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COCLUSIAN

The system of pheasant posted hunting areas in the State of Utanh
iz, from the viewpoint of the landowner, highly successful, It provides
a nmeasure of protection against indiscriminate trespass and subsequent
damagte to property and livestock. Any elfort to discontinue the
organizations will be met by objections from the landowners,

The objectives, as outlined by the Utah Stabte Fish and Game
Department, have been partially achieved., Protection is afforded the
~landowner but pheasant protection and propagation is limited to a
nminor role, Principles of game management are generally not censidered
when determining the number of hunter permits to be issued for the
posted hunting arcas. The number of permits is arbitrarily chosen
by landowner members and is based on the hunter density desired,

Hunter approval of the posted hunting arcas has nol been adequately
measured by this study; however, 16 percent of the hunters utilizing
posted areas return to the same area each season, This indicates that
the posted hunting area system is approved by the "repeating" hunﬁers.
Many 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 landowner 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 {unds are used to irmprove the status of the pheasant

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




There was an unequal distribution of hunters on posted hunting
areas as compared with lands not included within the posted arcas.
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 carrying capacity of the pheasant habitat is desirable to
determine if an equitable distribution of hunters on posted and non-
posted lands exists,

The current itrend in the estabiishment of posted hunting areas
indicates that most of the desirable pheasant habitat in Utah will
eventually become incorporated into the posted hunting area systen,
This fact becomes apparent when it is recognized that: (a) pheasants
in Utah are usually limited to the irrigated land, (b) farmers own or
control the irrigated lands of the state on which the sportsmen hunt,
and (c) trespass abude and damage to landowners' property by hunters

can be controlled by the creation of posted hunting areas,
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SUMMARY

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 organization of the posted areas was determined
by personal intefviewa, supplemented by questionnaires, with represent-
atives of the areas., Harvest information was obtained by munter permit
returns, harvest cards mailed to hunters, and mimeographed questionnaire
cards distributed directly to the posted hunting areas.

| 3. The boundaries of the 53 posted hunting areas are usually
confluent with the boundaries of the wards of the Church of Jesus Christ
of Latter Day Saints. Organizations, composed of landowners, were
gponsored by the Church, the ILions Club, the Young Farmers Association,
Junior Chamber of Commerce, and Wildlife Federations.

L4e The main objective of the landowners in establishing posted
hunting areas was to eliminate or effectively control trespass abuse.

S. Officers of the posted hunting arsas were usually elected by
a simple majority; however, 3 areas received appointments from the
bishop of the local L. D. S. Church.

6. All posted hunting areas in Utah encompassed more £han 1,000
acres of land. Only L4 posted hunting areas have been discontinued since
the establishment of the first area at Corimne in 1939.

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

area was based solely on the hunter density desired by the landowners.
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8. A méximum of 5 hunter permits were reserved for each landowmer
member of the posted hunting area. The permits were sold to whomever the
landowner desired, lore 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 Gamse
Commission,

10. Approximately 17 percent of the posted hunting 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 playgrounds, recreation buildings, and ;hurch buildings.

11. Law enforcement was improved by the appointment of 177 deputy
wardens for the posted areas in 1952, On these areas, the hunter-deputy
ratio was 32 : 1.

12, Checking stations were operative and active patrols conducted
during the first and second days of the-harvest. Cn the remaining days,
chegking stations were generally disbanded and patrols eliminated.

13, Trespagss violations tended to be minimized on areas on which an
active patrol was maintained, Om 20 percent of the posted areas
violators were prevented from purchasing hunter‘permits the following
season,

1L, Commencing in 1923, 2,500 to 20,000 pheasants‘were released
_annually in Utah. The present policy of the Utah State Fish and Game
Department is to emphasize habitat improvement programs as a means of
increasing the pheasant population.

15, Winter feeding of pheasants was carried on by landowmers and

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

16. In 1952, hunters from 25 of the 29 counties of Utah utilized
posted hunting 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, 1In 1952, &5 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. EHunters, in 1952, pwrchased permits to hunt in from 1 to 5
posted hunting areas and thereby reduced by L.6 percent the total hunter
population utilizing the arcas.,

18, County residents, with the exception of Salt Lake, Utah, and
Weber county, tended to hunt on posted areas within the county., Residents
of these.counties, in 1952, utilized posted hunting areas in all
counties,

19, In 1952, hunter density on the posted hunting areas was 30,9
acres per hunter which represented a 25 percent increase as compared
with 1951, Comparative hunter density on lands not includea within
posted ‘hunting arcas was 13.12 acres per hunter in 1952,

20. The 13 counties of Utah in which posted areas are located
contain €0 percent of the irrigated lands of thé 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 days of the season. The minimum utilization

occurred on the third day of the hunt. On the fourth day, a slight rise
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in the utilization curve occurred. The same trend was observed for
mmter success. Approximately 75 percent of the season total of
pheasants was taken on the first and second day of the harvest.

22, 1In 1952, hunter success in birds bagged per season declined on
posted hunting areas as compared with 1951, The average season total
.on posted areas was 3,08 birds per hunter and 3.1l birds per hunter on
non-posted lands,

'23. Hunters who used dogs were 25 percent more successful on posted
areas than those who did not use dogs.

2. On posted hunting areas of Utah, 1 of ) hunters, in 1952,
utilized the same area as in 1951. In addition, these hunters travelled
an average distance of 10l miles to reach the area desired.

25, Within the past 5 years, the number and total acreage encompassed
by posted hunting areas has substantially increased. An estimated
38 posted hunting areas were established since 1917 thus raising the

total to 53 areas located in 13 counties of Utah.
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Exhibit 1. AQuestionnaire subnmitted to pheasant posted hnting area
officials, 1952

Date
1. Unit , Location
2. Date established Reason lor establishment
Organization

1. Number of farmer-nmembers in posted hunting unit 2. Number

of_ acres in posted hunting unit

3., Officers of the posted hunting unit (1952):

President

Vice president

Secretary

L. Tlection of officers:

Yethod

BEligibility

Term of office

S. VWhen are organization meetings held?

Permits

1. ZIEligibility of permittee

Are permits reserved for farmer-members of the posted hunting
unit? If so, how many are distributed to each?

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

3. Is the date of sale of permits announced? Tethod




h.

S

6.

Te

1.

2.

3.

Te
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Yethod of determining the number of permits to be sold

Number of permits sold to hunters (including those issued to land-
owners):

1950 1951 1952

Are violators prevented from buying permits the following season?

Expenditure of fees received from the sale of permits

. Management
Number of checking stations « Vho mans the checking
stations? Number of men assigned to
each checking station Are checking stations

manned during the entire ssason?

Method of patrolling the area during the hunting season

Number of men patrolling each day

Bstimated damage caused by hunters since the establishment of the
posted hunting unit

Type of damage

Has damage decreased since the establishment of the posted hunting
wmit? '

Is winter feeding of pheasants carried on by farmer-members of hunting
unit? Type of feed What organ-—
ization provides funds for the purchase of leed?

Succeés of posted hunting unit

Remarks and suggestions




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

PLEASE RETURN THIS CARD TO THE CHECKING
STATION AT THEE END OF TUE SEASON'S HUNT

W M R MBS B WS AP WS B W MR e ER v MR W M e WR s WD S W W Em em W

Posted Hunting Area Permit Wo.
Circle:

Dates hunted [Nov. 8 | Nov. 9] Nov. 10] Nov. 11
No. pheasants

bagged 012310123(0123 0123
No. pheasants

crippled

and lost 012301230123 0123

Did you use a dog? Yes ___ No

Remarks and Suggestions
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Table 10, Hunter permits issued by the Utah State Fish and Game
Department compared with those sold by the posted hunting
areas of Utah, 1952

Location of posted areas

Permits issued

Permits sold

Beaver Co.

?\ii lf ord . L4 . . L] L] * L4 L] L]

Box Zlder To,
Corinne .+ + « &
Rrigham City . .

* o @

. o » »

Pe rz.}r . a @ s & ® v @ L

Bothwell-Thatcher & Penrose

WOWB 11 v ® » a ®
! F iel ’iin{‘,‘ * s e s
Willard . . . .

larper « « « v ¢ « & & .

Tremonton . . .

Cache Co,
Young Ward
Smithfield
Mendon ., .
Lewiston .
Newton , .
Benson , .
Wellsville
Pyde Park
North Locan
Richmond , .
Cove + o o &

L L - - . . - L

s« ® & & » & o @
¢ e * s 8 & » =

Carbon Co.
Yellington . . .

Davis Co.
Woodscross « « «

Emery Co.
Gresnriver-Elein
Ferron . . . . .
Funtington . . .

Salt Lake Co.
Riverton . . . .
Draper « +» « . .

« ¥ & ¥ e

. . .

* L] .

* o & o

s ® & & o
*» & e ¢« = e
- L] - » L . - - L] » L]
e« e ® ¢ e & a & + & =

» . . - .

- L L L[] L] L] - * [ ] L] »

500

800
200
L,00
800
285
250
1,000
200
600

300
225
350
250
300
350
300
250
200
500
250

3’000

750

Lo0
500
1,000

2,500
500

L98

800
199
373
800
269
231
867
200
L1

176
188
187
150
175
3L9
300
121
127
335
126

1,265
500

213
246
288

1,83
34,



Table 10, {conc.) Hunter permits issued by the Utah State Fish and

Game Department compared with those sold by the posted
hunting areas of Utah, 1952
Location of posted areas Permits issued Permits sold

Sanpete Co.

Centerfield « « « « + & « o 500 500

Fayette + o o « v o o« o & & 500 179

Ephraim . . . . + . . ' oo 150 1138

¥t, Pleasant e e e e Loo 177
Sevier Co, :

Venice o+ v « ¢ o o o o o o 250 172

Redmond..-......- SOO 185

Salina s s s 4 e e s s 600 ' XX

AUTOT2 & ¢ o« o v 4 0 0 e 300 300

G‘lenWOOd. * 8 s & & + e & @ 500 153
Tooele Co,.

Grantsville . . . + + + & & 1,000 916

ClOVEr & « ¢ o s « o & o & 200 160

I;rda L ] . L] L] . L] - L] * » 7m 700

Lake Point .« + 4+ « o o4 Loo Li00
Uintah Co,

Randlett o o ¢ o o s o = 300 276
Utah Co,

Spanish Fork, Benjamin,

Leland, Lake Shore . o 5,000 3,L92

GENola & v o 0 40 b 0 o0 b e 600 L96

Goshen=Elberta . .« « o« o . 1,000 507

SUNSEt ¢« 4 e v e o0 e o4 e e 500 500

Salem & v 4 v e e 6 0 e 1,200 1,200
YWeber Co,

HOOPET o« o ¢ o o« ¢ o o o » 600 600

Slaterville « « « » o o + o 500 350

West Warren « « « + o o o o 500 1,21

Total 33,160 23,951




Table 11, Hunter-—deputy ratip on pheasant posted hunting areas of Utah,

1952 '
Location Noe of No. of Ave, hunter-
deputies hunters deputy ratio

Beaver Co.

1. Milford L7 498 10.6
Box Elder Co.

1. Corinne 1 800 |

2. Brigham City 8 199 |

Lhe Fielding 25 231

5 Willard 9 867
Cache Co,

1, Young Ward 15 176

2. Smithfield é 188

3. Mandon 7 187

L. Lewiston 15 150 13,5

5. Wellsville 12 300

6. Hyde Park 22 121

8. Richmond 31 335
Carbon Co. ‘

1. Wellington L 1,265 316.2
Davis Co. .

1., Woodscross 16 500 31,2
Emery Co.

1. Greenriver-Elgin 19 213 12,5

2, Huntington 21 288
Salt Lake Co.

1. Riverton 1l 1,830 1,830.0
Sanpete Co,.

1. Centerfield 2L 500 20.8
Sevier Co. .

l., Venice 8 172 21.7

2., Glenwood 7 153
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Table 11. {conc.) Hunter-deputy ratio on pheasant posted hunting areas
of Utah, 1952

Location No. of No. of Ave, hunterw
deputies hunters deputy ratio
Toocele Co,.
1. Clover 9 160
2. Erda N 700 70.0
3. Lake Point S LOO
Utah Co.
10 SpaniSh FOI‘k,
BenJamin, leland,
Lake Shore 1 3,192 L3.1
Weber Co, .
1. Hooper 10 600
2. Slaterville 28 350 21.1
3., West Varren 27 21
Total L77 15,483 -

Average — — 32.L




Table 12. Residence of hunters utilizing pheasant posted hunting areas in Beaver County, Utah, and
location of posted hunting areas utilized by Beaver County residents, 1951-1952

Utilization of Reaver Co. Location of posted hunting areas

posted hunting areas utili-ed by Reaver Co. residents
County 1951 1952 1951 1952
Wumber of Percent Ijumber of Percent Mumber of Percent Yumher of Percent
hunters hunters ) hunters hunters
Beaver + « .« . 28l 79.32 L13 32.60 284 99,30 113 97.L0
Tex Dller. . . — — — — 1 0.35 — —_
Davis .« o o 3 0.84 3 1.60 - — — —
Iron o« o o « 19 5.31 15 3. 00 — _— — —
JNab « . . . . 1 0.28 1 0.20 — — — —
illard . . . 1 0.28 1 0.20 —_— —_ _— —
Pinte . . . . 1 .28 2 0.0 — — - —_—
Salt lake . . 26 7.2 39 7.80 — _— —_ _—
Sanpete . . . 1 0.28 - - 1 0.33 — —
Sevier . . . . — — — — — _— 10 2.3€
Sumeit . . . . 3 0.84 —_— —_ — — — —_—
Tooele « .+ o . 1 0.28 2 0.140 — — 1 0.24
Utah . . . . . 4 1.12 4 0.30 -_— —_— — —
TEDET . . . 6 1.68 1) 1.20 _— — — —
Califomia . . 7 1.96 7 1.h0 — _— —_— —
Tevadd o o . . 1 0.28 2 0.440 - —~— —_— —




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

Utilization of Box Elder location of posted hunting areas

Co. posted hunting areas utilized by Box Zlder County residents
County
1951 1952 1951 1952 .
¥umber of Percent Number of Percent Number of Percent I!umber of Percent
hunters hunters hunters hunters
Beaver . . . . 1 0,04 -— — —_— — -— -_—
Box Elder . . 995 L£,10 L,LhWo - L2.28 955 99430 1,140 98.58
Cache . . . . 28 1.30 61 - 1,77 L 0.4L0 18 1.22
Davis o+ « « & 62 2.37 74 2.14L — -— — —
¥illard . . . 1 c.0L — —_ — — —_— —
Morgan . . . . 12 0.56 2L 0.70 -_— o —_— —
Piute .« s —_— — 1 0,03 — — -— _—
Riech .+ . . —_— — 11 0.22 — —_ — —
Salt lLake . . . 251 11.62 ha7 12.08 — — —_— —
Sanpete . . . -— —-— —-— _— —— — 1 0.07
Summit . . . . 7 0.32 13 0.38 — — — —
Tooele » « . . L 0.18 1 0.03 — — — —-—
Uintah . . . . _— — — -— — — 1 0.07
Utah « . . . . 5 0.23 8 0.23 —_— . — —
Wasatch . . . 1 0.04 —_— — — — — —
Jeber . . . . 781 36,19 1,376 39,86 5 0,50 1 0.06
Alaska . . . . —— —_— 1 0.03 - — — —
California . . 9 0.h2 3 0.05 — — — _—
Idaho o o o+ o —_— —— 2 0.06 —_— — — -—
Wyoming . . . 2 0.09 — -— — —_— —_ —




Table 1li. Residence of hunters utilizing pheasant posted hunting areas in Cache County, Utah, and

location of posted hunting areas utilized by Cache County residents, 1951-1952

Utilization of Cache Co.
posted hunting areas

Location of posted hunting areas
utilized by Cache Co. residents

- County

Mumber of Percent NMumber of Percent

hunters hunters

Tox Didaw. .o L 0.47 18 0.85
Cache .+ « . 724 85.47 1,746 82.€3
Javis . . . . 12 1.L2 27 1.28
Garfield . . . — o— 1 0.05
"illard . . . _— —_— 1 0.05
Morgan . « . . 1 C.12 —— —
RiCh s s e & @ — —— lh 0.66
3alt lake . . 37 L.37 137 ¢.1.8
Sevier « . . . — — — —
Swmit . . . . 1 0.12 L 0.19
Tooele o« o« o » 1 0.12 1 0.05
Utah o o« « « —_ — 3 0.1k
Teber . . . 67 7.91 158 7T.L8
California . . — —_ 3 0.14

i

1951
‘lumber of Percent TTumber of Percent
hunters hunters
28 3.72 61 3.37
72L 9€.15 1,746 9.1
- — L 0.22
1 0.13 —_— —_—

I




Table 15. Residence of hunters utilizing pheasant posted hunting areas in Davis County, Utah, and
location of posted hmnting areas utilized by Davis County residents, 1951-1952

Utilization of Navis Co. Location of posted hunting areas
posted hunting areas utilized by Davis Co. residents
County ,
1951 1952 1951 1952
Number of Percent Number of Percent rumber of Percent Number of Percent
hunters hunters hunters hunters
Beaver . « . « —_— _— - — 3 1.67 8 2.00
, Doz Zl3or. e e —_— —_— —_— —_— 62 3h.u3 7h 18.55
Cache e s 3 @ - — — — 12 6.67 27 6.77
Davis e o o o —— — 183 66.5h 5 2.78 183 hSQBT
EHBI'Y . s = - — ——— — — — —— 3 0.?5
Rieh . . . . . _ — 3 1,09 - — — _—
Salt Lake . . - -— 81 29,16 — _— L 1.00
Sanpete . . . _— —_— — —_ 12 6.67 .11 2.76
Sevier . . . . — — 1 0.36 L 2.22 6 1.50
Tooele + « « « —_— — —_ — —_ — 17 L.26
Uintah « . . » — —_— — —_— S 2,78 3 0.75
Utah o « o o » — — 5 1.82 5 2.78 2 0,50
Weher o « « o — — 2 0.73 72 L0.00 61 15.29

89



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

Utilization of Emery Co. Location of posted hunting areas
posted hunting areas utilized by Imery Co. residents
County 1951 1952 1951 1952
Humber of Percent Number of Percent Wumber of Percent IYumber of Percent
hunters hunters hunters hunters
Carbon * e v e — — 269 hl.O? —— — — —
DaVis e o o = e —— 3 00&6 — — - m—
Emery . . « o — -~ 262 L0.00 o - 262 100.00
Garfield . . . — — 1 0.15 — — —_ —
Salt Lake . . — — 65 9.92 —_ -— — —
San Juan . . . — —_— 6 0.92 — — —_— -—
Summit . . . . -_— —_— 21 3.21 — —_ — —
Utah & & ¢« & —_— —_— 20 3.05 — - — -—
Wasateh . . . -— — 2 0.30 — —_— — -
Weber e & e @ — — 6 0.92 —— —— —— ———

69




Table 17. Residence of hunters utilizing pheasant posted hunting 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
County
1951 1952 1951 1952
Mumber of Percent Yumber of Percent Yumber of Percent Number of Percent
hunters ' hunters hunters hunters

Beaver . « « . — — — . 26 2. 39 1.80
Tov Slier. . - — —_ - 251 23.42 L17 19.25
Cache o o o o — — e — 37 30}—35 13? 6032
DaViS « o o+ @ 5 1-92 ,-l 1.3’4 - —— ' 81 30?’4
ERery « « « » — -— — - — — €5 3.00
dMorgan . . . . 1 0.38 1 0.3L — — — -
Piute . . .+ & — —_— 1 0.34 — —_— — -
Salt Lake . . 252 96,55 289 9€.97 252 23.71 289 13.3L
Sanpete . . . —_— _— -_— — 278 25.93 232 10.72
Sevier . . . . -— — — -— Lk .10 138 6.37
Tooele a e o @ 2 0077 }. 003)4 - — h89 22058
Uintah . . . . _— — —_— —_ 90 8.40 97 L.L8
Utah « & . . . 1 0.38 2 0.67 Lo 3.73 115 5.31
Weber .« . . . — — — - 5L S.0L 67 3.29

0L



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 Sanpetle Location of posted hunting areas
Co. posted hunting areas utilized by Sanpete Co. residents
County
1951 1952 ' 1951 1952
Mumber of Percent Number of Psrcent Number of Percent Iumber of Percent
hunters hunters hunters hunters

Beaver « « . . 1 0.15 — — 1 0.2 — —_—
Box Zlder. « e — —_ 1 0.16 _— — — —_—
Carbon . « . 12 1.85 2 0.33 — — —_— -—
Davis .« « « 12 1.85 1 1.80 — -— — —
JUAD + & o o 15 2031 12 1096 — —— — —
T!illard « o o 2 0.31 2 0133 - — | — -
Piute . . « 1 0.15 —_ —_ — - —_ —
Salt Lake . . 278 L2.83 232 37.91 — —-— —_— ——
Sanpste .« . 235 36.21 2756 15.10 235 97.91 276 96,16
Sevier . « o« . 13 2.00 6 0.98 3 1.25 10 3.48
Sumlit « & ® ® 2 0031 — — — — — ——
Toocele o « o « 9 1.39 2 0.33 —_— — -— —
Utah o o o « & 51 7.86 55 8.98 1 0.L2 1 0.35
WEbEr « o o o 11 1.69 9 1.h7 - — — —
California . . € 0.92 L 0.65 —_— — — —_
Nevada « « « & 1 0.15 —_— — —_ — — -




Table 19. Residence of hunters utilizing pheasant posted hunting areas in Sevier County, Utah,
and location of posted hunting areas utilized by Sevier County residents, 1951-1952

Utilization of Sevier Location of posted hunting areas
-Coe posted hunting areas utilized by Sevier Co. residents
Gounty 1951 1952 1951 1952
Number of Percent Number of Percent Number of Percent Humber of Percent
hunters hunters hunters hunters

Beaver . . . . — -— 10 0.94 — — - —

Cache . . . . — — L 0.37 — - -_— -—
m‘ris s ® 8 h 2.55 6 0.56 — — 1 0012

Garfield . o @ —— —— 2 0019 — — — ——

Iron « o o o o 1 0.64 2 0.19 -— — — -—

Juab « . . . . - —-— 2 0.19 — -_— — —

#illard . . . 1 0.6L 1 1.31 — — — —

Piute . . . . -_— -_— 7 0.65 - — — -

Salt Lake . . Ll 28.02 138 12.91 — —_ — —
Sanpete . . . 3 1.91 10 0.4 13 11.93 6 0.7h
Sevier . . . . 96 61.1L 8oL 75.21 96 83.07 8ol 99.1L

Summit . . . . —— — 3 0.28 — — —_— —

Tow13 * e o @ ——— — 1 0.09 —— — — -—

’ Ut&h - & » e @ 8 5.10 1{10‘ 3.;% — — - —
Wayne < . - o — — 1. — - - -
Webel‘ * = @& @ bt ——— 6 0;56 — — — w—
Califomia . o — — S Ooh? — — — -
Hevada « & « &« — —— 1 0.09 — — — -
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Table 20. Residence of hunters utilizing pheasant posted hunting areas-in Tooele County, Utah,
and location of posted hunting areas utilized by Tooele County residents, 1951-1952
Utilization of Tocele Iocation of posted lmunting areas
Co. posted hunting areas utilized by Tooele Co. residents
County
1951 1952 1951 1952
Humber of Percent Tumber of Percent Marmber of Percent Tumber of Percent
hunters hunters hunters hunters
Beaver . + . o - —— 1 0.07 —_— — 2 0.20
Bex Elder, . . -— - — _— — — 1 2.10
cache .+ « + & — —_— -— —_ —_ —_— 1 0.10
Tavis . . . . —_ —_ 17 1.13 — — —_ —_
Iron « « ¢+ .« & -— - 1 0.07 —_— — — _—
Yillard .+ . & — — 1 0.07 - — — —_—
Rich o o o o » — — 1 0.07 —_— -— — —-
Salt Lake . . _— —_— L89 32,62 - — 1 0.10
Sanpete . . . — _— - — —— - 2 0.20
Sevier . . . . —_ — _— —_— —_ — 1 .10
Summit o o o . - - 3 0.20 _ —_ —_ —
Tocele . . . . — — 947 .51 — —_ 967 93,18
Utah o & « & & — - 17 1.13 - — 5 0.51
Weber o« « « o — —_— 2 0.13 — _ 5 0.51
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Residence of hunters utilizing pheasant posted hunting areas in Uintah County, Utah,

Table 21,
and location of posted hunting areas utilized by Uintah County residents, 1951-1952
Utilization of Tintah Location of posted hunting areas
Co. posted hunting areas utilized b,y Jintah Co. residents
Count;
v 1951 1952 1951 1952
Number of Percent Number of Percent Humber of Percent Yumber of Percent
hunters hunters . hunters hunters

Sox Llders o e _ — 1 0,56 —_ — -— —_—
Carbon s & = @ —— — h 2‘25 —— —— — ——
Davis ., . . . 5 2.4 3 1.68 — — —_ —
Duchesne . . . 8 LeSh 10 5.62 — — — —
Juab ¢« o & s @ 1 O.S? l 0.56 Laesd — A— ——
Piute ry . a . —— ——— l 0.56 a— —— —— ————
Salt lake . . 90 51.1h 97 Sheli9 —_— — — —
Smit - - - - L’ 2.2? l 0.56 —— ————— —— ——
Uintah . . . . L3 2L.13 Eal 17.L3 L3 100.00 31 100.00
Utah « = ¢ . & 13 7.39 19 10.48 — — —_— —
Wasatch .« o » 1 0.57 1 0056 — — —— —
Vieber . . . . 6 341 7 3.93 — —_— —_ —
COloradO > e 5 2.8h 2 1.12 —— — — a——
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Table 23, Residence of hunters utilizing pheasant posted hunting areas in Weber County, Utah,
and location of posted hunting areas utilized by Weber County residents, 1951-1952

Utilization of Yeber , Location of posted hunting areas
Co. posted hunting areas utilized by Weber Co. residents
County 1951 1952 1951 1952

Number of Percent Number of Percent Number of Percent Number of Percent

hunters hunters hunters hunters
Beaver . « . . — — — — 5 0.30 6 0.22
Box Zlder, . . 5 o.Lo 1 0.08 781 39.65 1,376 50.29
Cache « « « & —_ — - — 67 3.L0 158 577
Davis « & « o 72 5.70 61 L.59 — -— 2 0.07
En!ﬁl‘y s 5 e @ — —— — — — w—— 6 0.22
morgan * e & = lLl 1.11 2 0.15 e — - —
Rich ¢ « ¢« « & 2 0.16 3 0.23 -— —_— — -
Salt lake . . Sk L.28 67 5.05 — — —_ —
Sanpete . . . - — — — 11 0.56 9 0.33
Sevier . . . . —_— —_— —-— —_— —_— —_— 6 0.22
Sumit . . . . 12 .95 22 1.66 -— — -— -—
Tooele « « + » 3 .2l 5 0.38 -_— — 2 0.07
Uintah e o & — m— — w—— 6 0030 7 0.26
Utah ¢ o« o « &« 1 0.08 3 0.23 1 0.05 2 0.07
Wasatch . . . 1l 0.08 1 0.08 — — — —
Teber . . . . 1,098 87.00 1,162 87.55 1,098 55.7hL 1,162 L2.18
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Table 22. Residence of hunters utilizing pheasant posted hunting areas in Utah County, Utah,
and location of posted humting areas utilized by Utah County residents, 1951-1952
Utilization of Utah location of posted hunting areas
Co. posted hunting areas utilized by Utzh Co. residents
County
1951 1952 1951 1952
Mumber of Percent Humber of Percent Munber of Percent IMumber of Percent
hunters ' hunters hunters hunters
Beaver o« « « o _— — — — L 1,30 L 0.87
Rox Zlder. . . - — — —_— 5 1.62 8 1.7k
Cache .+ « « - 1 0.36 — _— —_— — 3 0.65
Davis . . . . 5 1.78 2 0.L7 — - 5 1.08
TMery .« « o _— — — - -— —_ 20 L.3L
Jazb . . . . . 1 0.36 — — — i — —
¥illard . . . -— —_ 2 0.L7 — - — -
Morzan « « . . 2 Ce71 —_— — —-— -_— — —
Salt Lake . . L0 14.28 115 27.11 — —_— 2 0.3
Sanpete . . . 1 0.36 1 0.24 51 16,56 55 11.93
Sevier . . . . — — — — 8 2.80 110 8.68
Summit . . . . —_ - 6 1.h2 — - — —-—
Tooele « + « « 1 0.36 5 1.18 — —_ 17 3.69
Uintah + . « « — — _— — 13 h.22 19 4.12
Ttah o ¢ « o & 226 80.72 285 67.22 226 73.38 285 61.82
Wasatch * & @ 2 Oo?l 5 1018 — —— —— —
Weber .+ « « 1 0.36 2 0.47 1 0.32 3 0465
wyoming . . . — — 1 0.24 —_— —_ —-— —
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