


checking stations and subsequently returned to the �U�t�C�L�~� State ?ish and 

Game �D�e�p�a�r�t�~�e�n�t�.� The expense of addressing and �~�i�l�i�n�g� separate 

harvest information cards to the hunters at the end of the season 

would be eliminated. Also, more reliable data would be obtained as 
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the �i�n�f�o�~�~�t�i�o�n� of hunter success on the araa would be readilY recalled 

by the sportsmen; such is not true under the present system whereqr the 

sample of hunter _information must be �d�e�l�a�y�e�d�·�~�~�t�i�l� permit stubs are 

returned to the utah State Fish ani ::lame Department. 

6. Allow a greater number of hunters to utilize the posted hunt­

ing areas J particularly in those counties in which areas are concen­

trated, i.a. Box Elder, Cache, and Utah counties. 

7. It is recommended that deputy wardens and persons who operate 

checking stations remain on duty during tile �l�e�g�a�~� hunting period of 

the pheasant season. 

8. Inaugurate a program of habitat improvement for pheasants on 

posted hunting area lands. Tho cost is to be borne by the posted 

hunting area organization and the program to be supervised by �g�~�e� 

management personnel. 

9. Develop a reliable mothod to determine the number of hunter 

permits to be sold by �e�~�c�h� posted hunting area. This method should be 

based on tho hunter carrying capacity of the land and not on the number 

of hunters desired by the lando)vners on their lands. 

10. Conduct further study of the posted hunting area system to 

analYze the feasibility of creating posted hunting areas on all lands 

which are regarded as pheasant habitat of Utah. 
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C01'!'C LrS ION 

The system of pheasant posted h1ll1ting areas in the State of utah 

is, from the viewpoint of the landowner, highly successful. It provides 

a measure of protection against indiscri."llnatc trespass and subseq~ent 

damaGe to property and livestock. Any effort to din continue the 

organizations will be met by objections fro~ tho landmmers. 

The objectives, as outlined by the Utah State Fish and Gamo 

Department, have been partially achieved. Protection is afforded the 

lando"mer but pheasant protection and pl"opagation is limited to a 

ninor role. Principles of b~ nanagenent are ~enGra~ not considered 

when determining the nUIlber of hunter permits to bo issued for the 

posted h~~ting aro~s. The nunber of permits is a~bitrarily chosen 

by lando'lfmar members and is b.:lscd on the hunter denGi ty desired. 

Hu...~ter approval of the posted hunting areas has not been adequately 

measured by t~lis study; however, 16 percent of the hunters utilizinG 

posted areas return to the same area each season. This indicates that 

the posted hWlting area system. is approved by the "repeating" hunters. 

lJany posted hunting areas do not allocate any part of the money received 

from sale of permits to improve the area as a pheasant management unit. 

The la.Tld01·mer members are, in part, capitalizing on a game resource of 

the state by charging a fee for the privilege of hunting on the area. 

Since none of the funds are used to improve the status of the pheasant 

on these areas, such areas receive justifiable criticism from sportsmen. 



There was an unequal distribution of hunters on posted hunting 

areas as compared with lands not included within the posted aroas. 

Comparative hunter density per acre of land was 2 times as great on 

non-posted lands as on posted lands. Therefore, information of the 

hunter CatT'Jing capacity of the pheasant habitat is desirable to 

dete~ne if an equitable distribution of hunters on posted and non­

posted lands exists. 

Tl~ current trend in the establishment of posted huntinG areas 

indicates that most of the desirable pheasant habitat in utah vrill 

eventuallY become incorporated into the posted hunting area systen. 

This fact becomes apparent when it is recognized that: (a) pheasants 

in utah are usual~ limited to the irrigated land, (b) farmers mvn or 

control the irrigated lands of the state on \vhich the sportsmen hunt, 

and (c) trespass abu.cie and damage to landOlmers' property by hunters 

can he controlled by the ore~tion of posted hunting areas. 
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SUMlfARY 

1. This study was undertaken in 1952 to determine the status and 

management of the posted hunting areas of Utah and their relationship to 

the pheasant harvest for the state. 

2. Management and organ1zation of the posted areas was determined 

by personal interviews, supplemented by questionnaires, with represent­

atives of the areas. - Harvest information was obtained by hu"lter permit 

returns, harvest cards mailed to hunters, and mimeographed-questionnaire 

cards distributed d1rect~ to the posted hunting areas • 

.3. The bOl.Uldaries of the 53 posted hunting areas are uaually 

confluent \lith the boundaries of the wards of the Church of Jesus Christ 

of Latter I)£y Saints. Organizations, composed of landowners, were 

sponsored by the Church, the Lions Club, the Y01.mg Fam.ers Association, 

Junior Chamber of Commerce, and Wildlife Federations. 

4. The main objective of the landowners in establishing posted 

hunting areas was to -eliminate or effectively control trespass abuse. 

5. Officers of the posted hunting areas were usua~ elected by 

a simple majority; however, 3 areas received appointments from tho 

bishop of the local L. D. S. Church. 

6. All posted hunting areas in utah encompassed more than 1,000 

acres of land. On~ 4 posted hunting areas have been discontinued since 

the establishment of the first area at Corinne in 1939. 

7. The number of hunter permits to be sold for a specific posted 

area was based sole~ on the hunter density desired by the landowners. 
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8. A maxir.mJIl of ;; hunter permits were reserved for each landolmer 

member of the posted hunting area. The permits lvere sold to whomever the 

lando1mer desired. Hore than 16 percent of all permits can be reserved 

in this manner. 

9. In 1952, posted hunting areas distributed for sale 72 percent 

of the hunter permits issued them by the Utah State Fish and Game 

Commission. 

10. Approximately 17 percent of the posted h1.U1ting areas allocated 

a part of the fee collected for hunter permits to pheasant management. 

The remaining areas applied the money to civic improvement projects as 

construction of pl~brounds, recreation buildings, and church buildings. 

11. Law enforcement wns i~provcd by the appointment of 477 deputy 

\'{ardens for the posted areas in 1952. On these areas, the hunter-deputy 

ratio was 32 : 1. 

12. Checking stations were operative and activo patrols conducted 

during the first and second days of the harvest. On the remaining days, 

checking stations were generally disbanded and patrols eliminated. 

13. Trespass violations tended 'to' be minimized on areas on which an 

active patrol was maintained. On 20 percent of the posted areas 

\0 • violators were pre\~nted from purchasing hunter permits the follovnng 

season. 

14. Commencing, in 1923, 2,500 to 20,000 pheasants were released 

annually in Utah. The present policy of the Utah State Fish a..'ld Game 

Department is to emphasize habi tat improvement programs as a means of 

increasing the pheasant population. 

15. ',~inter feeding of pheasants was carried on by landowners and 

game management personnel. Corn, grains, and grit was supplied whenever 
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deened necessar,y. 

16. In 1952, hunters from 25 of the 29 counties of utah utilized 

posted huntine areas of the state. Out-of-state hunters, predominantlY 

from California, contributed 0.50 percent of the hunter utilization in 

1951 and 0.28 percent in 1952. In 1952, 65 percent of the hunter 

utilization was contributed by residents of Box Elder; Cache, Salt Lake, 

and Weber counties. Residents of counties with a high population density 

as Salt Lake, Utah, and Weber counties tended to hunt in all counties 

in which posted hunting areas were established. 

17. Hunters" in 1952, purchased permits to hunt in from 1 to 5 

posted hunting areas and 'thereby reduced by 4.6 percent the total hunter 

population utilizing the arGas. 

18. County residents, with the exception of Salt Lake, Utah, and 

Weber county, tended to hWlt on posted aroas \vithin the county. Residents 

of these.cou.~ties, in 1952, utilized posted hunting areas L~ all 

co,mties. 

19. In 1952, hunter density on the posted hunting areas was 30.9 

acres per hunter which represented a 25 percent increase as conpared 

with 1951" Comparative hunter density on lands not included within 

posted 'hunting ar8as was 13.12 acres per hunter in 1952. 

20. The 13 counties of utah in which posted areas are located 

contain ff) percent of the irrigated lands of the state. Posted hunting 

areas presently encompass more than 415,000 acres of land declared 

suitable pheasant habitat. 

21. Hunters, in 1952, tended to utilize all posted hunting areas to 

the maximum the first 2 ~s of the season. The minimum utilization 

occurred on the third day of "the hunt. On the fourth ~, a slight rise 



in the utilization curve occurred. The same trend 1mS observed for 

hunter success. Approximate~ 75 percent of the season total of 

pheasants was taken on the first and· second day of the harvest. 

22. In 1952, hunter success in birds bagged per season declined an 

posted hunting areas as compared with 1951. The average season, total 

. on posted areas was 3.08 birds per hunter and 3.14 birds per hunter on 

non-posted lands. 

23. Htmters who used dogs were 25 percent more sucoessful on posted 

areas than those who did not use dogs. 

24. On posted hunting areas of Utah, 1 of 4 hunters, in 1952 J 

utilized the same area as in 1951. In addition, these hunters travelled 

an average distance of 104 miles to reach the area de~ired. 

25. Within the past 5 years, the number and total acreage encompassed 

by posted huntinG areas has substantial~ increased. An estimated 

38 posted huntinG areas were established since 1941 thus raising the 

total to 53 areas located in 13 counties of Utah. 



(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

( 6) 

(8) 

55 

LlTERATUIlr~ CITED 

Anonymous. Twenty-third session of the legislature of the State 
of Utat. Senate Journal. Salt Lake, 1939. 

Twenty-fourth biennial report of the Utah State Fish and 
Game Department, July 1, 1940 to June 30, 1942. Salt Lake, (n.d.). 

take, 
Fish and game laws 

(n. d.). 
of Utah, 1951-1952. Rev. ed. Salt 

Fish and game laws of Utah, 1953-1954. Rev. ed. Salt 
Lake, (n.d.). 

United States census of agriculture, Utah and Nevada. 
Washington: Government Printing Office, 1952. 

Bradt, G. r:;. Cooperative game managenent, "The Williamston Plan." 
Report (1.:imeo.). rich. Dept. of Consv., (n .. d.). 

Scan, J. Perr,y. Philosopny and policies of present day stocking 
of exotic ~ame birds. Unpublisrred report (Himeo.) Utah Fish 
and Game Department, 1952. 

Greenhalgh, Clifton l!., and R. Lynn Hielson. Utah gane bird 
harvest, 1951. utah State Department of Fish and Jamc. F .A.D. 
Bul. 5, 19~2. 

(9) and Utah Game bird harvest, 1952. Dtah State 
Department of ~ish and Game. F.A.D. Bul. 7, 1953. 

(10) 

(11) 

(12) 

Pheasant releases from 1947-19.51. Report (rimeo.) 
utah Fish and Game Department, (n.d.). 

Harper, Harold T., et ale Upland game cooperative hu.'1ting areas. 
Calif. Fish and Garle)o( 4) : hOh-Li32. 1950. 

Hart, Chester 1:., et al. Pheasant cooperative hunting area results, 
1950. Calif. Fish"'"'inaGame 37 (4):395-437 •. 1951. 

(13) Pheasant cooperative hunting area rGsults, 1951. Calif. 
}"ish and Game 38 (4) :597-6:>4. 1952. 

(14) Hicks, Ia.1'rrence E. The controlled hlmting areas and the pheasant 
refuGe rna.'1aGement system in nort.hwestern Ohio. Trans. of tho 
2nd H. A. Vlildl. Coni .. (reprint), 1937. 



(15) Leopold, AIde. Game management. New York: Charles Scribner's 
Sons, 1948. 

56 

(16) Low, Jessop B. A sumn~ry of the restocking of pheasant habitat in 
Utah with farm-reared birds. (Mimeo report) Utah Cooperative 
Wildlife Research Unit, LOGan. 1948. 

(17) McAtee, w. t., at ale The ring-necked pheasant and its l!la.Ilagenent 
in Uorth America. Washington, D. C.: American Wildlife Institute, 
1945. 

(18) Rasmussen, D. Irwin, and ~al1iam T. McKean. The pheasant in the 
mtermountain irrigated reeion. (In MeA tee - The ring-necked 
pheasa'lt and its manaGement in North America) 'Yashington, D. C.: 
American Wildlife Institute, 1945. 

(19) Whitesell, Dale Edward. A comprehensive stuqy of the Wood County I 
Ohio, Township Hunting Associations. Unpublished thesis, Ohio 
State University, Columbus, 1951. 

(20) Zorb" Gordon. Too much of a good thing? Utah Fish and Game 
Bulletin, Sept. 1950. 



57 

• 

APPEUDIX 



Exhibit 1. Questionnaire subnitted to pheasant posted ·hunting area 
officials, 1952 

Date 
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-------
1. Unit Location 

----------------------- ----------------------------
2. Date established Reason ior establishment ----------- ------------

Organization 

1. Nu.rr..ber of farr.ler-nenbers in posted hunting unit 2. U'I.l.r.lber -----
of-acres in posted hW1ting unit -----

J. Officers of the posted h~~tinc unit (1952): 

President 
----------------------------

Vice president 

Secretary 
---------------------------

4. ~~le etion of of ficers : 

~.:ethod 

Sligibili ty 
--------------------------------------------

Term of office 

5. ~men.are organization meetings held? 

Pernits 

1. Sligibility of permittee 

Are permits reserved for farmer-members of the posted hunti.Ylg 
unit? If so, how rn.a.ny are distributed to each? 

2. Are hunters living in the vicinity of the posted area given preference 
in the purchase of permits? . If so J how? 

3. Is the date of sale of permits announced? 7.~ethod ------ ---------
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4. !Jethod of determining the number of permits to be sold ------

5. Number of permits sold to hunters (including those issued to land­
mmers): 

19$0 1951 1952 ---------- ---------- ----------
6. Are violators prevented from b~ing permits the follovdng season? 

7. Expenditure of fees re.geived from the sale of pemits 

Hanagement 

1. Number of checking stations • Who mans the checking 
stations? ----- Number of men assigned to 
each checkIng station Are checking stations 
manned during the entire se~'lson? 

2. Hethod of patrolling the area dnrmg the hunting season ------
Number of men patrolling each day 

------------------------------
3. £stimated dn.rna.ge oaused by hunters since the astablishtlent of the 

posted hunting unit 
--------------------------------------------

Type of damage 
------------------------------------------------

4. Has damage decreased since the establishment of the posted hunting 
mit? 

5. Is winter feeding of pheasants carried on by farmer-membcrs of hunting 
unit? Type of feed Ylhut orga..'1-
ization provides funds for the purchaSe of feed? 

6. Success of posted hunting unit 
----------------------------------

7 • Remarks and sugges tiona 
----------------------------------------



Exhibit 2. Questionnaire issued by the utah Cooperative Wildlife 
Research Unit, Logan, Utah, 1952 

PLEASE RETURN THIS CARD TO THE CHECKING 
STATION AT THE EUTI OF ~!E SEASON'S HUNT 

--~-------~~~-~-~~-~---~--~-

Posted Hunting Area Permit no. 
Circlet 
nates hunted 
No. pheasan ta 

bageed 
No. pheasan ts 

crippled 
and lost 

Nov. 8 Nov. 9 

o 1 2 .3 012 3 

012 .3 o 1 2 .3 

Did you use a dog? Yes lIo 

Remarks and Suggestions 

nov. 10 Nov. 11 

012 .3 012 .3 

012 3 o 1 2 .3 

--------------------------

'{[) 



'fable 10. Hunter permits issued by the Utah state Fish and Game 
Department compared ,vith those sold by the posted hunting 
areas of Utah, 1952 
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Location of posted areas Permits issued P~rmits sold 

Beaver Co. 
Milford . . . . . . . . . . 

Box ~ljer So. 
Corinna •• • • • • 
Brigham City . • • 
Pe~ • • • • . •••• 
Bothvrol1-'!'hntcher & Peru'ose 
Howell • • . • • • • • 
li'iel1ine • • • • • • • 
Willard • • • • • • • • • • 
!rarper • • • • • • 
Tremonton • • • • 

Cache Co. 
Young Ward ••••• 
Smi thf ie1.1 • . • • . 

• • · . . . 
.. . . . . . 

· . . . . 
· . · . . . . . · . . . . . . . . . 

Hendon • 
Lewiston •• 
Newton ••• 
Benson •• 
Wellsville 
pyde Park 
North LoZa...'1 
Richmond. 

· . . . . . . . . · . . . . . · . . . . . . . . 
Cove •• . . · . . . . . • • 

Carbon Co. 
Wellington · . . . . . . . . 

Davis Co. 
W'oodscross · . . . . . . . . 

Emery Co. 
Greanrivcr-Elf,in • • • • • • 
Ferron • • • • • • • • • • • 
Euntington • • • • • • • • • 

Salt Lake Co. 
Rivorton • • • • • 
Draper • • • • . • • . • • • 

500 498 

800 800 
200 199 
400 373 
800 800 
285 269 
250 231 

1,000 867 
200 200 
600 641 

300 176 
225 188 
350 187 
250 150 
300 175 
350 3h9 
300 300 
250 121 
200 127 
500 335 
250 126 

3,000 1,,265 

750 500 

400 213 
500 246 

1,000 288 

2,500 1,830 
500 36h 



Table 10. (cone.) Jfunter permits issued by the Utah State Fish and 
Game Department compared with those sold b:r the posted 
hunting areas of utah.. 1952 

Location of posted areas Permits issued Permits sold. 

Sanpete Co. 
Centerfield • • · · • • 500 500 
Fayette • • • · · · • · 500 179 
Ephraim • · • · • • • • 150 118 
J .. ~t. Pleasant • · · • • 400 171 

Sevier Co. 
Venice • · · · • • • · · • 250 172 
Redmond • • • · • • · • • • 500 135 
Salina · · • · • · • · • • 600 331 
Aurora · · · • · • • • 300 300 
Glenwood • • • • • · • • • 500 153 

Tooelo Co. 
Grantsville • • · • • · • • 1 .. 000 916 
Clover • • • • • · · · · • 200 160 
r~rda • · • • • • • · • • • 700 700 
Lake Point • · · · · • · • 400 hoo 

Uintah Co. 
Randlett • • · • · • · · • 300 276 

Utah Co. 
Spanish Fork, Benjamin, 
Leland, Lake Shore • • 5,000 3,492 
Genola • · • • · · · • • • too 496 
G cshen-Elberta · • • • • • 1,000 507 
S"JIlSet · · · · · • · • • • 500 500 
Salem • · · · · • • • • • 1,200 1,200 

i\~ber Co. 
Hooper • • • • • • · • · • 600 COO 
Slaterville • · • • • • • • 500 350 
1.'fest Warren • • · · · · • • 500 421 

Total 23,951 
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Table 11. Hunter-cieputy ratio on pheasant posted hunting areas of utah, 
1952 . 

Location no. of No. of Ave. hunter-
deputies hunters deputy ratio 

Beaver Co. 
1. Milford 47 498 10.6 

Box Elder Co. 
1. Corinne 1 800 
2. Brigham G i ty 8 199 
3. Howell 6 269 48.1 
4. Fielding 25 231 
5. Willard 9 867 

Cacho Co. 
1. Young Ward 15 176 
2. Smithfield 6 188 
3. Mendon 1 187 
4. Lewiston 15 150 13., 
5. Wellsville 12 300 
6. JWde Park 22 121 
7. North Logan 9 127 
8. Richmond 31 335 

Carbon Co. 
1. Vle11 ington 4 1,265 '316.2 

Davis Co. 
1. Woods cross 16 500 .31.2 

Emery Co. 
1. Greenri ver-Elgin 19 213 12.5 
2. Huntington 21 288 

Salt Lake Co. 
1. Riverton 1 1,830 1,8)0.0 

Sanpete Co. 
1. Centerfield 24 20.8 

Sevier Co. 
·1. Venice 8 172 21.7 
2. Glenwood 7 1.53 



Table 11. (cone.) Hunter-deputy ratio on pheasant posted hunting areas 
of Utah" 1952 

Location 

Tooole Co. 
1. Clover 
2. Erda 
3. Lake Point 

Utah Co. 
1. Spanish Fork" 

Denjamin, Leland, 
Lake Shore 

"Vleber Co. 
1. Hooper 
2. Slaterville 
3. Ylest ~~'iarren 

Total 

Average 

No. of 
deputies 

9 
4 
5 

ni 
v.L 

10 
28 
21 

417 

No. of 
hunters 

160 
700 
400 

3,492 

too 
"1.-'0 
4~1 

15,483 

Ave. hunter­
deputy ratio 

10.0 

43.1 

21.1 

32.4 



Table 12. Residence of hlli!ters utilizing pheasant posted ha~ting areas in Beaver County, utah, and 
location of posted hunting areas utilized by Beaver Co1i"1ty residents, 1951-1952 

utilization of Beaver Co. Location of posted h~~tinc areas 
posted hunting areas utili:3ed b:r ?eaver Co. residents 

COlL."lty 1951 1952 1951 1952 

Uumber of Percent number of Percent Hu."!1ber of Percent :;u:1her of Percent 
hu.l1ters hu.."lters hu...'1ters hunters 

Beaver · · 284 79.32 413 32. {fJ 284 99.30' 1~3 97.40 
=:cx ::'lu~. 1 0.35 
Javis · · · · 3 0.84 8 1.60 
Iron • · · 19 S.31 l~ 3. 00 
Juab · · 1 0.28 1- 0.20 
":illard 1 0.28 1 0.20 
Piute 1 0.23 2 o.La 
Salt Lake · · 26 7.25 39 7.80 
Sanpete 1 0.28 1 O.3J 
Sevier · · 10 2.36 
Sum.'1li t · · · · 3 0.84 
Tooele · · · · 1 0.'28 2 0.40 1 o.2h 
Utah 1 1.12 4 0.30 · 4 
~.'(e'Jer 6 l.(~ 6 1.20 

Cali:-o~i.a 7 1.96 7 1.ho 
i~eva:b, · · 1 0.28 2 0.40 

c-. 
\..r1. 

• 



Table 13. Residence of hunters utilizing pheasant posted hunting areas in Box Zlder County, Utah, 
and location of post~d hunting areas utilized by Box Elder County residents, 1951-1952 

Utilization of Box Elder Location of posted hl.U1ting areas 
Co. posted hunting areas utilized by Box Elder County residents 

County 
19.51 1952 1951 1952 .' 

Number of Percent Number of Percent Number of Percent Number of Percent 
hunters hunters hunters hunters 

Beaver • · .. · 1 0.04 
Box Elder 995 he.IO 1,460 42.28 995 99.30 l,h&> 98.58 
Cache • · · • 28 1.30 61 -. 1.77 4 0.40 18 1.22 
Davis • · · • 62 2.37 74 2.14 
1.!illari · · · 1 0.0L. -
l!orr,an • · · • 12 0.56 24 0.70 
Piute 1 0.83 
Rich • · · · · 11 0.32 
·Salt Lake c·251 11.62 h17 12.03 
Sanpete - .1 0.07 
Summit. 1 0.32 13 0.38 
Tooele • · 4 0.18 1 0.03 
Uintah • · 1 0.07 
Utah • .. .. · · 5 0.23 8 O.~3 
Wasatch 1 0.04 
:Veber 781 36.19 1,376 39.86 

,., 
0.50 1 0.06 · .. · · .? 

Alaska. 1 0.03 
California 9 0.42 3 O.O? 
Idaho · · · • 2 0.06 
Wyoming 2 0.09 
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Table 14. 

County 

1"'"\~ ... _ ::-, ..l ............ 
~'..J4\o, ...-t __ __ ... 11= 

Cache 
:Javis • · Garfield · J~illard • 
Horgan • • 
Rich • • · Salt Lake 
Sevier • · Stunmit · · Tooele 
Utah • 
Weber • · 
California 

Residence of hunters ut,ilizinb ·pheasa.."1t posted ~'1ting areas L"1. Cache County, utah, and 
location of posted hunting areas utilized by Cache County residents, 1951:"'1952 

utilization of Cache Co. 
posted hunting areas 

1951 1952 

1!tllJber of Percent Number of Percent 
hunters hunters 

L O.L7 18 0.85 
724 85.41 l,7h6 82.(3 

· · 12 1.42 27 1.28 

· • 1 0.05 
• • 1 O.O~ 

· · 1 0.12 
• • 14 0.66 

· • 37 Li.31 137 G.lS 

· · 1 0.12 h 0.19 
1 0.12 1 0.05 

3 0.1L. 
61 7.91 158 7.48 

· • 3 0.14 

Location of posted huntinG areas 
utilized by Cache Co. residents 

19;;1 

::Tunber of Percent 
hunters 

28 3.12 
724 9{.15 

1 0.13 

1952 
Humber of 

hlL'lters 

61 
1,146 

Percent 

4 0.22 

~---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------~. _. 
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Table 15. :lesidence of hunters utiliz:i.nb pheasant posted tl1.l.'rltine areas in Davis County" Utah, and 
location of posted hunting areas ~tilized by Javis County residents, 1951-1952 

utilization of Davis Co. Location of posted hunting areas 
posted hunting areas utilized by Davis Co. residents 

Cou..""1ty 
1951 1952 1951 1952 

Number of Percent 1,!umber of Percent Number of Percent Number of Percent 

hunters hunters hunters hunters 

Beaver • · · • 3 1.67 8 2.00 
'!""> --r -;-, .::.., ..... · • 62 34.43 14 18.)5 

I ,J".,)u ........... ..- -4.-'- ....... 

Cache · • 
12 6.67 27 6.77 

Davis • · 183 66.54 5 2.78 183 45.87 
Emery • · · • 

3 -0.75 

Rich • 3 1.09 
Salt Lake · • 81 29.46 4 1.00 

Sanpete · · • 
12 6.67 II 2.76 

Sevier • · 1 0.36 L. 2.22 6 1.50 

Tooele · • 17 4.26 

Uintah • · · • 5 2.78 3 0.75 

utah • · · · · 5 1.82 5 2.78 2 0.50 

Weber • · · • 2 0.73 72 40.00 61 15.29 



Table 16. Residence of hunters utilizing pheasant posted hunting areas in Emery County, Utah, and 
location of posted hunting areas utilized by EI!lery County residents, 1951-1952 

County 

Carbon •• 
Davis 
Emery 
Garfield • 
Salt Lake 

· . · . · . 
San Juan 
Summit. 
Utah •• 
Wasatch 
Weber • 

· . . 
· . . · . . 

utilization of Emery Co. 
posted hunting areas 

1951 1952 

number of Percent Number of Percent 
hunters hunters 

269 
3 

262 
1 

65 
6 

21 
20 
2 
6 

41.07 
0.46 

40.00 
0.15 
9.92 
0.92 
3.21 
3.05 
0.30 
0.92 

Location of posted hunting areas 
utilized by Eroer,y Co. residents 

1951 1952 

Number of Percent Uu.."!lber of Percent 
hunters hunters 

262 100.00 



Table 17. 

COU!lty 

Beaver • .. 
I\o:v :]~ ic~. 

Cache .. .. 
!)avis 
Enery .. .. 
Horgan • .. 
Piute .. . 
Salt Lake 
Sanpete 
Sevier .. .. 
Tooele . .. 
Uintah .. 
utah. 
~1eber 

Residence of hunters utilizing pheasant posted lnmtine areas in Salt Lake County, utah, 
and location of posted hunting areas utilized by Salt Lake County residents, 1951-1952 

utilization of Salt Lake Location of posted hunting areas 
Co. posted hunting areas utilized by Salt Lake Co. residents 

1951 19.52 1951 1952 

Number of Percent ~,~ umber of Percent Humber of Percent l!umber of Percent 
hunters hunters hunters hunters 

.. · 26 2.h2 39 1.80 

· .. 251 23.42 411 19.25 
.. .. 37 3.45 137 C.32 

5 1.92 4 1.34 81 3.74 
.. .. 6S 3.00 

1 0.38 1 0.34 
· · 1 0.34 

252 96.55 289 96.97 252 23.>1 289 13.34 
278 25.93 232 10.72 

.. .. 44 4.10 138 6.37 

· · 2 0.71 1 0.34 489 22.58 
90 C,.ho 97 4.48 

· • 1 0.38 2 0.67 40 3.73 ll5 5.31 

· • 5h 5.04 67 3.')9 

-J o 



Table 18. Residence of hunters utilizing pheasant posted hunting areas in Sanpete County, utah, 
and location of posted hunting areas utilized by Sanpete County residents, 1951-1952 

utilization of S~,pcta Location of posted h~~ting areas 
Co. posted hunting areas utilized ~J Sru1pete Co. residents 

C~nmty 
1951 1952 1951 1952 

~!tmlber of Percent Number of Percent Number of Percent number of Percent 
lumters hunters hunters hunters 

Beaver • · 1 0.15 1 0.h2 
Box ~lder. • • 1 0.16 
Carbon • · · • 12 1.85 2 0.33 
Davis · . 12 1.85 II 1.80 
Juab ••• • • 15 2.31 12 1.96 
Uillard · • • 2 0.31 2 0.33 
Pi ute · . 1 0.15 
Salt Lake · . 278 42.83 232 37.91 
Sanpete • • • 235 36.21 276 45.10 235 97.91 276 96.16 
-Sevier. • • • 13 2.00 6 0.98 3 1.25 10 3.48 
Summit · . • • 2 0.31 
Tooele • • • • Q 1.39 2 0.33 ,-

utah. · 51 1.86 55 8.98 1 0.42 1 0.35 
~reber • · • • 11 1.69 9 1.47 

California · • 6 0.92 4 0.65 
Nevada • · • • 1 0.15 



Table 19. Residence of lnmters utilizing pheasant posted hunting areas in Sevier County. Utah" 
and location of posted ~~ting areas utilized by Sevier County residents" 1951-1952 

utilization of Sevier Location of posted huntL~ areas 
·Co. posted hunting areas utilized by Sevier Co. residents 

• County 
1951 1952 1951 1952 

Number of Percent Uumber of Percent Nucber of Percent Humber of Percent 
hunters hunters hunters hunters 

Beaver •• 10 0.94 -. 
Cache • · • • 4 0.37 
Davis • · · . 4 2.55 6 0.56 1 0.12 
Garfield. • • • 2 0.19 
Iran •• • · • 1 0.64 2 0.19 
Juab. · · · • 2 0.19 
!,~lard · · · 1 0.64 14 1.31 
Piute • • • • 7 0.65 
Salt Lake · . h4 28.02 138 12.91 
Sanpete · · • 3 1.91 10 0.94 13 11.93 6 0.74 
Sevier • · • · 96 61.14 804 75.21 96 83.01 804 99.14 
Summit • · • • 3 0.28 
Tooele • • · . 1 0.09 
utah. • · · . 8 5.10 40 3.74 
W~e · • · . 14 1.31 
Weber • · • • 6 0.56 

California • • 5 0.47 
Nevada • · 1 0.09 



Table 20. Residence of htmters utilizing pheasant posted hu.'1ti.'1g areas-in Tooele C01mty, utah,· 
and location of posted huntinG areas utilized by Tooele County residents, 1951-1952 

County 

Beaver •• 
Box Zl:::er. 
Cache •••• 
1l9.vis • • • • 
Iron • 
ri1lard ••• 
Rich • • • • • 
Salt Lake •• 
Sanpete 
Sevier . . 
Summit • • • • 
Tooele • • • • 
utah ••••• 
",'leber 

Utilization of Tooele 
Co. posted hlli~ting areas 

1951 

HUl'!lber of 
hunters 

1952 

Percent number of 
hmlters 

1 

17 
1 
1 
1 

489 

3 
967 
17 

2 

Percent 

0.07 

1.13 
0.07 
0.07 
0.07 

32.62 

0.20 
64.51 
1.13 
0.13 

Location of posted hunting areas 
utilized by Tooele Co. residents 

19:;1 

!hunbcr of 
hunters 

Percent 

1952 

:~unbcr of 
hunters 

2 
1 
1 

1 
2 
1 

967 
5 
5 

Percent 

0.20 
:J.10 
0.10 

0.10 
0.20 
0.10 

93.18 
0.51 
0.51 



Table 21. Residence of hunters utilizL'"lg pheasant posted hu..'"'ltL1g areas in Uintah County, Utah, 
~'"ld location of posted hunting areas utilized ~J Uintah County residents, 1951-1952 

County 

;:-,0:: 21 jar· · • 
Carbon • · · • 
Davis • · Duchesne • 
Juab. · Piute • · Salt Lake 
Summit 
Uintah • · · • 
utah. · · · · trasatch • • • 
Weber • · 
Colorado • · · 

utilization of ~Jintah 
Co. posted hunting areas 

1951 1952 
Number of Percent Nnmber of 

hunters hunters 

1 
- 4 
;; 2.34 3 
8 4.54 10 
1 0.57 1 

1 
90 51.14 97 
h 2.27 1 

43 24.43 31 
13 7.39 19 
1 0.57 1 
6 3.41 7 

5 2.84 2 

Percent 

0.56 
2.25 
1.68 
).62 
0.56 
0.56 

54.49 
0.56 

17.43 
10.68 
0.56 
3.93 

1.12 

Location of posted hunting areas 
utilizej b/" Uintah Co. residents 

1951 1952 
Number of Percent l1~ber of Percent 

hunters hunters 

LJ loo.ao 31 100.00 



Table 23. Residence of hunters utilizing pheasant posted hunting areas in Vleber County, utah, 
and location of posted hunting areas utUized by Weber County residents, 1951-1952 

utilization of YJeber Location of posted hunting areas 
Co. posted hunting areas utilized by TIeber Co. residents 

COWlty 1951 1952 -1951 1952 

Nwnber of Percent !·Yumber of Percent }!umber of Percent Number of Percent 
hunters hunters hunters hunters 

Beaver •• 6 0.30 6 0.22 
Box ~1ier. · . 5 0.40 1 0.08 781 39.65 1,316 50.29 
Cache • • • • 67 3.40 158 5.77 
Davis • • · . 12 5.10 61 4.59 2 0.01 
Emery · . · • 6 0.22 
Morgan • · . . 14 1.11 2 0.15 
Rich • 2 0.16 3 0.23 
Salt Lake · . 5h 4.28 67 5.05 
Sanpete · . . "- --:. 11 0.56 9 0.33 
Sevier • • 6 0.22 
Sunnnit • · . . 12 0.95 22 1.66 
Tooele • · .. 3 0.24 ;; 0.38 2 0.07 
Uintah • · . . 6 0.30 7 0.26 
utah ••• · . 1 0.08 3 0.23 1 0.05 2 0.07 
Wasatch · . . 1 0.08 1 0.08 
;~-teber · . 1,098 87.00 1,162 87.55 1,098 55.74 1,162 42.h8 



Table 22. Residence of hunters utilizing pheasant posted huntL'"lg areas in utah County, Utah, 
and location of posted hunting areas utilized by Utah County residents, 1951-1952 

utilization of ut~~ Location of posted hunting areas 
Co. posted bunting areas utilized by Utah Co. residents 

County 
1951 1952 1951 1952 

!lumber of Percent Uumber of Pp..rcent !Jumber of Percent NUl!lber of Percent 
hunters hunters hunters hunters 

Beaver • 4 1.30 
, 0.87 • · • 4 

Box ~lder. • · 5 1.62 8 1.74 
Cache • · · · 1 0.36 3 0.65 
Davis · · · · 5 1.18 2 0.h7 ;; 1.08 
Emery • · 20 4.34 
Jua.b • · 1 0.36 
Eillard 2 0.41 
'Morga..~ • · 2 0.71 
Salt Lake 40 14.28 liS 27.11 2 0.0 
Sanpete • • • 1 0.)6 1 0.24 51 16.56 55 11.93 
Sevier • • 8 2.60 40 8.68 
Summit • · 6 1.42 
Tooele • • · • 1 0.)6 5 1.18 17 3.69 
Uintah • · · • 13 h.22 19 4.12 
utah • · · · • 226 80.72 285 67.22 226 73.)8 285 61.82 
Wasatch · · • 2 0.71 S 1.18 
Weber · · · • 1 0.36 2 O.h7 1 0.32 3 0.65 

~omine · • · 1 0.24 


