with the majority of the precipitation coming from monsoon thunder-
storms in July and August, and winter snow (lower elevations:
74 cm ± 40; higher elevations: 305 cm ± 97 cm; Jemez Springs, NM;
1800m, 1952–2012; Wolf Canyon, NM; 2500m, 1912–2015; WRCC,
2015). Seasons were classified using climographs derived from long-
term temperature and precipitation data for the Jemez Springs
(1910–2014) and Wolf Canyon (1912–2015) stations (Supplementary

material, Fig. S1) and were defined as: winter (December through
February), spring (March and April), summer (May through Sep-
tember), and autumn (October and November).

Elk (Cervus canadensis) are the only other native ungulate found in
the study area. Predators include black bears (Ursus americanus),
mountain lions (Puma concolor), coyotes (Canis latrans), and bobcats
(Lynx rufus). Livestock grazing occurs throughout much of the study
area. In addition, the Valles Caldera National Preserve permits fishing,
elk and turkey (Meleagris gallopavo merriami) hunting, and other re-
creational activities. The Santa Fe National Forest provides these ac-
tivities as well as hunting of mule deer, black bear, and mountain lions,
firewood cutting, and camping.

The Jemez Mountains study area is comprised of a fire-adapted
ecosystem; however, suppression of natural fire has resulted in more
frequent and severe wildfires (Allen et al., 2002). Two notable recent
wildfires include the Las Conchas Fire of 2011 and the Thompson Ridge
Fire of 2013. The Las Conchas Fire burned 63,370 ha in the Santa Fe
National Forest, Valles Caldera National Preserve, and Santa Clara and
Jemez Pueblos. The Thompson Ridge Fire burned 9698 ha, primarily
within the Valles Caldera National Preserve. To reduce catastrophic
wildfires, high risk areas were selected to receive low- to mixed-in-
tensity prescribed burns (5986 ha) and mechanical thinning (2380 ha).

2.2. Animal capture and handling

We captured 24 adult female mule deer from December 2012
through July 2015 by darting and net-gunning from a helicopter,
ground darting, and using clover traps. Deer captured by darting were
immobilized with 0.03mg/kg carfentanil + 0.7 mg/kg xylazine and
reversed with 3mg/kg naltrexone+1.4mg/kg tolazoline. Mule deer
captured by clover traps and net-gunning were restrained with hobbles
during processing. Twelve GPS-Iridium collars (Advanced Telemetry
Systems, Inc., Isanti, MN: Model G2110E) and 12 GPS store-on-board
collars (Advanced Telemetry Systems, Inc., Isanti, MN: Model G2110B/
D) were deployed on adult female mule deer. The collars were pro-
grammed to collect a GPS fix every 5–6 h. All collars were equipped
with a VHF transmitter and an automatic drop-off mechanism.

From December 2012 to April 2016, 9 mountain lions were cap-
tured using trained hounds or cable foot snares. All mountain lions were
immobilized with 2.0mg/kg ketamine+ 0.075mg/kg medetomidine,
reversed with 0.3mg/kg atipamezole and fitted with GPS-Iridium col-
lars (Advanced Telemetry Systems, Inc., Isanti, MN: Model G2110E and
Vectronic Aerospace, Berlin: 4 GPS Vectronics Vertex Plus Iridium
collars) programmed to record a location every 3 h and transmitted
data every 2–3 days. All capture and handling procedures for mule deer
and mountain lions followed acceptable methods (Sikes et al., 2016)
and were approved by the Institutional Animal Care and Use Committee
at New Mexico State University (Protocols #2011–038, 2015–022).

2.3. Multi-scale habitat selection

We estimated female mule deer habitat selection using seasonal
resource selection functions (RSFs) at two spatial scales; landscape scale
(i.e., within the study area – 2nd order selection) and home-range scale
(i.e., within individual seasonal home ranges – 3rd order selection)
(Johnson, 1980). The available area for landscape-scale selection was
delineated by the 100% minimum convex polygon (MCP) encompassing
all mule deer locations. The MCP was buffered by 2 km based on the
average daily movement of collared female mule deer; the study area
MCP and buffered area was considered the available area at the land-
scape scale. To determine availability for home-range scale selection,
we estimated seasonal 100% MCP home ranges for each individual
mule deer. Using ArcGIS, we generated an equal number of random
points within the study area MCP (landscape-scale selection) and within
each individual seasonal home range (home-range scale selection) to
use as our available sample in our RSFs. All locations were

T.M. Roerick, et al. Forest Ecology and Management 447 (2019) 169–179

171



characterized by season, forest treatment status (i.e., prescribed burns,
thinning, wildfire-burned, and untreated), vegetation type, distance to
perennial water (m), percent tree canopy cover, mountain lion preda-
tion risk, edge density (m/ha), herbaceous and woody forage biomass
(g/m2), distance to high-use roads (m), elevation (m), slope (%), and
aspect.

We obtained geospatial data on perennial water sources and roads,
as well as the spatial extent and ages of wildfires, prescribed burns, and
forest-thinning treatments from the Santa Fe National Forest, Valles
Caldera National Preserve, and the Jemez Pueblo. We examined mule
deer habitat selection in 2015, because that was the only year where the
extent and availability of the range of forest treatments and wildfires
we intended to test coincided adequately with the distribution of our
collared deer. Beginning in 2015, we had sufficient overlap of collared
mule deer with prescribed burns and thinning treatments of different
post-treatment ages, and as such, we present only 2015 data. Because of
an insufficient number of locations in different age categories of wild-
fires, and due to the limited ages of the more recent wildfires in the
study area, we classified all used and available locations as wildfire-
burned or not. We categorized prescribed burns as< 2 years old, ≥2
years old, and not burned, and thinned areas as< 5 years old, ≥5 years
old, and not thinned. As part of the standard treatment protocol, most
thinned areas received prescribed fire treatment several (e.g., 2–4)
years after thinning to remove the residual woody debris, and were
therefore classified as thinned. If treatments and wildfires overlapped,
the most recent treatment or wildfire was used to classify the location.
High-use roads, which primarily consisted of regularly maintained
forest roads and paved roads were identified in pre-existing GIS data on
road locations. We then calculated the distance (m) from each used and
available location to the nearest high-use road and perennial water
source in ArcGIS 10.2 (ESRI, Redlands, CA, USA). We obtained tree
canopy cover and vegetation type data from the National Gap Analysis
Program (GAP; U.S. Geological Survey, 2013) and we reclassified ve-
getation types by amalgamating pre-existing GIS data from GAP data
into broader vegetation type categories that are more specific to mule
deer habitat selection (Roerick, 2017), including aspen, grassland, oak,
ponderosa pine, pinyon-juniper woodland, and mixed-conifer forest.

We used a 10m×10m digital elevation model (U.S. Geological
Survey, 2013) to determine aspect, elevation, and slope. We extracted
aspect and slope from each 10m×10m pixel in the study area. Aspect
was converted to northness and eastness. Northness was calculated
using the cosine function which converts aspect from a circular variable
with values of 0–360° into a linear covariate with values between −1
(south) and 1 (north). Eastness was calculated with the sine function,
resulting in values between −1 (west) and 1 (east).

Elevation, slope, percent tree canopy cover, and edge density were
assessed within a 35m radius around each used and available location.
We calculated the mean elevation, slope, and canopy cover in each
buffered area around each used and available location. We extracted
edge between vegetation types from the GAP vegetation GIS layer (U.S.
Geological Survey, 2013) using the extract edge tool in Geospatial
Modeling Environment (Beyer, 2014). We then calculated edge density
(m/ha) within 35m areas around each location (Said and Servanty,
2005).

To assess biomass of forage available to mule deer, we mon-
itored> 200 vegetation points throughout the study area using
methods adapted from Hebblewhite et al. (2008) and Visscher et al.
(2006). Vegetation points were distributed by a stratified random de-
sign based on vegetation type, treatment type, canopy cover class, as-
pect, and fire history. At each vegetation sampling point we established
either a 100m or 200m baseline transect, depending upon the vege-
tation patch size. Herbaceous biomass was measured with a 0.25m2

disc pasture meter every 10m or 20m along the transect, depending
upon the length of the transect. We developed predictive regression
equations to estimate herbaceous biomass from the disc height by
clipping vegetation from underneath a sample of disc plots (located 1m

off of the transect). We then separated clipped herbaceous vegetation
into grasses or forbs, dried samples to a constant weight, and de-
termined dry weight biomass. We then used general linear models
(GLMs) to determine the relationship between disc height and biomass;
the resulting regression equation was then used to estimate biomass for
unclipped disc plots (Roerick, 2017). We then calculated the average
herbaceous biomass for the entire transect.

Edible biomass (i.e., stems ≤5mm in diameter, leaves, and in-
florescence) from oak, mountain mahogany, and Woods’ rose (Rosa
woodsii) was measured in 1m×2m plots every 10m or 20m, de-
pending upon the transect length. We selected these species because of
their importance to mule deer diets and their availability in our study
area (Kufeld et al., 1988; Sandoval et al., 2005). Height, basal diameter,
and species was determined for all woody stems within each plot. For
each browse species, we located stems of varying heights and diameters
off of the transect to develop predictive regression equations for edible
biomass. For logistical efficiency, clipping samples were collected in
areas near existing transects, with the stems randomly selected; how-
ever, we ensured our clipping samples represented the stem heights and
diameters for each important forage species we encountered on our
monitoring transects. Height and basal diameter were measured and all
edible biomass was clipped. Leaves were removed and separated from
stems so that stem biomass could be included in winter habitat selection
models (Visscher et al., 2006). Stems and leaves were dried for four
days at 55 °C to determine dry weight (biomass) and moisture content.
The regression equation was then used to estimate edible forage bio-
mass on stems that were not clipped (Roerick, 2017). The woody forage
biomass was summed for each species in each shrub plot, and plot sums
averaged for the entire transect.

All statistical analyses were conducted in R 3.2.5 (R Development
Core Team, 2015). We used GLMs to model herbaceous biomass and
woody forage biomass across the study area as a function of vegetation
type, aspect, slope, treatment type, tree canopy cover, and fire history
(Hebblewhite et al., 2008; Roberts et al., 2017). We used forward and
backwards stepwise selection to select the most explanatory and par-
simonious spatial covariates based on the Akaike Information Criterion
(AICc) corrected for small sample size (Burnham and Anderson, 2002).
We then used these coefficients to estimate forage biomass across all
sampling units (i.e., 35m diameter buffered area around each used and
available location) in the study area (Roberts et al., 2017).

To assess differences in herbaceous and woody forage biomass by
vegetation type and treatment type, we used ANOVA including all main
and interactive effects; Tukey’s HSD test was used for post hoc tests.

To estimate predation risk by mountain lions, we first developed
seasonal RSFs for radio-collared mountain lions at the landscape scale;
available locations for mountain lion RSFs were determined as de-
scribed for mule deer landscape-scale habitat selection above. Due to
the limited number of mountain lions fitted with telemetry collars in
any given year, we used all GPS data collected on mountain lions from
2012 to 2016 to develop seasonal RSFs for mountain lions at the
landscape scale. Seasons for mountain lions were categorized as
summer (May–October) or winter (November–April). Mountain lion
locations were characterized by vegetation type, elevation (m), north-
ness, eastness, slope (%), a quadratic term for slope (slope2), distance to
water (m), distance to paved roads (m), and percent tree canopy cover.
We developed a set of a priori models based on previous studies of
mountain lion habitat selection (Supplementary material, Table S1;
Logan and Irwin, 1985; Koehler and Hornocker, 1991; Dickson and
Beier, 2002; Pierce and Bleich, 2003). We then used mixed-effects lo-
gistic regression using the lme4 package (Bates et al., 2015) with
mountain lion ID included as a random effect to model RSFs (Gillies
et al., 2006). We used Akaike’s Information Criterion (AICc) corrected
for small sample size to evaluate the relative support for each model
(Burnham and Anderson, 2002). We used 5-fold cross-validation
(bins= 30; Boyce et al., 2002) to evaluate the performance of the top-
ranking models. We used the parameter estimates from the most
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supported model in each season to create a RSF map. We then created
seasonal kernel density estimates (KDEs) in Geospatial Model En-
vironment with the KDE tool (Beyer, 2014). We created our final pre-
dation risk index by taking the product of the seasonal mountain lion
RSF and seasonal KDE; these index values were assigned to each used
and available points for mule deer.

All predictor variables were standardized prior to analysis. We
evaluated predictor variables for multicollinearity using Pearson’s
pairwise correlation to avoid having correlated variables within the
same models (Supplementary material, Table S2). We then developed
candidate models a priori based on project objectives and previous
studies of mule deer habitat selection (Supplementary material, Table
S3; Germaine et al., 2004; D’Eon and Serrouya, 2005; Heffelfinger,
2006; Horncastle et al., 2013; Bergman et al., 2014a, 2014b). We then
used mixed-effects logistic regression using the lme4 package (Bates
et al., 2015) with mule deer ID included as a random effect to model
RSFs (Gillies et al., 2006). We used Akaike’s Information Criterion
(AICc) corrected for small sample size to evaluate the relative support
for each model (Burnham and Anderson, 2002). We used 5-fold cross-
validation (bins= 30; Boyce et al., 2002) to evaluate the performance
of the top-ranking models. Ponderosa pine and grassland vegetation
type was used as the reference category for deer and mountain lions,
respectively. Not burned was used as the reference level for wildfire and
prescribed burns and not thinned was used as the reference level for
forest thinning. Variance inflation factors were also calculated for each
of the highest-ranking models in each season to further assess multi-
collinearity. If a combination of predictor variables in a model resulted
in a VIF>5, we eliminated that model from the analysis.

3. Results

3.1. Forage biomass

Herbaceous forage biomass differed by vegetation type
(F5,640= 29.45 P < 0.001) and treatment (F3,640= 5.10 P < 0.001).
Herbaceous forage biomass was 113% to 187% greater in grasslands in
comparison to all other vegetation types. Mixed-conifer vegetation had
23% more herbaceous biomass than ponderosa pine and 33% more
than pinyon-juniper vegetation (Fig. 2). Wildfire-burned areas had
39–42% more herbaceous forage biomass than prescribed burns, forest
thinning, and untreated areas (Fig. 2).

Oak stem+ leaf biomass and oak stem- only biomass differed by
vegetation type (stem+ leaf, F5,193= 21.45 P < 0.001; stem-only,
F5,195= 22.37 P < 0.001) and there was a vegetation type by treat-
ment interaction (stem+ leaf, F5,193= 6.61 P < 0.001; stem-only,
F5,195= 6.66 P < 0.001). As expected, oak stem+ leaf biomass and
oak stem-only biomass was 339–473% greater in oak shrublands in
comparison to all other vegetation types (Fig. 2). Oak stem+ leaf
biomass and oak stem biomass was also 32–299% greater in wildfire-
burned areas when compared to prescribed burns, forest thinning, and
untreated areas (Fig. 2). Oak stem+ leaf biomass and oak stem-only
biomass was 191–192% greater in oak vegetation burned by wildfires,
99–103% greater in ponderosa pine vegetation burned by wildfires, and
63–70% greater in mixed-conifer vegetation burned by wildfires when
compared to untreated areas of those vegetation types. Oak stem+ leaf
and oak biomass was also 103–104% greater in ponderosa pine wild-
fire-burned areas when compared to ponderosa pine prescribed-burned
areas. Thinned mixed-conifer vegetation had 107–127% more oak
stem+ leaf and oak stem biomass than mixed-conifer vegetation that
was not treated.

3.2. Landscape-scale habitat selection

Elevation, northness, edge density, distance to high-use roads, and
covariates describing wildfire, prescribed burns, and forest thinning
were in most top models for landscape-scale habitat selection by mule

deer. We observed seasonal differences in mule deer habitat selection in
association with seasonal elevation movements. These elevational
movements were reflected in seasonal differences in selection of vege-
tation types and treatments. Mule deer use increased with decreasing
distance from high-use roads. Prescribed burns were selected for, while
wildfire-burned areas were avoided. Mule deer selected for thinned
areas ≥5 years old while thinned areas< 5 years old were generally
avoided. Mule deer also selected for intermediate slopes and avoided
grasslands. 5-fold cross-validation analyses indicated that the most
supported model for each season performed well (ρ; 0.92–0.97) at the
landscape scale.

Two autumn models had some support (Table 1); however, the top
model had twice the support of the second-ranked model. Both models
included elevation, northness, slope2, distance to high-use roads, and
covariates describing wildfire, prescribed burns, and forest thinning
with near identical parameter estimates. The top model also included
vegetation type and edge density, while the second-best model included
distance to water (Table 1). Based on the model weights and the fact
that there were some important differences in selection of different
vegetation types, we chose to interpret the highest ranking model. Mule
deer selected for lower elevations, north-facing slopes, and areas closer
to high-use roads and farther from perennial water. Mule deer avoided
pinyon-juniper woodlands and selected for mixed-conifer forests over
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that do not overlap are significantly different (α≤ 0.05).
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Table 1
Five highest-ranking models for seasonal habitat selection by adult female mule deer at the landscape scale (2nd order) in the Jemez Mountains, New Mexico, 2015.
Number of parameters (K), Akaike’s Information Criterion adjusted for small sample size (AICc), ΔAICc, and Akaike weights (wi).

Season Model1 K AICc ΔAICc wi

Autumn Elev+North+ Slope+ Slope2+Veg Type+Roads+Edge+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin 18 3144.29 0.00 0.63
Elev+North+ Slope+ Slope2+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin+Roads+Water 13 3145.77 1.48 0.30
North+ Slope+ Slope2+Veg Type+Roads+ Edge+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin 17 3149.01 4.72 0.06
North+ Slope+ Slope2+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin+Roads+Water 12 3152.70 8.41 0.01
Elev+ Slope+ Slope2+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin+Roads+Water 12 3154.68 10.39 0.00

Spring Elev+North+ Slope+ Slope2+Veg Type+Roads+Edge+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin 18 3943.94 0.00 1.00
Elev+North+ Slope+ Slope2+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin+Roads+Water 13 3955.01 11.07 0.00
Elev+ Slope+ Slope2+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin+Roads+Water 12 3962.95 19.00 0.00
Elev+North+ Slope+ Slope2+Veg Type+Roads+Water 13 4008.09 64.15 0.00
Elev+ Slope+ Slope2+Veg Type+Roads+Water 12 4016.75 72.81 0.00

Summer Elev+North+ Slope+ Slope2+Veg Type+Roads+Edge+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin 18 8698.81 0.00 1.00
Elev+ Slope+ Slope2+Veg Type+Roads+ Edge+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin 17 8737.23 38.42 0.00
North+ Slope+ Slope2+Veg Type+Roads+ Edge+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin 17 8857.05 158.23 0.00
Veg Type+Roads+ Edge+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin 14 9072.24 373.42 0.00
Elev+North+ Slope+ Slope2+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin+Roads+Water 13 9077.94 379.13 0.00

Winter North+ Slope+ Slope2+Veg Type+Roads+Water 12 9069.79 0.00 1.00
Elev+North+ Slope+ Slope2+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin+Roads+Water 13 9082.22 12.43 0.00
Elev+ Slope+ Slope2+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin+Roads+Water 12 9088.10 18.31 0.00
Veg Type+Roads+Water 9 9100.73 30.93 0.00
North+ Slope+ Slope2+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin+Roads+Water 12 9104.29 34.49 0.00

1 Covariates: Elev= elevation, North= northness, Slope=percent slope, Slope2= quadratic term for percent slope, Veg Type= vegetation type,
Roads= distance to high-use roads, Wildfire=wildfire-burned areas, RX Burn= prescribed burns, Thin= thinned areas, Water= distance to nearest perennial
water source, Edge= edge density.

Fig. 3. Parameter estimates from the top models for seasonal habitat selection by adult female mule deer at the landscape scale (2nd order) in the Jemez Mountains,
New Mexico, 2015. Error bars represent the 95% confidence intervals. Covariates: Roads= distance to high-use roads, Water= distance to nearest perennial water
source, Wildfire=wildfire-burned areas, RX<2=prescribed burn less than 2 years old, RX ≥2=prescribed burn greater than 2 years old, Thin< 5= thinning
less than 5 years old, Thin ≥5= thinning greater than 5 years old. Parameter estimates with 95% confidence intervals that do not overlap 0 should be considered
significant at α≤ 0.05.
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ponderosa pine forests. Mule deer avoided wildfire-burned areas and
selected for prescribed burns< 2 years old. Mule deer avoided thinned
areas< 5 years old, but strongly selected for thinned areas ≥5 years
old (Fig. 3).

The model for spring with greatest support included elevation,
northness, slope2, distance to high-use roads, edge density, vegetation
type, and covariates describing wildfire, prescribed burns and forest
thinning (Table 1). Odds of use decreased with increasing elevation and
increasing distance from high-use roads and increased with increasing
edge density. Mule deer avoided north-facing slopes and selected pon-
derosa pine over all other vegetation types. Mule deer selected wildfire-
burned areas, prescribed burns< 2 years old, and thinned areas, with
stronger selection for thinned areas ≥5 years old (Supplementary ma-
terial, Table S4; Fig. 3).

For summer, there was one supported model that included eleva-
tion, northness, slope2, vegetation type, distance to high-use roads,
edge density, and covariates describing wildfire, prescribed burns, and
forest thinning (Table 1). Odds of use decreased with increasing ele-
vation, distance from high-use roads, and edge density. Mule deer se-
lected for north-facing slopes. When compared to ponderosa pine, mule
deer selected oak vegetation and avoided pinyon-juniper woodlands
and grasslands. In addition, odds of use by mule deer was lower for
wildfire-burned areas, higher in prescribed-burned areas, lower in
thinned areas< 5 years old, and greater in thinned areas ≥5 years old
compared to unburned or untreated areas. (Supplementary material,
Table S4; Fig. 3).

For winter, the highest-ranking model included northness, slope2,
distance to high-use roads, distance to perennial water, and vegetation
type (Table 1). Odds of use decreased with proximity to high-use roads
and were lower nearer perennial water sources. In addition, use was
higher in pinyon-juniper woodlands and lower in mixed-conifer stands
compared to ponderosa pine forests (Supplementary material, Table S4;
Fig. 3).

3.3. Home-range scale habitat selection

Mule deer generally selected for prescribed burns, thinned areas

≥5 years old, and intermediate slopes, and avoided wildfire-burned
areas and grasslands. 5-fold cross-validation analyses indicated that the
most supported models at the home-range scale performed well (ρ
0.74–0.95).

The habitat selection model with greatest support for autumn in-
cluded elevation, slope2, distance to high-use roads, vegetation type,
edge density, and covariates describing wildfire, prescribed burns, and
forest thinning (Table 2). Odds of use increased with increasing ele-
vation and distance from high-use roads. Mule deer used grasslands and
mixed-conifer forests more than ponderosa pine. Additionally, odds of
use was lower in wildfire-burned areas, greater in prescribed-burned
areas, particularly burns< 2 years old, and greater in thinned areas
≥5 years old when compared to unburned and unthinned areas, re-
spectively. (Supplementary material, Table S5; Fig. 4).

The model with greatest support for spring included elevation,
slope2, distance to high-use roads, vegetation type, edge density, and
covariates describing wildfire, prescribed burns, and forest thinning
(Table 2). Odds of use increased with increasing edge density and dis-
tance from high-use roads and decreasing elevation. Additionally, use
was lower in grassland, oak, and pinyon-juniper vegetation types when
compared to ponderosa pine. Mule deer use was higher for wildfire-
burned areas, prescribed burns compared with unburned areas, and
thinned versus unthinned areas (Supplementary material, Table S5;
Fig. 4).

The top-ranking model for summer included elevation, northness,
slope2, vegetation type, distance to high-use roads, edge density, and
covariates describing wildfire, prescribed burns, and forest thinning
(Table 2). Odds of use was greater in oak and mixed-conifer vegetation
and lower in pinyon-juniper vegetation when compared to ponderosa
pine. Mule deer also selected for north-facing slopes and areas with
lower edge density. In addition, mule deer odds of use were greater in
wildfire- and prescribed-burned areas than unburned areas, they
avoided thinned areas< 5 years old, and selected for thinned areas
≥5 years old (Supplementary Material, Table S5; Fig. 4).

For winter, the highest-ranking model included elevation, north-
ness, slope2, vegetation type, distance to high-use roads, and distance to
perennial water (Table 2). Odds of use increased with increasing

Table 2
Five highest-ranking a priori models for seasonal habitat selection by adult female mule deer at the home-range scale (3rd order) in the Jemez Mountains, New
Mexico, 2015. Number of parameters (K), Akaike’s Information Criterion adjusted for small sample size (AICc), ΔAICc, and Akaike weights (wi). Models are ranked
according to AICc from best to worst.

Season Model1 K AICc ΔAICc wi

Autumn Elev+ Slope+ Slope2+Veg Type+Roads+Edge+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin 17 3866.79 0.00 1.00
Elev+ Slope+ Slope2+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin+Roads+Water 12 3880.10 13.31 0.00
Elev+North+ Slope+ Slope2+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin+Roads+Water 13 3882.10 15.31 0.00
North+ Slope+ Slope2+Veg Type+Roads+ Edge+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin 17 3883.55 16.76 0.00
Elev+ Slope+ Slope2+Predation Risk+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin 11 3883.64 16.85 0.00

Spring Elev+ Slope+ Slope2+Veg Type+Roads+Edge+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin 17 4817.26 0.00 1.00
Elev+ Slope+ Slope2+Predation Risk+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin 11 4829.63 12.37 0.00
Elev+North+ Slope+ Slope2+Predation Risk+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin 12 4831.64 14.39 0.00
North+ Slope+ Slope2+Veg Type+Roads+ Edge+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin 17 4834.10 16.85 0.00
Elev+ Slope+ Slope2+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin 10 4834.61 17.36 0.00

Summer Elev+North+ Slope+ Slope2+Veg Type+High-Use Roads+ Edge+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin 18 11024.89 0.00 1.00
Elev+North+ Slope+ Slope2+Predation Risk+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin 12 11116.54 91.65 0.00
Elev+North+ Slope+ Slope2+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin+Roads+Water 13 11120.59 95.70 0.00
Elev+North+ Slope+ Slope2+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin 11 11121.47 96.58 0.00
Elev+North+ Slope+ Slope2+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin+Can Cover 12 11123.14 98.25 0.00

Winter Elev+North+ Slope+ Slope2+Veg Type+Roads+Water 13 10028.85 0.00 0.99
Elev+ Slope+ Slope2+Veg Type+Roads+Water 12 10037.33 8.48 0.01
North+ Slope+ Slope2+Veg Type+Roads+Water 12 10051.01 22.15 0.00
Elev+North+ Slope+ Slope2+Veg Type+Roads+Edge+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin 18 10062.58 33.72 0.00
Elev+North+ Slope+ Slope2+Wildfire+RX Burn+Thin+Roads+Water 13 10065.21 36.36 0.00

1 Covariates: Elev= elevation, North= northness, Slope=percent slope, Slope2= quadratic term for percent slope, Veg Type= vegetation type,
Roads= distance to high-use roads, Wildfire=wildfire-burned areas, RX Burn= prescribed burns, Thin= thinned areas, Water= distance to nearest perennial
water source, Predation Risk=mountain lion predation risk index, Can Cover= percent canopy cover, Edge= edge density.
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elevation and distance to perennial water and decreased with in-
creasing distance to high-use roads. In addition, use was greater in
pinyon-juniper and mixed-conifer vegetation in comparison with pon-
derosa pine (Supplementary material, Table S5; Fig. 4).

4. Discussion

Fire was historically an important natural disturbance in many
southwestern ecosystems (Covington and Moore, 1994; Block et al.,
2016). Wildfires were frequent in many dry forest types in the South-
west, but generally burned at low intensity. However, with European
settlement, natural fires were suppressed and forest structures changed,
ultimately resulting in degraded habitat conditions for many wildlife
species and less frequent and more severe wildfires (Covington and
Moore, 1994; Block et al., 2016). To mitigate wildfire risk, land man-
agers are implementing landscape-scale forest restoration treatments
including prescribed fire and thinning. Our results indicate that the
influence on mule deer habitat selection during our study varied with
the type of disturbance and the duration of the post-disturbance re-
covery period.

Mule deer selected for prescribed burns in almost all seasons at both
spatial scales, with selection being more pronounced for more recent
(i.e., < 2 years old) prescribed burns. Prescribed burns generally burn
at a lower intensity (Block et al., 2016) and previous studies have re-
ported increased forage quality, especially 2–3 years after the burn
(Dills, 1970; Keay and Peek, 1980; Hobbs and Spowart, 1984; Carlson
et al., 1993; Masters et al., 1993). Masters et al. (1993) reported that
forage production declined after 6 years and suggested prescribed
burning every 2–4 years to increase deer forage quality. Previous work
in Idaho and Canada have also reported an overall increase in

herbaceous (e.g., forbs and grasses) forage biomass and a decrease in
shrubs 2 years after prescribed burns; however, the nutritional impact
of prescribed burns generally decreases over time (Canon et al., 1987;
Sachro et al., 2005). Our estimates of herbaceous and oak forage bio-
mass did not differ between untreated areas and those treated with
prescribed fires. Therefore, the stronger selection of more recent pre-
scribed burns by mule deer in our study may be related to short-term
increases in nutritional content rather than the increase in forage
abundance reported several years after the burning (Severson and
Medina, 1983; Long et al., 2008a; Lashley et al., 2015).

The strong selection by mule deer for older thinned forests (i.e., ≥5
years old) and varied selection of more recently thinned areas were
likely due to differences in forage and cover, both of which increase
with time since treatment. A previous study found mule deer bedding
habitat was reduced 50–100% in areas treated with forest thinning
followed by prescribed fires that were<4 years old, but herbaceous
forage characteristics (mid-story canopy cover, live ground cover, and
species richness) increased 31–66% (Germaine et al., 2004). Further-
more, older thinned areas may also be more heavily used by mule deer
because they are often burned several years after thinning to remove
residual woody debris left during thinning, which stimulates increased
herbaceous forage production and increased nutritional quality (Long
et al., 2008a). Similarly, Horncastle et al. (2013) reported that mule
deer selected for thinned and burned sites in northern Arizona. The-
combination of forest thinning, followed by prescribed burns are gen-
erally more effective in increasing forage biomass than when either was
used alone (Brockway et al., 2002; Schwilk et al., 2009; Stephens et al.,
2009; Roccafort et al., 2010; Horncastle et al., 2013). Consequently,
mule deer avoidance or lower selection of more recently thinned areas
(i.e., < 5 years old) may be a result of the short post-disturbance

Fig. 4. Parameter estimates from the top models for seasonal habitat selection by adult female mule deer at the home-range scale (3rd order) in the Jemez Mountains,
New Mexico, 2015. Error bars represent the 95% confidence intervals. Covariates: Roads= distance to high-use roads, Water= distance to nearest perennial water
source, Wildfire=wildfire-burned areas, RX<2=prescribed burn less than 2 years old, RX ≥2=prescribed burn greater than 2 years old, Thin< 5= thinning
less than 5 years old, Thin ≥5= thinning greater than 5 years old. Parameter estimates with 95% confidence intervals that do not overlap 0 should be considered
significant at α≤ 0.05.
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recovery time and the influence on woody browse and cover favored by
mule deer. Likewise, Long et al. (2008b) reported that fuel reduction
treatments including thinning and burning had little influence on re-
source selection by mule deer in Oregon; however, many of their
treatments were<5 years old.

Mule deer generally avoided the two most recent wildfire areas
during our study in contrast to reported extensive use of burned areas
by ungulates (Peek, 1974; Keay and Peek, 1980; Wan et al., 2014;
Roberts et al., 2017; Kay, 2018). The avoidance of wildfire-burned
areas by our deer may have been related to burn severity and recent
timing of the fires. The Las Conchas and Thompson Ridge wildfires
occurred in 2011 and 2013, respectively, and covered approximately
27% of the study area. Most of the wildfires in our study area occurred
within the past 5 years and 33% were high severity, stand-replacing
fires. Areas that have had high severity burns may take longer to re-
cover and during this time they provide reduced foraging opportunities
and concealment cover due to slow recovery of understory shrubs. The
wildfire-burned areas found in the Jemez Mountains study area may not
have been old enough to provide the habitat characteristics for which
mule deer select. However, elk strongly responded to these wildfire-
burned areas due to a rapid increase in herbaceous forage following the
wildfires (Roberts et al., 2017). Wan et al. (2014) reported that mule
deer in aspen forests of Utah were more dispersed with increasing fire
size and severity, but that elk were unaffected. Mule deer did not avoid
wildfire-burned areas only during spring, when no effect on selection
was detected at the landscape scale, and deer selected for these areas at
the home-range scale. During spring, newly emergent herbaceous ve-
getation would have high nutrient:fiber ratios, and thus, would be at-
tractive to mule deer. However, once herbaceous forage species begin
to mature and senesce during summer and autumn, fiber content in-
creases and nutritional value for mule deer declines. Based on their gut
anatomy and morphological characteristics, mule deer are less able to
efficiently digest low quality herbaceous forage compared to larger
grazing species such as elk. The individual and potentially interactive
effects of reduced concealment cover, slow recovery of browse species,
and high elk use likely contributed to the general avoidance of recent
wildfire-burned areas by mule deer.

The influence of the other habitat characteristics we assessed on
mule deer habitat selection were mostly consistent with previous re-
search (D’Eon and Serrouya, 2005; Sandoval et al., 2005; Horncastle
et al., 2013). Similar to other studies, mule deer generally selected for
intermediate slopes (Sawyer et al., 2006; Horncastle et al., 2013). When
northness appeared in top-ranking models, mule deer selected for
north-facing slopes during summer and autumn; in summer they tend to
be cooler and hold more moisture, and therefore have greater potential
for more abundant forage. During winter and spring, mule deer gen-
erally avoided north-facing slopes when they receive less solar radiation
and have deeper snow, reducing forage availability and increasing en-
ergy requirements for locomotion (Parker et al., 1984; D’Eon and
Serrouya, 2005).

Seasonal changes in selection or avoidance of specific vegetation
types were associated largely with seasonal movement along the ele-
vational gradient. In comparison to ponderosa pine, low elevation
pinyon-juniper woodlands were avoided in autumn and summer and
selected during winter. High elevation mixed-conifer stands were se-
lected during autumn and mid-elevation oak patches were selected
during summer. Mixed-conifer stands provided greater herbaceous (i.e.,
grasses and forbs) biomass, and likely delayed phenology due to their
higher elevations and more northerly aspects than other vegetation
types, and oak are an important woody forage species for mule deer
(Sandoval et al., 2005; Heffelfinger, 2006; Kay, 2018). Mule deer
tended to avoid oak vegetation types within their home range in spring,
but they strongly selected for oak during the summer, indicating that
mule deer may be likely focusing on emergent herbaceous vegetation
during spring green-up in mixed-conifer forests, then shifting towards
browse in oak-dominated patches later in the summer after fiber

content increases and nutrient content decreases in herbaceous vege-
tation (Boeker et al., 1972; Heffelfinger, 2006). During winter, mule
deer likely shifted to lower elevation pinyon-juniper woodlands to
avoid deeper snow at high elevations and because pinyon-juniper
stands often provide browse species preferred by mule deer, such as oak
and mountain mahogany (Bartmann, 1983; Sandoval et al., 2005;
Heffelfinger, 2006). Additionally, covariates for wildfires and forest
restoration treatment were not in top models for winter at either spatial
scale because most of the fires and treatment-affected areas were in
high elevation ponderosa and mixed-conifer vegetation types. High
elevation grassland areas were largely avoided or had no influence on
selection at either spatial scale.

Availability of perennial water has often been reported to have a
strong influence on mule deer habitat selection, particularly at lower
elevation arid and semi-arid regions, or during drought in more mesic
areas (Germaine et al., 2004; Heffelfinger, 2006; Horncastle et al.,
2013). Distance to perennial water was only in our highest-ranking
habitat selection models during autumn and winter at the landscape
scale and during winter at the home-range scale, and generally had
little support during other seasons. When this covariate was important,
mule deer selected areas farther from perennial water at both spatial
scales. Water is generally abundant throughout our study area; 94–96%
of our seasonal study areas were within 1.6 km of a perennial water
source, likely decreasing the influence of perennial water on habitat
selection by mule deer in our study. Mule deer also have access to
numerous ephemeral water sources that persist for varying lengths of
time after precipitation events, especially during summer monsoons
and winter. Furthermore, mule deer may be obtaining substantial pre-
formed water from their forage, and therefore may not need to be as
close to water sources to maintain water balance (Cain et al., 2006,
2013). On average, during summer in our study area, herbaceous forage
contained 40–42% moisture and woody browse 50% moisture (Roerick,
2017).

Previous studies have found predators influence ungulate habitat
selection and often cause ungulates to make trade-offs to reduce pre-
dation risk (Creel et al. 2005; Hebblewhite and Merrill 2009; Thaker
et al., 2011). Mountain lions can have a large impact on deer popula-
tions (Cooley et al. 2008; Knopff et al. 2010; Pierce et al., 2012) and are
one of the main predators of mule deer in the Jemez Mountains; they
accounted for 9 out of 11 mule deer mortalities during this study
(Roerick 2017). Despite this, predation risk was only in a couple of the
top-ranking models at the within home range scale, but it was not in
any top models at the landscape scale. When predation risk was a sig-
nificant variable, mule deer selected for areas with low predation risk,
however predation risk by mountain lions was not consistently in the
highest ranking models, indicating that other habitat characteristics
exerted a stronger influence on resource selection at the scales we as-
sessed.

5. Conclusion

Our data suggest mule deer may benefit from prescribed burns and
thinned areas after sufficient post-treatment recovery of vegetation has
occurred. Mosaic treatment patterns may therefore be beneficial to
mule deer by providing forage and cover through different stages of
treatments. As restoration treatments continue in the Jemez Mountains,
New Mexico, we recommend researchers to continue to investigate the
short- and long-term effects of prescribed burns and forest thinning on
mule deer. Understanding mule deer habitat selection is critical to the
future development of successful management strategies and restora-
tion plans.

Funding

Funding was provided by the Pueblo of Jemez, Santa Fe National
Forest, the Valles Caldera National Preserve, Pope and Young Club,

T.M. Roerick, et al. Forest Ecology and Management 447 (2019) 169–179

177



Dallas Safari Club/Ecological Foundation, and the New Mexico Chapter
of the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation.

Acknowledgements

We thank the Texas Tech University Department of Natural
Resources Management, the United States Forest Service, National Park
Service, the Pueblo of the Jemez, Pope and Young Club, Dallas Safari
Club/Ecological Foundation, and the New Mexico Chapter of the Rocky
Mountain Elk Foundation for funding and equipment. We thank S.
Gifford, G. Kaufman, C. Madalena and the staff from the Pueblo of
Jemez; K. Buermeyer, S. Harrelson, J. Marshall, B. Riley, A. Silva, E.
Taylor from the Santa Fe National Forest-Jemez Ranger District and
Santa Fe Headquarters, and J. Banuelos-Silva, S. Compton, M. Peyton
and B. Parmenter from the Valles Caldera National Preserve for logis-
tical support. We thank M. Peyton, J. Roerick, K. Humagain, A. Anaya,
C. Roberts, J. Naranjo, J. Daly, T. Lubenau, A. Karasov-Olson, M. Levy,
R. Passernig, S. Smythe, S. Gaffney, E. Cate, S. Johnson-Bice, A. Gerrits,
T. Stonecypher, and L. Howard for field assistance. Mountain lions were
captured by B. Jansen and M. Peyton and mule deer were captured by
P. Alcumbrac, M. Forsyth, S. Kindschuh, W. Livingstone, K. Mower, M.
Peyton, M. Ross, C. Stallings, and E. Watters. Helpful comments from
two anonymous reviewers improved an earlier draft of this manuscript.
Any use of trade, firm, or product names is for descriptive purposes only
and does not imply endorsement by the U.S. Government.

Author contributions

Contributions for this study are as follows: JWC and TMR collected
field data on vegetation and mule deer habitat use. TMR, JWC, and JVG
assisted with data analyses. TMR wrote the manuscript with help of
JWC and JVG. All authors critically evaluated and revised the text.

Appendix A. Supplementary material

Supplementary data to this article can be found online at https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2019.05.067.

References

Allen, C.D., et al., 2010. A global overview of drought and heat-induced tree mortality
reveals emerging climate change risks for forests. For. Ecol. Manage. 259, 660–684.

Allen, C.D., et al., 2002. Ecological restoration of southwestern ponderosa pine ecosys-
tems: a broad perspective. Ecol. Appl. 12, 1418–1433.

Bartmann, R.M., 1983. Composition and quality of mule deer diets on pinyon-juniper
winter range, Colorado. Soc. Range Manage. 36, 534–541.

Bates, D., Maechler, M., Bolker, B., Walker, S., 2015. Fitting linear mixed effects models
using lme4. J. Stat. Softw. 67, 1–48.

Belsky, A.J., Blumenthal, D.M., 1997. Effects of livestock grazing on stand dynamics and
soils in upland forests of the interior west. Conserv. Biol. 11, 315–327.

Bergman, E.J., Doherty, P.F., White, G.C., Freddy, D.J., 2014a. Habitat and herbivore
density: response of mule deer to habitat management. J. Wildl. Manage. 79, 60–68.

Bergman, E.J., Bishop, C.J., Freddy, D.J., White, G.C., Doherty, P.F., 2014b. Habitat
management influences overwinter survival of mule deer fawns in Colorado. J. Wildl.
Manage. 78, 448–455.

Beyer, H.L., 2014. Geospatial modeling environment. Spatial Ecology, LLC. Online at:
SpatialEcology.com.

Bleich, V.C., Taylor, T.J., 1998. Survivorship and cause specific mortality in five popu-
lations of mule deer. Great Basin Naturalist 58, 265–272.

Block, W.M., et al., 2016. Effects of prescribed fire on wildlife and wildlife habitat in
selected ecosystems of North America. The Wildlife Society Technical Review 16–01.
The Wildlife Society, Bethesda, Maryland, USA.

Boeker, E.L., Scott, V.E., Reynolds, H.G., Donaldson, B.A., 1972. Seasonal food habits of
mule deer in southwestern New Mexico. J. Wildl. Manage. 36, 56–63.

Bowman, J., Ray, J.C., Magoun, A.J., Johnson, D.S., Dawson, F.N., 2010. Roads, logging,
and the large-mammal community of an eastern Canadian boreal forest. Can. J. Zool.
88, 454–467.

Boyce, M.S., Vernier, P.R., Nielsen, S.E., Schmiegelow, F.K.A., 2002. Evaluating resource
selection functions. Ecol. Model. 157, 281–300.

Brockway, D.G., Gatewood, R.G., Paris, R.B., 2002. Restoring grassland savannas from
degraded pinyon-juniper woodlands: effects of mechanical overstory reduction and
slash treatment alternatives. J. Environ. Manage. 64, 179–197.

Burnham, K.P., Anderson, D.R., 2002. Model selection and multimodel inference: a

practical information-theoretic approach, second ed. Springer, New York, USA.
Cain, J.W., III, Ashling, J.B., Liley, S.G., 2018. Survival and cause-specific mortality of

translocated female mule deer in southern New Mexico, USA.
Cain III, J.W., Krausman, P.R., Rosentock, S.S., Turner, J.C., 2006. Mechanisms of ther-

moregulation and water balance in desert ungulates. Wildl. Soc. Bull. 34, 570–581.
Cain III, J.W., Krausman, P.R., Rosenstock, S.S., 2013. Water and other welfare factors. In:

Krausman, P.R., Cain, J.W. (Eds.), Wildlife Management and Conservation:
Contemporary Principles and Practices. John Hopkins University Press and The
Wildlife Society, pp. 174–194.

Canon, S.K., Urness, P.J., Debyle, N.V., 1987. Habitat selection, foraging behavior, and
dietary nutrition of elk in burned aspen forest. J. Range Manag. 40, 433–438.

Carlson, P.C., Tanner, G.W., Wood, J.M., Humphrey, S.R., 1993. Fire in key deer habitat
improves browse, prevents succession, and preserves endemic herbs. J. Wildl.
Manage. 57, 914–928.

Chambers, C.L., Germaine, S.S., 2003. Ecological Restoration of Southwestern Ponderosa
Pine Forests: Vertebrates. Island Press, Washington, D.C., USA.

Clements, C.D., Young, J.A., 1997. A viewpoint: rangeland health and mule deer habitat.
J. Range Manag. 50, 129–138.

Collins, W.B., Urness, P.J., 1983. Feeding behavior and habitat selection of mule deer and
elk on northern Utah summer range. J. Wildl. Manage. 47, 646–663.

Cooley, H.S., Robinson, H.S., Wielgus, R.B., Lambert, C.S., 2008. Cougar prey selection in
a white-tailed deer and mule deer community. J. Wildl. Manage. 72, 99–106.

Covington, W.W., Moore, M.M., 1994. Southwestern ponderosa forest structure: changes
since Euro-American settlement. J. Forest. 92, 39–47.

Covington, W.W., Fule, P.Z., Moore, M.M., Hart, S.C., Kolb, T.E., Mast, J., Sackett, S.,
Wagner, M., 1997. Restoring ecosystem health in ponderosa pine forests of the
southwest. J. Forest. 95, 23–29.

Creel, S., Winnie, J., Maxwell, B., Hamlin, K., Creel, M., 2005. Elk alter habitat selection
as an antipredator response to wolves. Ecology 86, 3387–3397.

D’Eon, R.G., Serrouya, R., 2005. Mule deer seasonal movements and multiscale resource
selection using global positioning system radiotelemetry. J. Mammol. 86, 736–744.

deVos Jr., J.C., Conover, M.R., Headrick, N.E., 2003. Mule deer conservation: issues and
management strategies. Utah State University, Jack H. Berryman Institute Press,
Logan, Utah, USA.

Dickson, B.G., Beier, P., 2002. Home-range and habitat selection by adult cougars in
southern California. J. Wildl. Manage. 66, 1235–1245.

Dills, G.G., 1970. Effects of prescribed burning on deer browse. J. Wildl. Manage. 34,
540–545.

Germaine, S.S., Germaine, H.L., Boe, S.R., 2004. Characteristics of mule deer day bed and
forage sites in current-condition and restoration-treated ponderosa pine forest.
Wildlife Soc. 32, 554–564.

Gillies, C.S., Hebblewhite, M., Nielsen, S.E., Krawchuk, M.A., Aldridge, C.L., Frair, J.L.,
Saher, D.J., Stevens, C.E., Jerde, C.L., 2006. Application of random effects to the
study of resource selection by animals. J. Anim. Ecol. 75, 887–898.

Hebblewhite, M., Merrill, E.H., 2009. Trade-offs between predation risk and forage differ
between migrant strategies in a migratory ungulate. Ecology 90, 3445–3454.

Hebblewhite, M., Merril, E., McDermid, G., 2008. A multi-scale test of the forage ma-
turation hypothesis in a partially migratory ungulate population. Ecol. Monogr. 78,
141–166.

Heffelfinger, J., 2006. Deer of the Southwest. Texas A&M University Press, College
Station, Texas.

Hobbs, N.T., Spowart, R.A., 1984. Effects of prescribed fire on nutrition of mountain
sheep and mule deer during winter and spring. J. Wildl. Manage. 48, 551–560.

Horncastle, V.J., Yarborough, R.F., Dickson, B.G., Rosenstock, S.S., 2013. Summer habitat
use by adult female mule deer in a restoration-treated ponderosa pine forest. Wildl.
Soc. Bull. 37, 707–713.

Johnson, D.H., 1980. The comparison of usage and availability measurements for eval-
uating resource preference. Ecology 61, 65–71.

Joly, K., Bente, P., Dau, J., 2007. Response of overwintering caribou to burned habitat in
northwest Alaska. Artic 60, 401–410.

Kay, J.H., 2018. Top-down and Bottom-Up Influences on Central New Mexico Mule Deer.
MS Thesis. New Mexico State University, Las Cruces, NM, USA.

Keay, J.A., Peek, J.M., 1980. Relationships between fires and winter habitat of deer in
Idaho. J. Wildl. Manage. 44, 372–380.

Kie, J.G., Bowyer, R.T., Stewart, K.M., 2003. Ungulates in western coniferous forests:
habitat relationships, population dynamics, and ecosystem processes. Mammal
community dynamics: management and conservation in the coniferous forests of
western North America. In: Zabel, C., Anthony, R. (Eds.), Mammal Community
Dynamics in Western Coniferous Forests: Management and Conservation. Johns
Hopkins University Press, Baltimore, pp. 296–340.

Knopff, K.H., Knopff, A.A., Kortello, A., Boyce, M.S., 2010. Cougar kill rate and prey
composition in a multiprey system. J. Wildl. Manage. 74, 1435–1447.

Koehler, G.M., Hornocker, M.G., 1991. Seasonal resource use among mountain lions,
bobcats, and coyotes. J. Mammal. 72, 391–396.

Kramer, D.W., Sorensen, G.E., Taylor, C.A., Cox, R.D., Gipson, P.S., Cain III, J.W., 2015.
Ungulate exclusion, conifer thinning, and mule deer forage in northeastern New
Mexico. J. Arid Environ. 113, 29–34.

Kufeld, R.C., Bowden, D.C., Schrupp, D.L., 1988. Habitat selection and activity patterns of
female mule deer in the Front Range, Colorado. J. Range Manag. 41, 515–522.

Lashley, M.A., Chitwood, M.C., Kays, R., Harper, C.A., DePerno, C.S., Moorman, C.E.,
2015. Prescribed fire affects female white-tailed deer habitat use during summer
lactation. For. Ecol. Manage. 348, 220–225.

Logan, K.A., Irwin, L.L., 1985. Mountain lion habitats in the Big Horn Mountains,
Wyoming. Wildl. Soc. Bull. 13, 257–262.

Long, R.A., Rachlow, J.L., Kie, J.G., 2008a. Effects of season and scale on response of elk
and mule deer to habitat manipulation. J. Wildl. Manage. 72, 1133–1142.

T.M. Roerick, et al. Forest Ecology and Management 447 (2019) 169–179

178

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2019.05.067
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2019.05.067
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0035
http://SpatialEcology.com
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0255


Long, R.A., Rachlow, J.L., Kie, J.G., Vavra, M., 2008b. Fuels reduction in a western
coniferous forest: effects on quality and quantity of forage for elk. Rangeland Ecol.
Manage. 61, 302–313.

Masters, R.E., Lochmiller, R.L., Engle, D.M., 1993. Effects of timber harvest and pre-
scribed fire on white-tailed deer forage production. Wildl. Soc. Bull. 21, 401–411.

McKenzie, D., Gedalof, Z., Peterson, D.L., Mote, P., 2004. Climatic change, wildfire, and
conservation. Conserv. Biol. 18, 890–902.

McNay, R.S., Voller, J.M., 1995. Mortality causes and survival estimates for adult female
Columbian black-tailed deer. J. Wildl. Manage. 59, 138–146.

Nicholson, M.C., Bowyer, R.T., Kie, J.G., 1997. Habitat selection and survival of mule
deer: tradeoffs associated with migration. J. Mammal. 78, 483–504.

Parker, K.L., Robbins, C.T., Hanley, T.A., 1984. Energy expenditures for locomotion by
mule deer and elk. J. Wildl. Manage. 48, 474–488.

Peek, J.M., 1974. Initial response of moose to a forest fire in northeastern Minnesota. Am.
Midl. Nat. 91, 435–438.

Pierce, B.M., Bleich, V.C., 2003. Mountain Lion (Puma concolor). In: Feldhammer, G.A.,
Thompson, B.C., Chapman, J.A. (Eds.), Wild Mammals of North America: biology,
management, and conservation, 2nd ed. The Johns Hopkins University Press,
Baltimore, Maryland, USA, pp. 744–757.

Pierce, B.M., Bleich, V.C., Monteith, K.L., Bowyer, R.T., 2012. Top-down and bottom-up
forcing: evidence from mountain lions and mule deer. J. Mammal. 93, 977–988.

Pierce, B.M., Bowyer, R.T., Bleich, V.C., 2004. Habitat selection by mule deer: forage
benefits or risk of predation? J. Wildl. Manage. 68, 533–541.

R Development Core Team, 2015. R: A Language and Environment for Statistical
Computing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria.

Roberts, C.P., Cain III, J.W., Cox, R.D., 2017. Identifying ecologically relevant scales of
habitat selection: diel habitat selectino in elk. Ecosphere 8 (11), e02013.

Robinson, H.S., Wielgus, R.B., Gwilliam, J.C., 2002. Cougar predation and population
growth of sympatric mule deer and white-tailed deer. Can. J. Zool. 80, 556–568.

Roccafort, J.P., Fule, P.A., Covington, W.W., 2010. Monitoring landscape-scale ponderosa
pine restoration treatment implementation and effectiveness. Restor. Ecol. 18,
820–833.

Roerick, T.M., 2017. Habitat Restoration Effects and Habitat Selection of Female Mule
Deer in the Jemez Mountains. MS Thesis. New Mexico State University, Las Cruces,
New Mexico, USA.

Rowland, M.M., White, G.C., Karlen, E.M., 1984. Use of pellet-group plots to measure
trends in deer and elk populations. Wildl. Soc. Bull. 12, 147–155.

Sachro, L., Strong, W., Gates, C., 2005. Prescribed burning effects on summer elk forage
availability in the subalpine zone, Banff National Park, Canada. J. Environ. Manage.

77, 183–193.
Said, S., Servanty, S., 2005. The influence of landscape structure on female roe deer

home-range size. Landscape Ecol. 20, 1003–1012.
Sandoval, L., Holechek, J., Biggs, J., Valdez, R., VanLeeuwen, D., 2005. Elk and mule deer

diets in north-central New Mexico. Rangeland Ecol. Manage. 58, 366–372.
Sawyer, H., Nielson, R.M., Lindzey, F., McDonald, L.L., 2006. Winter habitat selection of

mule deer before and during development of a natural gas field. J. Wildl. Manage. 70,
396–403.

Schwilk, D.W., et al., 2009. The national fire and fire surrogate study: effects of fuel
reduction methods on forest vegetation structure and fuels. Ecol. Appl. 19, 285–304.

Severson, K.E., Medina, A.L., 1983. Deer and elk habitat management in the Southwest. J.
Range Manage. Monogr. 2, 1–64.

Sikes, R.S., the Animal Care and Use Committee of the American Society of
Mammalogists, 2016. 2016 Guidelines of the American Society of Mammalogists for
the use of wild mammals in research and education. J. Mammal. 97, 663–688.

Stephens, S.L., Moghaddas, J.J., Edminster, C., Fiedler, C.E., Haase, S., Harrington, M.,
Keeley, J.E., Knapp, E.E., McIver, J.D., Metlen, K., Skinner, C.N., Youngblood, A.,
2009. Fire treatment effects on vegetation structure, fuels, and potential fire severity
in western U.S. Forests. Ecol. Appl. 19, 305–320.

Thaker, M.A.T., Vanak, C.R., Owen, M.B., Ogden, S.M. Niemann, Slotow, R., 2011.
Minimizing predation risk in a landscape of multiple predators: effects on the spatial
distribution of African ungulates. Ecology 92, 398–407.

Theobald, D.M., Miller, J.R., Hobbs, N.T., 1997. Estimating the cumulative effects of
development on wildlife habitat. Landscape Urban Plann. 39, 25–36.

U. S. Geological Survey, 2013. Gap Analysis page.< http://gapanalysis.usgs.gov/> .
Accessed May 2016.

Visscher, D.R., Merrill, E.H., Fortin, D., Frair, J.L., 2006. Estimating woody browse
availability for ungulates at increasing snow depths. For. Ecol. Manage. 222,
348–354.

Wan, H.Y., Olson, A.C., Muncey, K.D., St. Clair, S.B., 2014. Legacy effects of fire size and
severity on forest regeneration, recruitment and wildlife activity in aspen forests. For.
Ecol. Manage. 329, 59–68.

Western Regional Climate Center (WRCC), 2015. Western U.S. historical climate sum-
maries, Jemez Springs, New Mexico. < http://www.wrcc.dri.edu> . Accessed
October 2015.

Williams, A.P., et al., 2010. Forest responses to increasing aridity and warmth in the
southwestern United States. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. 107, 21289–21294.

Wood, G.W., 1988. Effects of prescribed fire on deer forage and nutrients. Wildl. Soc. Bull.
16, 180–186.

T.M. Roerick, et al. Forest Ecology and Management 447 (2019) 169–179

179

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h9000
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h9000
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0380
http://gapanalysis.usgs.gov/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0395
http://www.wrcc.dri.edu
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0378-1127(19)30240-3/h0410

	Forest restoration, wildfire, and habitat selection by female mule deer
	Introduction
	Materials and methods
	Study area
	Animal capture and handling
	Multi-scale habitat selection

	Results
	Forage biomass
	Landscape-scale habitat selection
	Home-range scale habitat selection

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Funding
	Acknowledgements
	mk:H1_15
	Author contributions
	mk:H1_17
	Supplementary material
	References




