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The researches of how cleaning cutting influence winter allocation of elks, roes and deers in the 

hunting grounds are cited here. It is determined that cleaning cutting areas in pine plantations can be  

a concentration place of the deer in the winter. The roe is less concentrated in the mentioned areas. The 

elk is concentrated more considerable in the areas of accretion cutting and severance felling if 

compared with the roe and the deer.  The deer concentration degree depends on feed re-serves in the 

cutting areas, deer population density, weather conditions, remoteness from farming areas, technology 

and methods of cutting, time and duration of cutting, forest age. 
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