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Wildlife 

Energy development provides an important economic stimulus in certain parts of Utah. 
However, energy development and transmission also may cause impacts to valued wildlife 
species. Typical impacts may include loss or fragmentation of habitats, and increased 
disturbance during sensitive periods such as when the young are born, or during winter while 
harsh climatic conditions may already be causing stress to animals. Development-related 
impacts need to be mitigated to promote a balance among competing uses of natural resources 
occurring within the County. 

Air quality issues generally are not a major consideration in wildlife management, although dust 
deposition may affect vegetation11 which animals use for food, cover, or shelter. It is reasonable 
to assume that air pollution affects other higher order animals in the same ways that it affects 
humans, although effects on wildlife are not well documented. The effects of dust and other 
particulate forms of air pollution of animal ecology are becoming a more widely recognized 
subject of interest2·3

• 

Water is vital for all living organisms, including wildlife. Most terrestrial wildlife species must 
drink water on a daily basis, although many supplement their intake by absorbing water from 
foods. Some desert species get by solely on the moisture they derive from their diet. Fish, 
many mollusks, crustaceans, amphibians, aquatic mammals (e.g. beavers, otters, muskrats) 
and water birds (e.g., waterfowl, shorebirds, dippers, ospreys) depend more directly on aquatic 
systems. Wetlands and riparian habitats provide critical needs for a number of wildlife species, 
particularly birds. Water supply, water quality (e.g., temperature, sediment load, nutrient 
content), and the flow regimes of streams and spring-fed systems greatly influence aquatic 
habitat for wildlife. 

Water use and the resulting alteration of aquatic habitats cause substantial stress for aquatic 
wildlife. Water management needs to be carefully considered, so that we can meet municipal 
and industrial needs, while preserving traditional agricultural uses, and ensuring aquatic habitat 
to support wildlife. 

In Utah, "wildlife" includes brine shrimp and crayfish; mollusks; and vertebrate animals (fish, 
amphibians, reptiles, birds, and mammals) living in nature, except for feral animals. Wildlife are 
protected4

, except for: coyotes, field mice, gophers, ground squirrels, jack rabbits, muskrats, 
and raccoons. Rare species and those subject to federal listing under the Endangered Species 
Act are referenced more fully in the chapter entitled "Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive 
Species." Although fish are legally considered "wildlife," fisheries and angling-related benefits 
for local economies are addressed in the "Fisheries" chapter. Limited amounts of Geographic 
Information System (GIS) data on a number of common vertebrate wildlife species in Utah can 
be accessed at the following link: 

1 Andrew M. Farmer. 1993. The effects of dust on vegetation: a review. Environmental Pollution. 79:63-75 
2 Jason P. Field, Jayne Belnap, David D. Breshears, Jason C. Neff, Gregory S. Okin, Jeffrey J. Whicker, Thomas H. 
Painter, Sujith Ravi, Marith C. Reheis, and Richard L. Reynolds. 2009. The ecology of dust. Frontiers in Ecology and 
the Environment. The Ecological Society of America. 
3 DA Grantz, J.H.B. Garner, D.W. Johnson. 2003. Ecological effects of particulate matter. Future Directions in Air 
Quality Research: Ecological, Atmospheric, Regulatory/Policy/Economic, and Educational Issues. Environmental 
International. 29:213-239. 
4 See Utah Code 23-13-2 for definitions. 



http://dwrcdc.nr.utah.gov/ucdc/downloadgis/disclaim.htm 

Wildlife management requires a balancing of divergent and, at times, conflicting interests 

Wildlife and their habitat contribute to a productive natural environment. They improve our 
quality of life, and provide a rich source of aesthetic enjoyment, inspiration, and outdoor 
recreation for many people. At the same time, we all need to recognize that that wildlife can 
have an impact on the economic activities of mankind, influencing how people experience the 
benefits of their private property. Wildlife can affect local economies in both positive and 
negative ways. Most people support efforts to find a balance between the habitat requirements 
of wildlife populations and the economic activities of man. Wildlife are capable of yielding 
important social and economic values including: hunting, photography, and wildlife observation. 

The process for determining the balance among competing uses and establishing the best 
wildlife management policies is described in state law5

• This process is founded on an open, 
public dialogue concerning wildlife issues. Five regional advisory councils (RACs) are active 
across the state, each consisting of a dozen or more individuals nominated by various interest 
groups and selected by the leadership of the Department of Natural Resources. Council 
members can include citizens, local elected officials, sportsmen, agriculturists, federal land 
managers, and members of the public at large. The duty of each RAC is to hear input and 
recommendations, to gather data and evaluate expert testimony, and then to make informed 
policy recommendations to the Wildlife Board. 

The Wildlife Board establishes seasons, limits, and other wildlife regulations 

The Wildlife Board is composed of individuals nominated by a committee selected by the 
governor, which reflects representation by diverse groups including non-consumptive wildlife 
interests, the agriculture industry, sportsmen groups, federal land management agencies, the 
Utah Association of Counties, and range management specialists. From this list of nominees 
the governor then appOints seven Wildlife Board members with the consent of the Utah Senate. 

The Wildlife Board is responsible for considering RAC input and recommendations, to the extent 
that the Board must provide a written explanation if they reject recommendations or positions 
submitted by a RAC. The Wildlife Board uses public input, the recommendations of the RACs, 
and the assembled facts to make determinations and establish policies best designed to 
accomplish the purposes and fulfill the intent of the wildlife laws. The Wildlife Board generates 
wildlife management policy, and exercises its powers by promulgating administrative rules and 
issuing proclamations and orders under Utah Code. 

Addressing agricultural impacts caused by big game animals 

Thriving populations of big game animals will, at times, cause some level of damage to farming 
and ranching operations, by competing with domestic livestock for available forage, or by 
damaging crops, fences, or irrigation equipment. A number of methods can be applied to 
mitigate the damage, including various forms of wildlife harvest and removal, issuance of 
landowner permits, development of a conservation lease which involves remuneration or other 
forms of compensation for depredation, and, finally, direct monetary compensation for 

S See Utah Code 23-14-3. 



agricultural damages. Although depredation mitigation review and appeal procedures apply, 
and are used as needed, the total amount of compensation that can be provided to landowners 
to prevent or compensate for damages may not exceed the funding amounts6 appropriated by 
the legislature for fencing material and compensation for damaged crops, fences, and irrigation 
equipment. 

Utah's Watershed Restoration Initiative7 (WRI) provides a balancing influence that promotes 
wildlife values and supports agricultural needs. Significant investments have been made 
through WRI to improve rangeland health and watershed conditions. In fiscal year 2014, the 
Utah Legislature contributed $3.95 million to WRI. Ninety-one participating partners completed 
restoration of 112,987 acres of uplands and 55 miles of stream and riparian areas, leveraging 
the legislative funds by a factor of 7 -to-1. Sportsman-generated funding plays an important role 
in the WRI. Counties in general appreciate the benefits which are enabled through WRI habitat 
restoration projects. The long-term results of the WRI will be measured in reduced wildfire 
acreage and suppression costs, reduced soil loss from erosion, reduced sedimentation and 
storage loss in reservoirs, improved water quality and yield, improved wildlife populations, 
reduced risk of additional federal listing of species under the Endangered Species Act, improved 
agricultural production, and resistance to invasive plant species. To participate effectively, 
counties need their staff to attend meetings of the WRI regional teams, expressing their views 
and advocating for the kinds of watershed restoration efforts they feel are most important. 

Compensation for damage done to livestock by bear, mountain lion, wolf, or eagle 

Although predator management is dealt with under a separate chapter entitled "Predator 
Management," the Wildlife Damage Compensation Act8 should be mentioned because it 
provides a mechanism by which livestock owners may obtain compensation if livestock are 
damaged by a bear, mountain lion, WOlf, or eagle. In this case, "livestock" means cattle, sheep, 
goats, and turkeys. 

Species management plans 

Management plans provide guidance and direction for a number of species in Utah. These 
plans are taken through a public process to gather input from interested constituents and then 
presented to the Wildlife Board for approval. Species covered by statewide plans include wild 
turkey, chukar, greater sage-grouse, mule deer, elk, moose, pronghorn, mountain goat, bighorn 
sheep, Utah prairie dog, beaver, northern river otter, black bear, cougar, bobcat, and wolf. 

With regard to wolves, Senate Bill 36 (Wolf Management Act) from the 2010 General Session 
directed the Division of Wildlife Resources to prevent any wolf packs from establishing in the 
portion of the state where wolves are removed from the protection of the Endangered Species 
Act (see footnote 9). The law also directs the Division of Wildlife Resources to request that the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service immediately remove any wolves discovered in areas of Utah 

6 See Utah Code 23-16-4. 
7 WRI is a diverse partnership of state and federal agencies working together with private organizations, industry, 
local elected officials and stakeholders, coordinated by the Utah Department of Natural Resources. 
8 See Utah Code 23-24-1 
9 Payments for wolf damage claims can only be made for damage that occurs in areas of the state where wolves 
are removed from the protection of the Endangered Species Act. Currently, that area includes only the portion of 
Utah located north of 1·80 and east of 1-84 (see map), 



where they are still protected under the Endangered Species Act. This law suspends the 
portion of the Utah Wolf Management Plan that allows two packs to become established in 
Utah, although the remaining strategies of the plan are still in effect. If wolves are delisted 
across all of Utah, the management plan then will be fully implemented. 

For greater sage-grouse, the Conservation Plan for Greater Sage-grouse in Utah (February 
2013) was developed to help eliminate threats facing the greater sage-grouse while balancing 
the economic and social needs of Utahns through a coordinated program which provides for: 

• voluntary programs for private, local government, and School and Institutional Trust 
Lands Administration ("SITLA") lands; and 

• cooperative regulatory programs on other state and federally managed lands. 

In the case of mule deer and elk, in addition to the statewide plans required by state law, herd 
unit plans also have been developed for each mule deer and elk herd unit across the state. 
Each of these unit plans have been reviewed and approved by the Wildlife Board. In many 
cases, herd unit plans have been revised multiple times since their initial development in the 
mid-1990s. The plans establish target herd-size objectives for each herd unit, which the 
Division of Wildlife Resources and the Wildlife Board then strive to meet through harvest 
adjustment and other mechanisms. Habitat needs and other local management considerations 
are also addressed in these unit plans. 

General information on Threatened. Endangered. and Sensitive Species 

Energy development provides a major economic stimulus for parts of Utah. However, energy 
development and transmission also may cause impacts to rare plants or sensitive wildlife 
species. Typical impacts include loss, damage, or fragmentation of important habitats, 
increased disturbance, reduced water quality, and the faster spread of invasive species. These 
kinds of impacts should be mitigated to promote a balance among competing uses of the natural 
resources occurring within a given county. 

Air quality issues generally are not a major consideration in the management of threatened, 
endangered, or sensitive species, although dust deposition may affect vegetation 10 which 
animals use for food, cover, or shelter. It is reasonable to assume that air pollution affects other 
higher order animals in the same ways that it affects humans, although effects on wildlife are 
not well documented. The effects of dust and other particulate forms of air pollution on animal 
ecology are only now becoming a more widely recognized subject of interest11

•
12

• 

Water is important to all life, and it is limited across many areas of the West including much of 
Utah. The supply of this critical resource may be further reduced by projected growth in our 
human population, particularly if the climate becomes hotter and drier as many are predicting. 

10 Andrew M. Farmer. 1993. The effects of dust on vegetation: a review. Environmental Pollution. 79:63-75. 
11 Jason P. Field, Jayne Belnap, David D. Breshears, Jason C. Neff, Gregory S. Okin, Jeffrey J. Whicker, Thomas H. 
Painter, Sujlth Ravl, Marlth C. Rehels, and Richard L. Reynolds. 2009. The ecology of dust. Frontiers In Ecology and 
the Environment. The Ecological Society of America. 
12 D.A. Grantz, J.H.B. Garner, D.W. Johnson. 2003. Ecological effects of particulate matter. Future Directions in Air 
Quality Research: Ecological, Atmospheric, Regulatory/Policy/Economic, and Educational Issues. Environmental 
International. 29:213-239. 



Water management becomes relevant in the conservation of listed or sensitive species 
whenever they depend on aquatic systems such as healthy streams, rivers, wetlands, or 
riparian habitats. Management issues include water supply, water quality (e.g. temperature, 
sediment load, or nutrient content), and the timing or duration of flows in streams and spring-fed 
aquatic systems. Extraction and consumption of water and the accompanying alteration of 
aquatic habitats generate the single most significant source of stress to Utah's sensitive wildlife 
species and their habitats. Water management demands our best attention, if we hope to be 
able to meet municipal and industrial needs, while preserving traditional agricultural uses, and 
ensuring persistence of sufficient plant and animal diversity in our aquatic systems. Water is a 
fundamental requirement for healthy landscapes which support our quality of life. We must 
carefully evaluate all plans which guide the use or management of water. 

, 

Federally listed species are largely removed from our control 

Once a species of plant or animal becomes federally listed, the range of options for managing 
lands and waters where that species occur substantially narrows. A common approach 
following listing is to follow the prescriptions outlined in Recovery Plans or Habitat Conservation 

Plans, which are expensive to develop and challenging to implement. Counties seek 
opportunities to influence how these plans are developed once a listing occurs, but the freedom 
to manage species in a way that best suits a given county in Utah has been lost once an 
affirmative listing decision has been issued. 

New Threatened13 or Endangered14 species listings would impact people 

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) requires stringent review and management protocols for 
listed species, dramatically reducing the flexibility to address land and resource management 
decisions at a local or regional level. Listings often impact management regardless of land 
ownership, although plant listings may not impact private lands as stringently. No one seeks the 
loss of rare native plants or sensitive wildlife species 15, but most would prefer not to have to deal 
with the procedural difficulties, diminished flexibility, and increased costs inherent to new listings 
of species under the ESA. 

A better method is needed for conserving sensitive species 

ESA listings may occur in certain instances as a last step to prevent the ultimate loss of distinct 
populations of native plants or sensitive wildlife species. A far more desirable approach than 
regulation under ESA, however, would be to systematically evaluate which species may be 
facing trouble, and then to take logical steps to reverse declines in populations or important 
habitats. The right system would help focus actions where they could do the most good, so that 
higher priorities would get the necessary attention to generate preferred outcomes. 

This was part of the intent behind Utah's Wildlife Action Plan (Plan) for 2015-2025. UDWR 
worked with other agencies, stakeholders, and organizations to identify the wildlife species (not 
plants) most in need of conservation attention, and to determine which key habitats were 

13 any species that is likely to become an endangered species within the foreseeable future throughout all or a 
significant portion of its range 
14 any species that is presently in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range 
15 a species facing one or more threats to its population or habitats, which needs special management attention to 
reduce the likelihood of a future threatened or endangered status 



essential for their survival. County-by-county lists of threatened, endangered, and sensitive 
species known to occur within a given county are provided via the link given for the Plan. 
Known locational occurrences (by quadrangle map) of threatened, endangered, and sensitive 
wildlife species are available as Geographic Information System (GIS) data at this link. Threats, 
limiting factors, crucial data gaps (information we still need), and conservation actions have also 
been identified within the Plan. 

The Plan provides strong, clear guidance for developing creative, solution-based partnership 
actions to manage threats, reduce limiting factors, and resolve critical data gaps. The Plan 
includes provisions for gaining feedback: periodic status assessment and effectiveness 
monitoring to permit informed adjustments to management actions. If the Plan were effectively 
implemented, it would result in healthier habitats and more secure wildlife populations, thus 
reducing the likelihood of new listings under the ESA. 

General information on Predator Management 

Energy, Air, and Water issues are not specifically germane to a discussion of predator 
management 

Without management, predators may limit the growth of other wildlife populations 

The Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (DWR) recognizes predator management as an 
important tool available to DWR staff and U.S. Department of Agriculture-Wildlife Service's 
personnel, when needed. Although predator management can be controversial, it is important 
under certain circumstances for the effective management of predator and prey populations. 

Predators are being managed under certain circumstances 

If predator populations are limiting DWR's ability to reach other wildlife management objectives, 
wildlife officials may choose to implement predator management plans. DWR recently updated 
its approach to predator management, placing increased emphasis on the protection of mule 
deer. 

The updated approach directs additional financial resources ($600,000 annually) to the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture-Wildlife Services for coyote control, specifically to help reduce coyote 
populations in areas where deer fawn survival is low. Coyotes are not considered protected 
wildlife and there is a bounty program to encourage coyote control. In addition, targeted efforts 
using hunters and trappers helps ensure removal of coyotes from the right areas, during the 
right seasons to improve fawn survival. 

DWR also is working to limit the impact of cougars on Utah's deer herds, while maintaining a 
healthy cougar population statewide. Cougar harvest has been liberalized where mule deer or 
bighorn sheep populations fall below the population management objective, and where adult 
deer or bighorn sheep survival is lower than normal. More detail can be found in the Utah 
Cougar Management Plan. 

DWR implements predator management in certain units 

DWR is managing predators in specific units, for the following species and situations: 

• Ravens, coyotes, red foxes, and badgers that prey on sage-grouse/eggs 



• Raccoons and red foxes that prey on waterfowl/eggs (foxes take nesting hens and 
eggs) 

• Cougars that prey on adult mule deer or bighorn sheep 

• Coyotes that prey on mule deer fawns or pronghorn fawns 

Of these programs, the one that targets coyotes is the largest and most costly for DWR. 
Appropriately targeting and timing predator removal efforts is essential for reducing the impact 
that coyotes have on fawn survival. In Utah, targeted contracts allow removal of coyotes from 
fawning grounds from March through August, and the coyote bounty program is most effective 
during the coyote breeding season (January-March). 

Coyote Bounty Program 

Utah's Mule Deer Protection Act went into effect in July of 2012. The primary goal of the 
program was to remove coyotes from areas where they may prey on deer fawns. The Utah 
Legislature set aside $500,000 from the General Fund to pay individuals to kill coyotes in Utah. 
To process the payments and track harvest and participation, DWR created the General 
Predator Control Program. This took the place of previous coyote bounty programs 
administered by participating counties. 

DWR established locations throughout the state where people can check-in coyotes for a $50 
payment. Each participant is required to submit the scalp of the animal with both ears attached, 
the lower jaw, and a data sheet reporting where the coyote was killed. The coyote program 
does not have mandatory reporting requirements, meaning that it is legal to harvest coyotes and 
store them for indeterminate periods. One result of that choice is that coyotes harvested in one 
fiscal year may be submitted for payment in a different fiscal year. With that qualification, based 
on reported harvest, just over 7,000 coyotes were taken under the bounty program each year 
for the first two years of the program. In 2015, nearly 8,200 coyotes were submitted for bounty 
payments. To view completed reports, including maps of the results for the control program, 
please click on this link. 

Coyote removal success varied across the state. Six mule deer management units (Box Elder, 
West Desert, SW Desert, Fillmore, Beaver, and Pine Valley) accounted for approximately 50% 
of all coyotes removed. The bounty program likely increased the number of coyotes killed in 
Utah and provided government-supplied economic rewards to individuals and businesses 
throughout the state. It may take several years of program implementation before 
improvements in fawn:doe ratios are observed. Both location and timing are essential in 
reducing the impact of coyote predation on mule deer fawn survival. 

Black bears and wolves present different management challenges 

Two additional wildlife species can at times exhibit predatory behavior in Utah: black bears and 
wolves. Both of these species are managed under specific plans (Utah Black Bear 
Management Plan and Utah Wolf Management Plan), although wolves do not present predator
management challenges to Utah wildlife managers at this time. 
Bears 

Black bears occur in stable, healthy populations across certain parts of Utah. Normally, they 
don't occur in the mountain ranges of the western deserts. Geographic Inform~tion System 
(GIS) data showing black bear distribution and hunt boundaries can be downloaded here. They 



are more of an omnivore, and the vast majority of their diet is composed of plant material and, at 
certain times of year, insects or insect larvae. Often when bears do eat meat, they are relying 
on carrion which they have happened upon, not fresh prey. Black bears have under certain 
conditions been known to take a significant number of newborn deer fawns. 

Wolves 

Wolves exhibit behavior patterns, such as cooperative hunting in packs, which clearly separate 
them from bears and other predators. By any measure, wolves are highly effective and efficient 
predators. Currently, there are not any established breeding populations of wolves in Utah. 
However, there are occasional transients and migrants. 

Senate Bill 36 (Utah Wolf Management Act) from the 2010 General Session directed the 
Division of Wildlife Resources to prevent any wolf packs from establishing in the portion of the 
state where wolves are removed from the protection of the Endangered Species Act. That area 
includes only the portion of Utah located north of 1-80 and east of 1-84 (see map). DWR has 
given authority to the U.S. Department of Agriculture-Wildlife Services to act on our behalf to 
resolve livestock depredation incidents which involve wolves in this area. 

For the remainder of the state, wolves are classified as a federally endangered species, and 
management authority lies with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS). The state law 
referenced above also directs the Division of Wildlife Resources to request that the FWS 
immediately remove any wolves discovered in areas of Utah where they are still protected under 
the Endangered Species Act. The Utah Wolf Management Act suspends the portion of the Utah 
Wolf Management Plan that would allow two packs to become established in Utah, although the 
remaining strategies of the plan are still in effect. If wolves are delisted across all of Utah, the 
management plan then would be fully implemented. 

Cougar and Bear Livestock Depredation 

Black bears can cause site-specific depredation problems among livestock, especially domestic 
sheep bedded down for the night during the summer months. Although cougars prey primarily 
on adult deer, they are opportunistic predators. and can also cause site-specific livestock 
depredation problems. Livestock depredation incidents are immediately referred to Wildlife 
Services staff specializing in removal of specific predators associated with depredation 
incidents. DWR provides compensation to ranchers with documented livestock losses attributed 
to cougar or bear. DWR also issues increased cougar and bear permits in areas with chronic 
livestock losses caused by predation from these species. 


