Utah Wildlife Board Meeting

August 22, 2013, DNR Auditorium
1594 West North Temple, Salt Lake City, Utah

Thursday, August 22, 2013 — 9:00 am

1. Approval of Agenda ACTION
— Jake Albrecht, Chairman

2. Approval of Minutes ACTION
— Jake Albrecht, Chairman

3. Old Business/Action Log CONTINGENT
— Bill Fenimore, Vice-Chair

4. DWR Update INFORMATION
— Gregory Sheehan, DWR Director

5. Goat Management Plans ACTION
- Dustin Schiable, Guy Wallace, Justin Shannon, Wildlife Biologist

6. Cougar Recommendations ACTION
- John Shivik, Mammals Coordinator

7. Furbearer and Bobcat Harvest Recommendations ACTION
- John Shivik, Mammals Coordinator

8. Turkey Depredation INFORMATIONAL
- Jason Robinson, Upland Game Coordinator

9. Waterfowl Guidebook and Rule R657-09 ACTION
- Blair Stringham, Waterfowl Coordinator

10. R657-66 Military Installations New Rule ACTION
- Kenny Johnson, Administrative Services Section Chief

11. Proposed Fee Schedule FY 2015 ACTION
- Kenny Johnson, Administrative Services Section Chief

12. R657-52 Brine Shrimp Rule Amendments ACTION
- John Luft, Brine Shrimp Coordinator

13. R657-60 AIS Rule Amendments ACTION
- Jordan Nielson, AIS Coordinator

14. Convention Permit Audit ACTION
- Kenny Johnson, Administrative Services Section Chief

15. Convention Permit Allocation ACTION
- Mike Fowlks, Deputy Director

16. CRC — Recommendation ACTION
- Staci Coons, CRC Chair

17. Wildlife Board Stipulation Agreement ACTION
- Greg Hansen, Legal Counsel

18. Other Business CONTINGENT
— Jake Albrecht, Chairman

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act - Persons needing special accommodations (including auxiliary communicative aids and services) for this
meeting, should contact Staci Coons at 801-538-4718, giving her at least five working days notice.



Draft 8-22-13
Wildlife Board Motions

Following is a summary of Wildlife Board motions directing the Division to take action and the response to date:

Spring 2013 — Target Date — Preference Point Presentation

MOTION: | move that we ask the Division to give a presentation on the preference point system relative to the new 30
unit deer plan.

Assigned to: Judi Tutorow / Lindy Varney

Action: Under Study

Status: Additional information to be presented December 4, 2013
Placed on Action Log: June 6, 2012

Spring 2013 — Target Date — Scopes on Muzzleloader Rifles and Use of Crossbows

MOTION: | move that we ask the division to report to the Board on the issues and concerns with using a magnifying
scope on a muzzleloader as well as the use of a crossbow during the “any legal weapon” general season deer hunt by
all sportsmen. This is to be placed on the action log and the report shall be discussed at the May 2013 work session.

Assigned to: Tony Wood

Action: Under Study

Status: Proposal to be taken to RAC’s and Board beginning in November with Big Game
Placed on Action Log: December 6, 2012

Summer 2013 — Target Date — Additional Take of Sandhill Cranes and Swans

MOTION: | move that we put the issue of swans and sandhill cranes on the action log to see if there could be additional
take in other parts of the state.

Assigned to: Blair Stringham

Action: Under Study

Status: Sandhill Crane addressed June 4, 2013, Swan is scheduled for presentation at the July RAC/August Board Mtg.
Placed on Action Log: August 16, 2012

Late Fall 2013 — Target Date — Nine Mile Range Creek

MOTION: | move that we ask the Division to report back on the Nine Mile Range Creek change to any bull relative to all
issues of hunting, including trespass, harvest, and hunter satisfaction.

Assigned to: Justin Shannon

Action: Under Study

Status: Pending

Placed on Action Log: December 1, 2011

Late Fall 2013 — Target Date — Premium Limited-entry deer tags

MOTION: | move that we have placed on the action log that the Division look into a premium limited entry deer tag
similar to the premium limited entry elk tag.

Assigned to: Anis Aoude/Judi Tutorow
Action: Under Study

Status: Pending

Placed on Action Log: May 3, 2012



Late Fall 2013 — Target Date — Duck Creek

MOTION: | move that we ask the Southern Region to address the Duck Creek issues and report back to the board
within a year from now. This is to be placed on the action log.

Assigned to: Kevin Bunnell

Action: Under Study

Status: Pending

Placed on Action Log: November 1, 2012

Late Fall 2013 — Target Date — Mineral Mountain Range

MOTION: | move that we ask the division to study the issues and concerns of making the Mineral Mountain Range
(west side of Beaver unit) a limited entry buck deer unit and that it be discussed during the revision of the deer plan with
the Deer Management Committee. This is to be placed on the action log.

Assigned to: Anis Aoude

Action: Under Study

Status: Pending

Placed on Action Log: December 6, 2012

Late Fall 2013 — Target Date — Additional muzzleloader Pronghorn hunting opportunity

MOTION | move that we ask the division to study additional muzzleloader pronghorn hunting opportunity as presented
in the November RAC meetings by Mr. Zundel. This is to be placed on the action log.

Assigned to: Anis Aoude

Action: Under Study

Status: Pending

Placed on Action Log: December 6, 2012

Late Fall 2013 — Target Date — Fish Possession Limit
MOTION: | move that the division look into the issue of bag and possession limits being identical.

Assigned to: Drew Cushing

Action: Under Study

Status: Pending

Placed on Action Log: November 1, 2012

Late Fall 2013 — Target Date — Exemptions for Companion Hunters of Disabled Sportsmen

MOTION: | move that we place on the action log the motion from the Southeastern Region to look at allowing a
specified companion hunter to finish off a wounded animal for a disabled hunter, who is paraplegic, quadriplegic, blind
or has lost use of his upper extremities. This is to be completed by the Bucks and Bulls Board Meeting in Dec. 2013.

Assigned to: Kenny Johnson/Marty Bushman
Action: Under Study

Status: Pending

Placed on Action Log: January 10, 2013

Late Fall 2013 — Target Date — Additional Use of Crossbows for taking carp

MOTION: | move that we place on the action log that the division look at the use of crossbows to take carp by all
fisherman and not just Disabled Anglers.

Assigned to: Tony Wood

Action: Under Study

Status: Pending

Placed on Action Log: January 10, 2013



Late Fall 2013 — Target Date — Transfer of Permits to Veterans

MOTION: | move that we place on the action log the recommendation made by Mr. David Gurr and that we ask the
division to consider his proposal as they are considering other statue changes relating to the transfer of tags. (See
Board Packet — 01/10/2013 for proposal)

Assigned to: Robin Cahoon

Action: Under Study

Status: Pending

Placed on Action Log: January 10, 2013

Late Fall 2013 — Target Date — Monroe Mountain

MOTION: | move that we ask the Southern Region Manager to meet with his staff to look at the Monroe Mountain unit
to see if it requires a different hunting structure. This is to be brought back to the Wildlife Board prior to the November
RAC meetings.

Assigned to: Kevin Bunnell
Action: Under Study

Status: Pending

Placed on Action Log: May 2, 2013

Late Fall 2013 — Target Date — Non-Resident Sheep Permit Quota

MOTION: | move that we ask the division to prepare a sheet for the Board and the NRO RAC that shows the sheep unit
grouping and permit percentage rules that were passed (by the board) last year — and subsequent total permits and
breakout between OIAL, conservation and convention permits, for each sheep species and each unit group.

Assigned to: Anis Aoude

Action: Under Study

Status: Pending

Placed on Action Log: May 2, 2013

Late Fall 2013 — Target Date — Rule/Guideline to define Species and Unit Management Plans

MOTION: | move that we establish an action log for DWR to develop a rule to define plan creations, notifications,
participation, composition, and processes of species management plans and unit management plans that cover big
game, bear, cougar, and turkey.

Assigned to: Bill Bates/Anis Aoude
Action: Under Study

Status: Pending

Placed on Action Log: June 4, 2013

Late Fall 2013 — Target Date — Dedicated Hunter Hours

MOTION: for DWR to reconsider allowing Dedicated Hunter program applicants to accrue volunteer hours in the first
year after they apply in the program rather than waiting until the final selections and approval. Also, have the DWR
bring the list of approved efforts for hours to the Board for review and consideration.

Assigned to: Bryan Christensen
Action: Under Study

Status: Pending

Placed on Action Log: June 4, 2013



Summer 2014 — Target Date — Hunting Turkeys with Falcons

MOTION: | move that we put the hunting turkeys with falcons proposal on the action log for consideration when the
Upland Game Guidebook comes up for review.

Assigned to: Jason Robinson
Action: Under Study

Status: Pending

Placed on Action Log: June 9, 2011

Summer 2014 — Target Date — Additional Benefits for Limited-Entry turkey tag holders

MOTION: | move that we have placed on the action log that the Division look into the possibility and feasibility of a
limited entry turkey permit holder who is unsuccessful to turn in their limited entry tag and purchase a general season
tag.

Assigned to: Jason Robinson
Action: Under Study

Status: Pending

Placed on Action Log: May 3, 2012

Summer 2014 — Target Date — Group Applications for Limited-Entry turkey permits, sage-grouse and sharp-tail grouse
permits.

MOTION: | move for the DWR to present a proposal to the RACs that group applications be allowed for the limited entry
turkey, sage-grouse, and sharp-tailed grouse hunts.

Assigned to: Jason Robinson
Action: Under Study

Status: Pending

Placed on Action Log: June 4, 2013

Summer 2014 — Target Date — Use of 28 gauge shotgun for taking Wild Turkeys
MOTION: | move that we place on the action log the request for use of a 28 gauge shotgun for turkeys.

Assigned to: Jason Robinson
Action: Under Study

Status: Pending

Placed on Action Log: June 4, 2013

Fall 2014 — Target Date — Management Buck Tags on the Book Cliffs

MOTION: | move that the Division be asked to review the buck management tags on the Book Cliffs. People are
always reporting the presence of big two and three point bucks in that area. Perhaps these permits could be given to
youth. This is to be addressed during the revision of the Deer Management Plan in 2014.

Assigned to: Anis Aoude

Action: Under Study

Status: Pending

Placed on Action Log: December 1, 2011



Fall 2014 — Target Date — Cougar Data — Female Harvest

MOTION: | move that the Division do an expeditious review of the data and to provide the board members their
analysis, conclusions and recommendations concerning the possible over harvest of female cougars.

Assigned to: John Shivik

Action: Under Study

Status: Letter to be presented to the Wildlife Board November 1, 2012
Placed on Action Log: August 16, 2012

Fall 2014 — Target Date — Definition of “Youth”

MOTION: | move that we ask the division to study the definition of “youth” and see if it can be adjusted and made
universal across the division with the different species. This is to be placed on the action log.

Assigned to: Kevin Bunnell/Judi Tutorow

Action: Under Study

Status: the proposal is to be taken out to the RAC’s and Board as the applicable guidebooks come up for review
Placed on Action Log: December 6, 2012

On going — Target Date - Multi-year guidebooks and rules

MOTION: We ask that the Division look toward multi-year guidebooks and rules and that they present a plan on how
that multi-year guidebook and rule will work as each is presented.

Assigned to: Staci Coons

Action: Under Study

Status: Wildlife Board to be updated at the May 29, 2013 work session
Placed on Action Log: August 20, 2009



Utah Wildlife Board Work Session
May 29, 2013, Lee Kay Center
6000 W. 2100 S., Salt Lake City, Utah
http://wildlife.utah.gov/public_meetings/board minutes/audio/13-05-29 work-session.mp3

Board Members Present Division Personnel Present

Del Brady — Chair Rory Reynolds Judi Tutorow
Ernie Perkins— Vice Chair Mike Caning Justin Dolling
Greg Sheehan — Exec Sec Mike Fowlks John Shivik

Bill Fenimore Marty Bushman Jason Robinson
Jake Albrecht Staci Coons Karen Caldwell
Mike King Thu Vo-Wood Lindy Varney
John Bair (excused) Blair Stringham Scott McFarlane
Calvin Crandall (excused) Kenny Johnson Boyde Blackwell

Public Present
Fred Oswald
Robert Byrnes
Mike Christensen
1) Approva of Agenda (Action) 0:00:00 to 0:01:22 of 1:19:40

Chairman Brady wel comed the audience and went over the agenda. The items for discussion are informational
only. The meeting is open to the public but no public comment will be accepted.

The following motion was made by Jake Albrecht, seconded by Ernie Perkins and passed unanimously.
MOTION: | move that we approve the agenda as presented.
2) Update — Mike Fowlks (Informational) 0:01:23 to 0:03:10 of 1:19:40

Deputy Director Mike Fowlks mentioned that at 4:00 p.m. today the Board will have a chance to test fire some
nonconventional weapons.

The Division will be hosting the first Stewardship Awards banquet at the Radisson Hotel tonight at 6:00 p.m.
Mike announced Bill Bates is the new wildlife section chief.

3) Update on Coyote Control Results and Plans for Next Y ear — John Shivik (Informational) 0:03:14
t0 0:17:33 0of 1:19:40

John Shivik led a discussion on coyote control results and plans for next year.

4) Update on Preference Point Discussion — Lindy Varney (Informational) 0:17:42 to 0:30:44 of
1:19:40

Lindy Varney updated the Wildlife Board on the previous preference point discussion on May 2.
5) Update on Multiple Y ear Guidebooks — Staci Coons (Informational) 0:30:46 to 0:35:29 of 1:19:40

Staci Coons updated the Board on multiple year guidebooks.



Wildlife Board Work Session
May 29, 2012

6) Update on Turkey Summit — Jason Robinson (Informational) 0:35:36 to 0:52:28 of 1:19:40
Jason Robinson led a discussion on the Turkey Summit.
7) Update on Waterfowl Summit — Blair Stringham (Informational) 0:52:30 to 1:05:17 of 1:19:40

Blair Stringham led a discussion on the Waterfowl Summit that was held yesterday at the Department of
Natural Resources.

8) Update on Actions Taken by the CWMU Committee — Scott McFarlane (Informational) 1:05:20 to
1:17:49 of 1:19:40

Scott McFarlane updated the Board on the CWMU Committee actions, which met in February and addressed
several complaints.

9) Crossbow and Muzzlel oader Demonstration (4:00 pm) — Lee Kay Center Staff (Informational)

Board members participated in a demonstration on the use'of crossbows and muzzleloaders in order to better
understand their challenges.



Utah Wildlife Board Meeting

June 4, 2013, DNR, Boardroom
1594 W. North Temple, Salt Lake City, Utah
Amended AGENDA

Thursday, June 4, 2013 — 9:00 am

1. Approval of Agenda
— Del Brady, Chairman

2. Approval of Minutes
— Del Brady, Chairman

3. Old Business/Action Log
— Ernie Perkins, Vice-Chair

4. DWR Update
— Greg Sheehan, DWR Director

5. Upland Game Recommendations
— Blair Stringham, Upland Game Biologist

6. Goat Management Plan
— Kent Hersey, Big Game Project Leader

7. Bighorn Sheep Management Plan
— Kent Hersey, Big Game Project Leader

8. Urban Deer — New Rule R657-65
— Martin Bushman, Attorney

9. NRO Deer Management Plans
— Darren Debloois, Asst. Wildlife Manager

10. Other Business
— Del Brady, Chairman

ACTION

ACTION

CONTINGENT

INFORMATION

ACTION

ACTION

ACTION

ACTION

ACTION

CONTINGENT



Utah Wildlife Board Meeting
June 4, 2013

Utah Wildlife Board Meeting
June 4, 2013, DNR Auditorium
1594 West North Temple, Salt Lake City, Utah
Summary of Motions
1) Approva of Agenda (Action)

The following motion was made by Ernie Perkins, seconded by Calvin Crandall and passed
unanimously.

MOTION: | movethat we approvethe agenda as amended.
2) Approval of Minutes (Action)

The following motion was made by Ernie Perkins, seconded by Jake Albrecht and passed
unanimously.

MOTION: | movethat we approve the minutes of theMay 1, 2013 Work
Session meeting and the May 2, 2013 Wildlife Board Meeting as corrected.

3) Old Business/Action Log (Contingent)

Action Item: for DWR to present a proposal to the RACs that group applications be
allowed for thelimited entry turkey, sage-grouse, and shar p-tailed grouse hunts.

Action Item: for DWR to reconsider allowing Dedicated Hunter program applicantsto
accrue volunteer hoursin thefirst year after they apply in the program rather than waiting
until thefinal selectionsand approval. Also, havethe DWR bring thelist of approved
effortsfor hoursto the Board for review and consider ation.

4) Upland Game Recommendations (Action)

The following motion was made by Ernie Perkins, seconded by Bill Fenimore and passed
unanimously.

MOTION: | movethat we place on the action log therequest for use of a
28 gauge shotgun for turkeys.

The following motion was made by Mike King, seconded by Bill Fenimore and passed
unanimously.

MOTION: | movethat we accept the Upland Game Recommendations
as presented by the Division.
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5) Goat Management Plan (Action)

The following motion was made by Ernie Perkins, seconded by John Bair and passed
unanimously.

MOTION: | movethat we establish an action log for DWR to develop a
ruleto define plan creations, notifications, participation, composition, and
processes for species management plans and unit management plansthat

cover big game, bear, cougar, and turkey.

The following motion was made by Ernie Perkins, seconded by Jake Albrecht and passed
unanimously.

MOTION: | movethat we accept the Goat Management Plan as presented,
with the requirement that unit plans be produced for the “ Reintroduction
Sites” listed in the plan and be taken through the appropriate RACs and
Board.

6) Bighorn Sheep Management Plan (Action)

The following motion was made by Calvin Crandall, seconded by John Bair and passed
unanimously.

MOTION: | movethat we accept the Bighorn Sheep Management Plan as
presented with the inclusion of inviting all affected cooper ative agencies and
permit holdersin the decision process when formulating a unit management
plan.

7) Urban Deer — New Rule R657-65 (Action)

The following motion was made by John Bair, seconded by Calvin Crandall and passed
unanimously.

MOTION: | movethat we accept the new Urban Deer Rule R657-65 as

presented by the Division and revise the $50 fee to be used toward selection
of certified hunters and meat processing by the city.

8) NRO Deer Management Plans (Action)

The following motion was made by John Bair, seconded by Bill Fenimore and passed
unanimously.

MOTION: | movethat we approvethe NRO Deer Management Plans as
presented.
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Utah Wildlife Board Meeting
June 4, 2013, DNR Auditorium

1594 West North Temple, Salt Lake City, Utah
http://wildlife.utah.gov/public_meetings/board _minutes/audio/13-6-4.mp3

Wildlife Board M ember s Present

Division Personne Present

Del Brady — Chair Mike Fowlks Anis Aoude
Ernie Perkins — Vice-Chair Rory Reynolds Chris Wood
Greg Sheehan — Exec Sec Mike Canning Kenny Johnson
Mike King Staci Coons Mark Hadley
Calvin Crandall Thu Vo-Wood Scott White
John Bair Blair Stringham John Shivik
Bill Fenimore Kent Hersey John Fairchild
Jake Albrecht Marty Bushman Bill Bates
Darren Debloois Scott McFarlane
RAC Chairs Present Bryan Christensen Kevin Bunnéll
Central — Fred Oswald Justin Shannon Lindy Varney
Southern — Steve Flinders Dax Mangus Tory Mathis
Southeastern — Derris Jones Judi Tutorow Randall Thacker
Northeastern - Boyde Blackwell Jasen Robinson Justin Dolling
Northern — Robert Byrnes Troy Davis Robyn Pearson
Covy Jones Darin Bird
Public Present
Kevin Albrecht
Byron Bateman, SFW Keven Jensen Troy Justenson, SFW  Lynn Ritchie, Highland Mayor
Dave Black Jesse Jensen Gary Nielsen Tye Boulder, UWC
Fox 13 News Richard Dunn Mary O’ Brien, Grand Canyon Trust

Chairman Brady wel comed the audience and introduced the Wildlife board and RAC Chairs.
1) Approva of Agenda (Action) 00:00:11 — 00:01:32 of 04:25:45

The following motion was made by Ernie Perkins, seconded by Calvin Crandall and passed
unanimously.

MOTION: | movethat we approvethe agenda as amended.
2) Approva of Minutes (Action) 00:01:33 —00:01:57 of 04:25:45

The following motion was made by Ernie Perkins, seconded by Jake Albrecht and passed
unanimously.

MOTION: | movethat we approve the minutes of the May 1, 2013 wor k session meeting
and the March 2, 2103 Wildlife Board Meeting as corrected.
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3) Old Business/Action Log (Contingent) 00:01:58 —00:07:29 of 04:25:45

Action Item: for DWR to present a proposal to the RACsthat group applications be
allowed for thelimited entry turkey, sage-grouse, and sharp-tailed grouse hunts.

Action Item: for DWR to reconsider allowing Dedicated Hunter program applicantsto
accruevolunteer hoursin thefirst year after they apply in the program rather than waiting
until thefinal selectionsand approval. Also, havethe DWR bring thelist of approved
effortsfor hoursto the Board for review and consideration.

4) DWR Update (Informational) 00:07:30 —00:13:46 of 04:25:45

Greg Sheehan recognized and acknowledged Del Brady and Ernie Perkins for their years of
service on the Wildlife Board.

DWR hosted the first Stewardship Awards recognizing citizens who have contributed to the
promotion and conservation of wildlife recreation and resources in the state.

The day-old-chick program was re-established. Nearly 3,400 chicks were distributed this past
week.

Bill Batesisthe new wildlife section chief.
The big game draw was successful this year. Remaining permits will be posted online soon.
5) Upland Game Recommendations (Action) 00:17:20 — 00:36:23 of 04:25:45
Blair Stringham presented the recommendations for upland game.
Board Questions 00:24:43 —00:32:04
The Board focused their questions on sandhill cranes — permit alocation history, survey history,
depredation issues and how they are addressed. DWR has been working with Wildlife Services
to address some of the depredation issues. Permit allocation may be modified, but harvest data
needs to be collected in order to make the necessary adjustments.
RAC Recommendations 00:32:26 —00:33:46
All RACs unanimously passed the Upland Game Recommendations as presented.

NRO requested the Board create an action log item to address Mike Christensen’ s petition for
use of a 28 gauge shotgun for turkeys. Motion passed 8 to 1 with one abstention.

The following motion was made by Ernie Perkins, seconded by Bill Fenimore and passed
unanimously.
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MOTION: | movethat we place on the action log therequest for use of a 28 gauge
shotgun for turkeys.

The following motion was made by Mike King, seconded by Bill Fenimore and passed
unanimously.

MOTION: | movethat we accept the Upland Game Recommendations as presented by
the Division.

6) Goat Management Plan (Action) 00:36:24 —01:37:56 of 04:25:45
Kent Hersey presented the goat management plan.
Board Questions 00:44:40 — 00:049:23

The Board wondered about disease potential with domestic sheep and procedures to address
them. Although disease has occurred in other states, it Is not a concern or issue in Utah; thus, no
plans have been developed to addressit.

RAC Recommendation 00:50:18 — 00:54:00

The Goat Management Plan passed unanimously at all RACs except for the Southeast RAC.
They added several stipulations and passed the plan'with two opposing votes.

Public Comments 00:54:01 —01:00:13

Mary O'Brien, Grand.Canyon Trust, stated her objections to the plan. She said there would be
irreparable habitat damageif goats were introduced to the La Sal area. The plan does not address
limits, declines or monitoring of native plants.

In contrast, Byron Bateman stated his support of the plan. He said the Division has the
wherewithal to monitor the plan and make the necessary adjustments.

Board Discussion 01:00:14 —01:33:54

Bill Fenimore asked the Division to address O’ Brien’sremarks. Kent Hersey and Dax Mangus
both stated there have not been any negative impacts to habitat where goats have been
introduced. Twenty years of data collected by the Forest Service, namely on Ashley Forest,
found no impact to vegetation or habitat. Extensive monitoring on the Tuscher Mountain and
Willard Peak resulted in the same conclusion.

The following motion was made by Ernie Perkins, seconded by John Bair and passed
unanimously.
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MOTION: | movethat we establish an action log for DWR to develop aruleto define plan
creations, notifications, participation, composition, and processes for species management
plans and unit management plansthat cover big game, bear, cougar, and turkey.

The following motion was made by Ernie Perkins, seconded by Jake Albrecht and passed
unanimously.

MOTION: | movethat we accept the Goat Management Plan as presented, with the
requirement that unit plans be produced for the“ Reintroduction Sites’ listed in the plan
and be taken through the appropriate RACs and Board.

7) Bighorn Sheep Management Plan (Action) 01:38:31 —02:47:15 of 04:25:45
Kent Hersey presented the bighorn sheep management plan.
Public Questions 01:52:55—-02:01:12

Keven Jensen had questions pertaining to alitigious litigation issue that DWR, BLM, and his
family sheep ranch are in the midst of resolving.

RAC Recommendations 02:01:16 — 02:03:49

Southern and Northern RACs unanimously passed the Bighorn Sheep Management Plan as
presented. Southeast and Central RACs passed with one opposing vote each.

Northeast RAC approved theplan 7 to 2. They also unanimously accepted a motion to include
all cooperative agencies and permit holders inthe decision-making process prior to drafting
future plans for the next revision.

Public Comments 02:03:50- 02:08:18

Keven Jensen continued his discussion on the sheep ranch issue. His brother, Jesse Jensen,
expressed appreciation for the Board and Division’s concerns for ranchers on the sandhill crane
depredation matter and asked that they keep the ranchersin mind when making decisions.
Board Discussion 02:08:58 —02:47:15

Board comments and discussions were directed at the Jensen ranch issue and the public process
in affecting policy. Similar to the goat plan, the discussion was muddled in unit plans versus

statewide species plans.

The following motion was made by Calvin Crandall, seconded by John Bair and passed
unanimously.

MOTION: | movethat we accept the Bighorn Sheep Management Plan as presented with
theinclusion of inviting all affected cooper ative agencies and permit holdersin the decision
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process when formulating a unit management plan.
8) Urban Deer Control — New Rule R657-65 (Action) 02:48:11 —03:27:09 of 04:25:45

Martin Bushman presented a pilot program for urban deer control. The plan will have flexibility
to alow cities to address their unique situations.

Board Questions 02:54:30 —02:57:00

The Board wanted clarifications on some of the restrictions and reasoning behind some
requirements.

RAC Recommendations 02:57:04 — 02:58:03
Central RAC approved the new Urban Deer Rule R657-65 as presented with one dissenting vote.

Northern RAC unanimously passed the rule with a side note for DWR to make recommendations
to cities on methods to mitigate wildlife damage.

Public Comments 02:28:44 —03:26:03

Mayor Lynn Ritchie of Highland thanked the Division for helping develop the plan. He
requested the Board amend the rule to include not turning in all the antlers and increasing the fee
to cover expenses.

Marty Bushman explained that in order to keep the activities of the program consistent with the
purpose of the rule (urban deer control) lower fees were adopted and antlers were taken out of
the equation to prevent trophy hunting within city limits.

More discussion, comments, and questions ensued.

The following motion was made by John Bair, seconded by Calvin Crandall and passed
unanimously.

MOTION: | movethat we accept the new Urban Deer Rule R657-65 as presented by the
Division and revise the $50 fee to be used toward selection of certified huntersand meat
processing by thecity.

9) NRO Deer Management Plans (Action) 03:27:45 —03:41:24 of 04:25:45

Darren Debloois presented the northern region deer management plans, which include enhanced
habitat needs for each unit.

Northern RAC unanimously recommended the Board approve the plan as presented.



Utah Wildlife Board Meeting
June 4, 2013

The following motion was made by John Bair, seconded by Bill Fenimore and passed
unanimously.

MOTION: I movethat we accept the NRO Deer M anagement Plans as presented.
10)  Other Business (Contingent) 03:41:31 — 04:25:45 of 04:25:45
Greg Sheehan announced two new wildlife board members: Kirk Woodward and Steve Dalton.

The Board voted for chair and vice-chair positions. Jake Albrecht was elected chair and Bill
Fenimore was elected vice-chair.

Marty Bushman updated the Board on the Jensen/BLM sheep issue in the Northeast region.

The Mogle appeal date was set for August 6 at 1:00 p.m. Four board members will be present
for the appeal .

M eeting adjourned.



Regional Advisory Council Meeting
July/August

WATERFOWL GUIDEBOOK AND RULE R657-09

SRO

MOTION:  To accept the Waterfowl Guidebook and Rule R657-09 as
presented with the exception to change the youth hunt date to September 217,
2013.

VOTE: Unanimous

SERO, NERO, CRO

NRO

MOTION:  To accept the Waterfowl Guidebook and Rule as presented._
VOTE: Passed unanimous

MOTION: Recommend the Wildlife Board accept the Waterfowl Guidebook and
rule R657-09 as presented with the youth hunt starting 9-21-13.
VOTE: Motion PassesUnanimous

MILITARY INSTALLATIONS PERMIT PROGRAM R657-66

SRO, NERO, CRO

SERO

NRO

MOTION: To accept Military Installations Permit Program R657-66 as
presented.
VOTE: Unanimous

MOTION: To accept the Military Installation Permit as presented.
VOTE: Passed 9 to 1 with one opposing vote cast by Charlie Tracy

MOTION: Recommend the Wildlife Board approved R657-66 Military
Installations Permit Program as presented with the suggestion to explore
additional hunting opportunities on Military Installations.

VOTE: Motion Passes: For: 10 Abstain: 1, Lawrence

PROPOSED FEE SCHEDULE FY 2015

SRO, CRO, NRO

SERO

NERO

MOTION: To accept the Proposed Fee Schedule FY 2015 as presented.
VOTE: Unanimous

MOTION: To accept the Proposed Fee Schedule FY 2015 as presented.
VOTE: Passed 9 to 1 with one opposing vote cast by Charlie Tracy

MOTION: To accept fee schedule change as presented.
VOTE: Passed 5-4



AIS RULE AMENDMENTS R657-60

ALL RAC’S
MOTION: To accept the AIS Rule Amendments R657-60 as presented.
VOTE: Unanimous

COUGAR RECOMMENDATIONS

SRO MOTION: To accept the Cougar Recommendations as presented with the
exception of managing the Premium deer units [Henry Mountains and
Paunsaugunt] the same as the big horn sheep units and ask the Wildlife Board to
reguest the cougar management plan be reviewed [to simplify] by July 2014 and
to have an update of the Monroe Cougar Study be given to the Southern Region
RAC.
VOTE: Passed 9:3

SERO MOTION: To accept the Division’s cougar recommendations as presented,
except that the Book Cliffs be separated from Nine Mile and be made a split unit
and raise the number of permitsto 20.
VOTE: Passed 8 to 1 with one opposing vote cast by Wayne Hoskisson

NERO MOTION: To accept the Division's proposal as presented, adding the Utah
Houndsmen's Association Book Cliffs recommendation and a mandatory
orientation course for al cougar hunters
VOTE: Passed 7-2

CRO MOTION: To change the Manti units back to limited entry (Northeast Manti,
Northwest Manti, Southeast Manti)
VOTE: Passed 7t0 1

MOTION: To require GPS coordinates for harvested cougars and make the
cougar orientation course mandatory
VOTE: Passed unanimously

MOTION: To support the balance of the recommendations as presented
VOTE: Passed unanimously

NRO MOTION: Recommend the Wildlife Board adopt the Cougar recommendations
as presented with the DWR working to alleviate depredation on livestock
VOTE: Motion Passes: For: 10 Against: 1, Hicks



GOAT MANAGEMENT PLANS- MT. DUTTON AND LA SAL

SRO

SERO

NERO

CRO

NRO

MOTION: To accept the Goat Management plan on the Mt. Dutton as presented.
AMENDMENT TO MOTION: To create a stakehol ders group.

VOTE ON AMENDMENT: Passed 7:5

VOTE: Passed 10:2

MOTION: To accept the Goat Management plan on the La Sal as presented.
VOTE: Passed 11:0 (1 abstained)

MOTION: That the LaSal Mountains be removed from the list of potentia introduction
sites.

VOTE: Votingwastied 5to 5. In favor of the motion were Chris Micoz, Sue
Bellagamba, Wayne Hoskisson, Charlie Tracy and Trisha Hedin. Opposed to the motion
were Jeff Horrocks, Darrel Mecham, Blair Eastman, Karl Ivory, and Derris Jones.
The chairman, Kevin Albrecht, who represents the U.S. Forest Service, abstained from
voting to break thetie, dueto a conflict of interest.

MOTION: To accept the LaSal Mountains Goat Management Plans as presented, except
that the density of goats at the 9,000 foot elevation model not exceed 1.8 goats per square
mile during the five year period.

VOTE: Voting wastied 5to 5. In favor of the motion were Derris Jones, Karl lvory,
Blair Eastman, Trisha Hedin, and Jeff Horrocks. Opposed to the motion were Chris
Micoz, Sue Bellagamba, Wayne Hoskisson, Charlie Tracy, and Darrel Mecham. The
chairman, Kevin Albrecht, who represents the U.S. Forest Service abstained from voting
to break thetie, due to a conflict of interest.

MOTION: To accept the Mount Dutton Goat Management Plan as presented.
VOTE: Passed with opposing votes cast by Sue Bellagamba and Wayne Hoskisson

MOTION: To approve as two separate units on LaSal and Mt Dutton

SUBSTITUTE MOTION: | would like al'so to incorporate the Farm Bureau's
recommendation to incorporate on Mt Dutton Joe Batty

VOTE: Passed 7-11 Abstention

The Forest Service supports the plan for Mt Dutton, but is against putting goats into the
La Sals at this point based on information from paperwork from the Forest Service.

MOTION: To support the goat management plan for the La Sal
VOTE: Passed 6 to 2, 1 abstention

MOTION: To support the goat management plan for Mt. Dutton
VOTE: Passed 7 in favor, 1 abstention

MOTION: Recommend the Wildlife Board approve the Mt Dutton M ountain Goat
Management as presented
VOTE: Motion Passes: Unanimous

MOTION: Recommend the Wildlife Board approve the La Sal Mountain Goat
Management Plan as presented.
VOTE: Motion Passes: For: 9 Against: 2, Cowley and Purdy



FURBEARER AND BOBCAT HARVEST RECOMMENDATIONS

SRO, NERO, CRO, NRO
MOTION: To accept the Furbearer and Bobcat Harvest Recommendations as
presented.
VOTE: Unanimous

SERO MOTION: To accept the Furbearer and Bobcat Harvest Recommendations as
presented.

VOTE: Passed 8 to 2 with two opposing votes cast by Blair Eastman and Wayne
Hoskisson

R657-52 BRINE SHRIMP RULE AMENDMENTS
CRO, NRO

MOTION: To support the recommendations as presented
VOTE: Passed unanimously



Southern Regional Advisory Council Meeting
Belknap Elementary School
Beaver, UT
July 30, 2013
7:00 p.m.
1. REVIEW & ACCEPTANCE OF MINUTES AND AGENDA
MOTION: To accept minutes and agenda as written.
VOTE: Unanimous.
2. WATERFOWL GUIDEBOOK AND RULE R657-09

MOTION: To accept the Waterfowl Guidebook and Rule R657-09 as presented with the exception to
change the youth hunt date to September 21%, 2013.

VOTE: Unanimous
3. MILITARY INSTALLATIONSPERMIT PROGRAM R657-66
MOTION: To accept Military Installations Permit Program R657-66 as presented.
VOTE: Unanimous
4. PROPOSED FEE SCHEDULE FY 2015
MOTION: To accept the Proposed Fee Schedule FY 2015 as presented.
VOTE: Unanimous
5.AISRULE AMENDMENTS R657-60
MOTION: To accept the AIS Rule Amendments R657-60 as presented.
VOTE: Unanimous
6. COUGAR RECOMMENDATIONS
MOTION: To accept the Cougar Recommendations as presented with the exception of managing the
Premium deer units [Henry Mountains and Paunsaugunt] the same as the big horn sheep units and ask
the Wildlife Board to request the cougar management plan be reviewed [to ssimplify] by July 2014 and to

have an update of the Monroe Cougar Study be given to the Southern Region RAC.

VOTE: Motion passed 9:3
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7. GOAT MANAGEMENT PLANS-MT.DUTTON AND LA SAL
MOTION: To accept the Goat Management plan on the Mt. Dutton as presented.
AMENDMENT TO MOTION: To create a stakeholders group.
VOTE ON AMENDMENT: Passed 7:5
VOTE: Motion passed 10:2
MOTION: To accept the Goat Management plan on the La Sal as presented.

VOTE: Motion Passed 11:1 (1 abstained)

8. FURBEARER AND BOBCAT HARVEST RECOMMENDATIONS
MOTION: To accept the Furbearer and Bobcat Harvest Recommendations as presented.

VOTE: Unanimous
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Southern Regional Advisory Council Meeting
Beaver High School

Jason Robinson
Jordan Nielson
Guy Wallace
Greg Sheehan
Kenny Johnson
Richard Hepworth
Chris Wood
Justin Shannon

Beaver, UT
July 30, 2013
7:00 p.m.
RAC Members Present DWR Personnel Present tif ellieEesme RAG [HEmlErs
Present Not Present
Harry Barber Kevin Bunndll Jake Albrecht
Dae Bagley Stephanie Rainey Steve Dalton
Mike Staheli Lynn Chamberlain
Layne Torgerson Teresa Griffin
Sam Carpenter Riley Peck
Cordell Pearson Heather Talley
Dave Black Dustin Schaible
Mike Worthen Blair Stringham
Clair Woodbury John Shivik
Mack Morrell Vance Mumford
Rusty Aiken Jim Lamb
Sean Kelly Brent Farnsworth
Brian Johnson Josh Pollock

Dave Black called the meeting to order at 7:07 p.m. There were approximately 23 interested partiesin
attendance in addition to RAC members, members of the Wildlife Board, and Division employees.
Dave Black introduced himself and asked RAC members to introduce themselves. Dave Black explained

RAC meeting procedures.

David Black: We would like to call this meeting to order. Welcome you out to the RAC meeting this
evening. My nameis Dave Black; I’m the new chairman for the southern RAC. I’'m looking forward to
this opportunity. Before we get started I’ d like to recognize some people in the audience. We have with
us tonight, very fortunate to have the new director with us, Director Sheehan. No wave. Good to see
you. We aso have the new chairman of the Wildlife Board, Jake Albrecht. And we aso have one of the
newest members of the Wildlife Board with us, Steve Dalton. So welcome. At thistimewe' d liketo
introduce the RAC, and if we could we' d start down here on my right. Sean.

Sean Kelly: Sean Kelly with the US Forest Service.

Rusty Aiken: Rusty Aiken of Cedar City.
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Mack Morrell: Mack Morrell, Bicknell; representing agriculture.

Clair Woodbury: Clair Woodbury, Hurricane. | represent the public at-large.

Brian Johnson: Brian Johnson, non-consumptive.

Mike Worthen: Mike Worthen, Cedar City. | represent the public-at-large.

Kevin Bunnell: Kevin Bunnell; I'm the regional supervisor for the southern region.
Cordell Pearson: Cordell Pearson, member at-large.

Sam Carpenter: Sam Carpenter from Kanab. | represent the sportsman.

Layne Torgerson: Layne Torgerson from Richfield. I’m a sportsman representative.
Mike Staheli: Mike Staheli, Delta area, at-large.

DadeBagley: Dale Bagley from Marysvale; elected official.

Harry Barber: Harry Barber, I'm from Kanab. | represent the BLM.

Review and Acceptance of Agenda and Minutes (action)

Dave Black: Thank you, um, to get started; first of all, we'd like to accept a motion for the approval of
the agenda and the minutes. Have you had a chance to look over the agenda?

Rusty Aiken: Dave, I'll make a motion to approve those minutes.

Dave Black: A motion by Rusty. And asecond by Sam. And we need avote. All infavor? Any
opposed? It’s unanimous.

Rusty Aiken made the motion to accept the agenda and minutes as presented. Sam Car penter
seconded. Motion carried unanimously.

Wildlife Board Update:
-David Black, Chairman

David Black: | had the opportunity to go to my first Wildlife Board meeting. | have to admit I'm going
to have to repent and beg your forgiveness. When | went there | expected one thing and | was greatly
surprised and saw another. When | first started on the RAC sometimes | was alittle bit disillusioned that
we would spend hours and talk about items and come up with what we thought was a recommendation
and then it would go to the Wildlife Board and they’ d decide something other than what we
recommended. But when | went to the Board meeting | was very impressed. | was very impressed with
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the personnel that were there, the time and effort they spend on each of the topics. I'm very impressed
with the new director. And | walked out of there feeling real excited about the opportunity that I'll have
as chairman to attend the Board meetings and it was a good experience for me. I’'m really excited about
an opportunity to work with the new Chair of the Wildlife Board and also the new members on the
Wildlife Board. And I look forward to this coming year. And so | just wanted to et you know as other
members of the RAC that it was avery positive experience and | look forward to working further with
them. Some of the updates up there; there were five action items. The upland game recommendation,
the goat management plan, the big horn sheep management plan, the urban deer new rule, and the
northern region deer management plans. And each of those were passed as presented by the Division by
the Wildlife Board. Another thing that | thought was interesting is they talked about some action items.
And onethat | was particularly interested in was they have an action item to look at a proposal from the
RACs where allowing dedicated hunters to accrue hours. And so like for instance this year | was new in
the dedicated hunter program and we did alot of work early in the year in April and May and they're
looking at a proposal where we could accrue those hours in our first year. And so | was excited to see
that; and | look forward to see how that’s going to turn out. They also, um, they also looked at a
proposal, they have an action item to look at allowing limited entry group applications for turkeys, sage
grouse, sharp tail grouse. And there was a new motion to put on the action item list and that was the use
of 28 gauge shotguns for turkeys. So these were thingsthat | didn’t know were going on behind the
scenes that | wanted to share with the RAC members tonight. But these are some things that they are
actively looking at up there. So we' [l move to the next item on the agenda, item number 4,the regional
update from Kevin.

Regional Update:
-Kevin Bunnéll, Southern Regional Supervisor

Kevin Bunnéll: Thanks Dave, with the length of our agendatonight | will be brief and just hit an couple
of things out of each of the sections.

= Inour wildlife section, of course everybody is aware that the archery hunt will
be opening here in a couple of weeks. In addition to that towards the end of
August we'll be doing a goat capture on the Beaver. The mgjority of those
will probably going to South Dakota. Some may be going to other parts of the
state depending on what happens through this process that we' re beginning
tonight.

= |Inour aguatics section, many of you that are from this area may be aware that
Wwe' ve, there was a possibility that we may be, we may have to drain
Minersville reservoir to do some repairs on that that dam. Luckily, which
would have been devastating because that’s a, you know, atrophy fishery that
we would have lost. The habitat council and the blue ribbon fisheries council
both stepped up and put the money forward to where that repair can be done
with diversinstead of having to drain the reservoir to do the repairs. It's a
price tag of about $30,000.00 dollars to do so, but probably well worth it
considering it would be four or five years to get that fishery back to whereit is
if we had to drain the reservoir this year. So that will be taking place probably
towards the end of August. | do need to mention it’s not 100 percent that we
can get it done with divers. There's till a slight chance that we would have to
drain the reservoir but we' re probably 90, 95 percent sure that we'll be able to,
or the work will be able to be done and to repair the dam using, using divers.
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A couple of other thingsin the aguatics program, we' ve had some regulation
changes on Piute reservoir and Anderson Meadows reservoir. Piute because
we'redraining it to treat it thisfall to get rid of the chubs so that we can get a
trout fishery established back in there. And then Anderson Meadow here on
the Beaver; uh, it doesn’'t have a conservation pool and it will probably be
drained all the way down because the water is needed for irrigation. So we've
increased the limit, the trout limit on both of those waters up to eight, and
hoping that the public will take advantage of that and take as many fish home
as they can between now and when those reservoirs are drained.

=  From our habitat section, luckily it’s been aslow fire season and we hope that
continues that way.

= From law enforcement, some of you may have seen the article that came out
asking for, or requesting help from the public to try to identify a couple of
people, well we don’t know how many people, but the um, people that shot a
couple of trophy deer just outside of Alton on the Paunsagaunt. Our law
enforcement folks are really hoping to get atip on that so that they can pursue
that and make a case out of that and bring those, and make those people
accountable for what they’ ve done.

= And then lastly in our outreach section, this Saturday here in, on the Beaver is
our annual goat watch. Anybody that’s interested in that, the group will be
meeting at the south Beaver exit and leaving that location at 7:30 to go up on
the mountain. Typically several hundred people come into that, Lynn?
Between 100 and 300 people usually take advantage of that each year soit’'sa
good event. Soif you have the time | would recommend you take advantage
of that. And that’s all | have.

Dave Black: Thank you Kevin. Before we get started with the action items, if you notice on the agenda
we have eight separate action items. So we want to try to keep this process moving. Let me just explain
the process as we go through. First we'll have the presentation for each of theseitems. Then we'll
entertain questions from the RAC. And then we'll entertain questions from the public. And keep in
mind at this time they would just be questions. And then we'll move into comments from the public.
And in order to make a comment we' d ask that you turn in acomment card; and we have some of these
up here already. When you get up before the mic, please state your name. Idedly if you're here
representing a group you'll have five minutes for your comment. And we'd like to limit the five minutes
to one person per group. And then other individuals from that group or if you’ re representing yoursel f
you’'ll have three minutes for your comment. And then we'll take comments from the RAC and then
we' [l move to make a motion on the items. So we'll turn the time over to Jason for the first presentation.

Turkey Depredation (informational)

-Jason Robinson, Upland Coordinator  13:05t0 18:01 of 4:11:36
(See attachment 1)

Questions from the RAC:

David Black: Thank you Jason. Just for a point of clarification, depending on the agenda that you're
looking at, thisin an informational item, it’s not an action item. So are there any questions from the

Page 6 of 47



RAC? Sam.

Sam Carpenter: So are we receiving alot of complaints with turkeys, is that why we' ve had to move to
do this?

Jason Robinson: Um, depending on the part of the state. The Southern region has some complaints but
the vast majority of our complaints currently are coming out of the northern region, northern part of the
state. We are getting afair number but we' ve been able to capture and transplant those turkeys for the
most part. What the Northern region is seeing is even after they’ ve moved awhole bunch of turkeys
there are still some causing some nuisance. And so they would like, basically another tool to be able to
try and get these turkeys back up on the mountain.

Sam Carpenter: Well these turkeys seem to have done alot better in Kane County than | think anybody
anticipated and they’re all over in town. | was just wondering, you know, if that was part of the problem,
if they’ve done that in other areas.

Jason Robinson: They have done very well. Y ou know, turkeys are a great success story for the Division.
And you know, depending on the situation, basically what this doesisif they become a nuisance we
have more tools available to us to deal with them. But our primary tool is still to capture and move them
to places where they won’t cause nuisance and be available for harvest and viewing.

Sam Carpenter: Okay, | take it the problem is with gardens and things of that nature? |Is that what
they’ re complaining about?

Jason Robinson: Um, that's one of them. Y ou know it seems like when they get to athreshold there'sa
lot of poop on the ground and scratching vehicles, that kind of thing. But realy it’sjust, um, people just
kind of get fed up with them eventually it seems like.

Dave Black: Mack.

Mack Morrell: If there is a problem with damage on private property, who do the landowners call?

Jason Robinson: They can call the local Division office. So whatever region they're in they can call that
office and then we will get it to the appropriate people.

Mack Morrell: Okay.

Dave Black: Arethere any Questions from the public?

Questions from the public:
Lee Tracy: Isthe noise they call considered areason to call the Division?

Jason Robinson: The rule states they have to be causing material damage. So it actually has to be
causing damage to your private property.
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Dave Black: Rusty, I'm sorry.

Rusty Aiken: | was just curious Jason. Are there landowner permits available for the landowners that are
having property damage?

Jason Robinson: What we're hoping to do thisfall isjust keep it to depredation hunt to see how this
goes, if we can address it through that avenue. But we will be evaluating the opportunity, maybe in the
future to have landowner permits or even amore general fall season.
Dave Black: Go ahead.
Harry Barber: Just as athought, if it does have to go to a depredation hunt, is there a chance that the
youth, that kids could be looked at first in some fashion? And you don’t have to answer that now
necessarily, but I'm just wondering that if it cameto that if there was a chance to get these tags into the
hands of some of the kidsfirst.
Jason Robinson: We can look at that. We can evaluate that.
Dave Black: We do have one comment card. John.
Comments from the public:
John Keeler: John Keeler, Utah Farm Bureau. We appreciate the RAC and the Division undertaking this
issue. There'salot of concern out therein farmsteads and operations that are dealing with this. But
we'd like to support the Division in their recommendations.
Dave Black: Are there any other comments or questions on thisitem? Again, thisisjust informational
to night so we don’t need to take any action. We appreciate your time. Thank you. Now let's move on to
item number 6, the Waterfowl Guidebook and Rule. And that will be by Blair.
Waterfowl Guidebook and Rule R657-09 (action) 23:40to 35:14 of 4:11:36
-Blair Stringham, Waterfowl Coordinator

(See attachment 1)
Questionsfrom the RAC:
David Black: Thank you Blair. We will start with questions from the RAC. Sam.
Sam Carpenter: Uh, in your presentation here | see where you have a youth day for the, isit the goose?
Framework September 28", but on the season frameworks for the ducks | don’t see, is there a youth date
on that onetoo? Do they, isit just for the geese or ducks aso?

Blair Stringham: Nope, the youth day would be for everything. So it would be dark geese, ducks, coots,
mergansers, al that.

Sam Carpenter: And thisis one week prior to the opener, right?
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Blair Stringham: Y ep.

Sam Carpenter: For the others?

Blair Stringham: Y ep.

Sam Carpenter: Does the Division have any reservation with making that two weekslike it used to be,
due to complaints from your hunters saying the ducks are pretty stirred up just aweek after the youth
hunt, would that be a problem?

Blair Stringham: No, | mean like | say, we had data from before we started doing this, | believe it was
about 2008 or so and we stated moving it, we moved it back to two weeks prior. We haven't, looking at
the bag check data the average ducks per hunter was about the same as it’ s been since we' ve moved it to
two weeks back. So there really shouldn’t be much of a change.

Sam Carpenter: Well the complaint was opening weekend. It didn't really affect the rest of the hunt, just
that opener that they were complaining about.

Blair Stringham: Y eah, and that’ s the datal was referencing. Whether the youth hunt is aweek before or
two weeks before genera opener, we haven’t seen any difference in the number of ducks that are
harvested by hunters.

Sam Carpenter: And you’ ve had no complaints about it, at al?

Blair Stringham: I’ m heard several people mention it but thisis our first RAC meeting so | haven’t heard
any official complaints through the RAC process.

Dave Black: Cordell.

Cordell Pearson: Yeah, I’ ve had severa people call me on the same thing, you know, in our area, in the
Sevier and Piute County area, about the, when the kids got out just one week before the hunt and blast
everything up and it takes them two or three weeks to calm back down again. So opening day is not like
it used to be. And the people that have called me would like to see that moved back a week.

Dave Black: Thank you. Will there be any other questions from the RAC?

Questions from the public:

Dave Black: Do we have any questions from the public?

None

Comments from the public:

Dave Black: Okay. Do we have any comments from the public? | don’'t believe we have any cards up
herefor thisitem.
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None
RAC Discussion and Vote:
David Black: Comments from the RAC? Okay, | think we'reready to . . . Cordell.

Cordell Pearson: Okay, I’d like to make a motion that we accept the Division’s proposal as presented
except for the youth hunt, and I’ d like to see it moved back to September 21% instead of the 28™.

Sam Carpenter: I’ll second that.

Dave Black: Okay, we have a second from Sam. Do we have any discussion on the motion? Okay, we
have a motion before the Board that we accept the Waterfowl Guidebook and Rule as presented by the
DWR with the exception that we move the date back to the 21% of September for the youth hunt instead
of the 28" for the youth hunt. All in favor show by the raise of hands. Keep them up until we get a
count. Any opposed? Isthat unanimous? Okay, unanimous.

Cordéell Pear son made the motion to accept Waterfowl Guidebook and rule R657-09 as

presented with the exception that the youth hunt date be moved back to September 21% 2013. Sam
Carpenter seconded. Motion carried unanimously.

Dave Black: Thank you. Let’s move on to item number 7, the Military Installations Permit Program. And
Kenny Johnson will present that too.
Military Installations Permit Program R657-66 (action)  39:58 to 43:52 of 4:11:36
-Kenny Johnson, Administrative Services Section Chief

(See attachment 1)
Questionsfrom the RAC:
David Black: Thank you. Questions from the RAC? Layne.
Layne Torgerson: So, if the commander requests these permits on September 1% and those permit
numbers are approved by the Board, those would go into the draw for the next year for the public
hunters, correct?
Kenny Johnson: The following year. Right.
Layne Torgerson: So they would . . .
Kenny Johnson: It would be for the following year for both.

Layne Torgerson: For all of them, for the military permits also?

Kenny Johnson: Y eah, yeah.
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Dave Black: Clair.

Clair Woodbury: | was curious about how you came up with the formula of 20 percent 80 percent; 20
percent for the genera public and 80 percent for the military.

Kenny Johnson: That's afair question. | honestly wasn't involved in the negotiations there but | think it's
similar to what we do in some of the other programs. That’sreally all | have information in front of me
tonight. But | don’'t know that we' re talking about aton of permits. And so we had to start with the base
of one, in the instance where they may only ask for a hand full of permits, and I think that was kind of,
probably the basis of that math.

Dave Black: Sam.

Sam Carpenter: So what about if a Governor tag wants to hunt over there, are they going to let them do
that?

Kenny Johnson: | don't see the Governor’ s tag being part of the military instalation rule. They are
separate quotas. Similar to what you see with Antelope Island.

Dave Black: Cordéll.

Cordell Pearson: Are these going to be guided hunts or are they going to just give you atag and then you
just basically hunt the area on your own?

Kenny Johnson: That's afair question. And again stuff we're probably still ironing out. The rule kind of
gives us the, opens the door, the ground work for it. | don’t know that the military would be guiding per
say in the traditional sense, other than maybe just pointing people toward the particular places on that
property that they could actually hunt.

Dave Black: Cordéll.

Cordell Pearson: Just thisis just a simple question; on the 80 percent of the tags that are going to stay
with the military, are they just going to be handed out to individuals by the commanding officer or are
they going to have adraw for al the military personnel in the state, or isit going to be in the country?
How are they going to do that?

Kenny Johnson: That's afair question. From what | understand it’s designed for personnel on that
property or in association to that property. And so what they’ll do is present afair way to distribute those
vouchers and then we'll kind of help them approve how that works out. | guess, | guessit could become
kind of adraw process for them. And we'll kind of help them determine how, whether that’s afair way
to distribute those vouchers.

Dave Black: Any more questions from the RAC?

Questions from the public:
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Dave Black: How about questions from the public? Please state your name; please come up.

Lee Tracy: Lee Tracy, Enoch. | hope you will indulge quite afew questions here because thisis
something that’s really new and there’ salot of questions of the United Wildlife Cooperative has
regarding this. Do we already have some of these units on board?

Kenny Johnson: Right now | think we have been approached by a couple but we don’t have any signed
MOUSs right now today.

Lee Tracy: Isthere anindividual or aplan to pursue other areas? Because there’s an awful lot of military
bases here in Utah.

Kenny Johnson: That's a good question. And we' ve been working with the military personnel on those
three specifically that we talked about. And even if each of those have more property, um, but you know
thiswould just kind of open the door for us to consider any of those additional properties. So | don’t
know that we have, you know, alot of resourcesto pursue it per say but we would entertain any of those
opportunities that presented themselves to us.

Lee Tracy: Okay, uh, | haven't seen any kind of an agreement so | am not sure how this question
pertains, but are the commanders obligated to manage the habitat and or the hunts to maintain
populations similar to CWMUSs?

Kenny Johnson: | think that's afair question. And to the extent that they are able to, you know, | think a
lot of these have, you know there’ s biology in place and maybe Kevin can help me with some of that
more specifically, but um, there is some biology in place on most of those properties already that are
kind of doing those things. Thisisjust away to use hunting as atool to help manage those populations.

Lee Tracy: Okay, as afollow up to that question, are the commanders allowed to for instance have doe
hunts out there, or depredation hunts, or those kinds of things that sometimes take place in other parts of
the state?

Kenny Johnson: Right now, today, | think we're probably just talking about antlered species. But again,
it's one of those things that, um, | think we could pursue in the future as part of it.

Lee Tracy: Onelast question, and thisis kind of on a personal basis, are there any assurances regarding
hunting length, hours or days? Thereason | ask that, | was once on a CWMU and was dropped off and
told be ready with the deer on the road in two hours.

Kenny Johnson: That's a good question. And um, so what we would do is review what the base
commander wanted to do as far as season lengths and those kinds of things. They'd befairly setin
stone, certainly for where the public is concerned because we' d have to publish that in some format
where they could read it and then let them apply for it in the draw. So we' d want them to be as aware of
all of those details as we could possibly get them.

Lee Tracy: (Off Mic). By the way we had it on the road in two hours, but it wasn't fun.
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Dave Black: Please state your name.

Jason Aiken: Jason Aiken, Cedar City. | waswondering, | just wanted to check and seeif these 20
percent of the tags will be going into the genera draw, isthat correct, the general season?

Kenny Johnson: Y eah that's correct. We'll just make those available through our bucks, what we call the
bucks and bulls draw.

Jason Aiken: Right, but the general, not the limited entry or . . .

Kenny Johnson: Y eah, that’s agood question. I'll have to look at the rule to seeif we identified it one
way or the other in rule. | assumed it was general but I'll double check that before the meeting’ s over.

Dave Black: Do we have any other questions from the public?
Comments from the public:
Dave Black: So now we'll move to the comments from the public. We have two cards; Lee Tracy is one.

Lee Tracy: | just want to say that the United Wildlife Cooperative applauds the DWR. and the military
installations for designing or at least coming up with these kinds of hunts. The United Wildlife
Cooperative always looks for opportunity for the public to hunt and thisisjust another one. We applaud
you, thanks.

Dave Black: Thank you Lee. Kirt.

Kirt Connelly: Kirt Connelly, and I’ m representing myself on this. | just want to make a general
comment. | worked at Hill Air Force Base for ten yearsin their natural resources division, and if you
look there’s actually already a hunt on Hill Air Force Base. It’sthe general |late season archery hunt they
alow peopleto hunt on base. And they have a very well thought out, very good system. They have a
drawing, it goes to military peoplefirst, civilian military, or enlisted military first, civilian second,
contractors third, and then the general public forth. The contractors and general public never draw
because it goes in that order, but the system works really well. And one thing to comment about, to
remind that, deer on Hill Air Force Base and even Dugway are anuisance. One of those deer runs out on
the runway and hits an F-16, | mean that’s 20 million dollars down the drain and you’ re on the news. So
| think not only is this a good thing to get more opportunity but it’s a'so away for these installations to
protect our resources and allow people to hunt them. Because right now there' salot of cases where they
have to kill them by other means because they’ re a nuisance so, especially on places like Dugway and
Camp Williams where they haven't been hunting them in the past. So | applaud the Division for looking
into thisaswell.

Dave Black: Thank you Kirt. That’s all the cards we have.
RAC discussion and vote:

Dave Black: Do we have comments from the RAC? Okay, it looks like we're ready to entertain a
motion. Clair.
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Clair Woodbury: | would also like to applaud the Division and the military for creating more
opportunity, especially where it specifies that the general public we would draw for that 20 percent of
thetags. Assuch | would like to recommend that we approve the program R-657-66.

Dave Black: Okay, we have amotion, do we have a second? We have a second by Mike. Do we have
any discussion on the motion? Okay, the motion on the table by Clair then is that we accept the Military
Installations Permit program as presented by the DWR, and we have a second by Mike. All in favor raise
your hand. That looks unanimous.

Clair Woodbury made the motion to accept Military I nstallations Permit Program R657-66
as presented. Mike Worthen seconded. Motion carried unanimously.

Dave Black: Thank you. We'll move on to item number 9, and that’s by Jordan Nielson. Or excuse me,
8. I'msorry | jumped ahead. Sorry Jordan. Kenny Johnson, number 8, which is the Fee Schedule.

Proposed Fee Schedule FY 2015 (action) 56:20 to 1:25:59 of 4:11:36
-Kenny Johnson, Administrative Services Section Chief
(See attachment 1)
Dave Black: Um, excuse me, thank you Kenny.
Questions from the RAC:
David Black: Lets move right in to questions from the RAC. Dale, do you have a question?

DaeBagley: | am confused, are the 12 and 13 year olds, are they not required to get a license any more
or was there just no change to that price?

Kenny Johnson: Oh sorry, that’s agreat question. Um, | should have added that to the slide. Thereis
still the $5.00, 12 and 13- year-old fishing license.

Dale Bagley: Okay, thanks.
Dave Black: Layne do you have a question? Oh, Mike.

Mike Staheli: We talked about these other states around us, and excluding Colorado, we' re treating our
residents worse than any of the other state, and the non-residents better than any other state, excluding
Colorado. And why didn’t we raise the non-resident as high or percentage wise as we did the resident?
What was the logic iswhat I’m asking?

Kenny Johnson: That's a good question. And on that specifically the last real significant fee increase we
had was about in 2004 or ' 05 if memory serves, we bumped up the non-resident fishing license, we
almost doubled it. 1t went from 40 to 70. So they took a huge hit then. And we just want to kind of find
that balance that keeps them interested in Utah and doesn’t price them out of the participation here.
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Dave Black: Layne.

Layne Torgerson: | just have a question on the multi year option that you’ re proposing on the
combination license, well on any of the licenses. When a person agrees to this multi year program do
they pay al five years up front or isit set up to where they’ re just dinged once each year?

Kenny Johnson: That's a good question. Right now it would be they'd pay for it right up front. So if
they’ ve got extra money today and they don’t want a hassle with buying a fishing license next year and
next year, they can just pick, pay for it right then and then uh, then we just send them the new one every
time. Or we can still work out some of the details there. It may just be that depending on how it works
out in the new code, we might just fulfill that as one time license and show all of those years on there.

Dave Black: Mike.

Mike Worthen: | applaud the Division for using the Hunter Ed, redoing the hunter ed. fees and making
them part of their hunting, their combo licenses. | think that’s a good move that will go along ways
towards those youth that want to get into hunting. One question | had that is kind of off the beaten path
on thisisonthereal estate fees, on the assignment assessment, easements, grazing permits, right of entry
and special use a$250.00 dollar fee, what is currently being done on grazing permits? Arethey, does
the Division assess those on AUMs like the Forest, and the BLM, and SITLA or do you charge any fees
at al? Isgrazing free out there?

Kenny Johnson: Y ou know that's afair question. | honestly don’t have an answer off the top of my head
on that one. | would have to do some digging. Kevin looks like he might know some more about that.

Kevin Bunnell: Y eah, right now Mike those usually go out to bid and it’s a competitive bid process
when we' re putting grazing on our wildlife management areas. And it goes everywhere from sometimes
there' s afee, sometimesit’sin-kind stuff where they’ re maintaining fences. We have all sorts of deals.
And | think that would still bein place, you know, where we' re doing, most of them are done under bid.
Thiswould be, | believe, you know special circumstances where we don’t have an MOU with an
individua in place and we need to graze a particular spot for a short period of time or something of that
nature.

Mike Worthen: So this $250 wouldn’t go to existing permittees out there?

Kevin Bunndll: | don’t, | don't, | think with the bid process would still stay in place. Isthat correct Greg?
Y eah.

Dave Black: Any other questions from the RAC?
Questions from the Public:

Dave Black: Do we have gquestions from the public?
None

Comments from the Public:
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Dave Black: Okay, | do have two comment cards. Brayden, do you want to go first?

Brayden Richmond: Brayden Richmond, representing the SFW state fulfillment board. I’m be quick.
We want to support this proposal change. The statewide committee supports this.

Dave Black: Thanks Brayden. We aso have acomment card from Jason Aiken.

Jason Aiken: Um, | am Jason Aiken, from Cedar City. I’d like to comment on the 365-day license. All
the other states are set dates, you know, January 1% to December 31%. Um, that’s one thing that Utah's
different with. Every now and then | get confused on whether or not | need alicense, until | go to put in
and then it tells me whether | have alicense or not. And then another thing | wanted to comment on was
uh, the multi year. | don’t understand where that is going to be much of abenefit. If the Division thinks
it's going to work, that’s great but | personally think it would be even more confusing to me on the end
of buying thelicense. . . Okay wheream | at, do | need to buy another license this year, am | still
current or not?

Dave Black: Thank you for your comments.
RAC discussion and vote:

Dave Black: Do we have any comments from the RAC? Do you want to share any of those with us Cordell and
Layne? Okay can't hear it. Okay. If there are no further commentsit looks like we're ready for a motion.

Rusty Aiken: I'll make a motion.
Dave Black: Rusty.
Rusty Aiken: Chairman I’ [I make the motion to accept the recommendations of the Division on the fee changes.
Dave Black: Okay, we have amotion from Rusty. Do we have a second? Second from Layne. Have any
discussion on the motion? Okay. Moving forward then it looks like we have a motion for the table in that we
accept the proposed fee schedule FY 2015 as proposed by the DWR. That was made by Rusty and seconded by
Layne. All infavor? It looks like unanimous.

Rusty Aiken made the motion to accept the Proposed Fee Schedule FY 2015 as presented. Layne

Torgerson seconded. Motion carried unanimously.

Dave Black: Okay, let’s move on to number 9, and that is Jordan, it’s your turn.
AlS Rule Amendments R657-60 (action) 1:33:57t01:37:23 of 4:11:36
-Jordan Nielson, AlS Coordinator

(See attachment 1)
Questions from the RAC:

David Black: Mike, go ahead.
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Mike Worthen: On there, the situation in Lake Powell and Sand Hollow, | would imagine probably the
most use of those two lakes is recreation. Does the Division get any recreation dollars to support the
new biologist or the part-time aquatics biologist that you’ re looking at to monitor this situation?

Jordan Nielson: In around a bout way we do. The bulk of the money that we use to fund our aguatic
invasive species programs comes from a legislative appropriation rather than license dollars and federal
aide. So each year the legidature apportions 1.35 million for that. We bolster that with about another
$550,000.00 dollars in partner contracts. In around about way through state taxes we receive some
money from recreation.

Mike Worthen: | think the RAC and the Wildlife Board should support maybe an increase in revenue on
that part of the recreation because it’s so vital to the watersin Utah that we contain that and not let it get
up into the other waters or we'rein big trouble.

Jordan Nielson: Okay.

Dave Black: Rusty.

Rusty Aiken: Uh, Lake Powell, your two marinas there, Antelope and Wahweep arein Arizona? Do you
guys have control there or is there cooperation? How is that handled?

Jordan Nielson: The National Parks Service maintains control over those. They contract the Antelope
Point marina out to the tribe. I'm sorry it slipped my mind the name of the tribe there, the Navajo tribe.

And then they monitor and regulate their activities. We cooperate with the National Park Service as
much aswe can. They still have to help boaters comply with state law but we maintain no direct control.
No.

Dave Black: Isthere any other questions from the RAC?

Questions from the public:

Dave Black: Do we have any questions from the public?

None

Comments from the Public:

Dave Black: It doesn’t look like we have any comment cards from the public.
None

RAC discussion and vote:

Dave Black: Do we have any comments from the RAC? It looks like we are ready to entertain a motion.
Rusty.
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Rusty Aiken: Yeah, I'll make amotion to accept the recommendations of the Division.

Dave Black: Okay, we have a motion from Rusty. Do we have a second? It looks like Sam. Okay the
motion before the table is that we approve the AlS Rule Amendments R657-60 as presented by the
DWR. That was made by Rusty and a second by Sam. All infavor? It looks like unanimous.

Rusty Aiken made the motion to accept AlS Rule Amendments R657-60 as presented. Sam
Carpenter seconded. Motion carried unanimously.

Dave Black: Yeah, | think we'll take a brief break; it’s getting pretty hot up here. Let’s meet back herein
ten minutes. So at five minutes until we'll start again.

Dave Black: It looks like we' re getting down to the important part of the agenda. Everybody is here, |
don’'t want to take anything away from the other items but I’ m sure as we move forward we will
probably have more comments and more questions. So | just want to remind you again on the process
that we want to limit our comments to five minutes for organization, that’s one person from that
organization, the rest of the comments we' d like to keep to three minutes. We do appreciate you all

being here tonight. We look forward to your comments and your opinions and questions that you have.
So let’s move to item number 10, the Cougar Recommendations, and that’ s from John.

Cougar Recommendations (action) 1:44:54 to 2:01:57 of 4:11:36
-John Shivik, Mammals Coor dinator
(See attachment 1)
Kevin Bunnell: John, | think there is one error on your season dates, back in the beginning.
John Shivik: Do | have a 14 where there should have been a13? Or a 13 where it should have been . . .
Kevin Bunnell: Uh no. On the straight limited entry units, shouldn’t that be a closing date of May 30™
when they' re straight limited entry? It's only the limited entry portion of the split that ends on the 26™ of
February.
John Shivik: Oh, | think you' re right.
Kevin Bunndll: In the past the straight limited entry units go through the end of May.
John Shivik: Y eah, thanks.
Questionsfrom the RAC:
David Black: Thank you John, do we have any questions from the RAC? Sam.
Sam Carpenter: In the past when we've had any discussion with cougar management we' ve always had

information sent to us that had previous years, if the unit was getting cut or added. And uh, from the
stuff that we' ve got in this particular packet it’s very hard to tell if we're cutting tags, adding tags, and
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where we' re going with the management plan. | did get with our biologist and he was good enough to
bring alist with him and show me where we were going. Y ou know my interest of courseison the
premium deer units. And what kind of headache would it be for these premium unitsto fal in that
harvest objective? | mean they are the premium deer units and we look out for the bighorn sheep with an
awful lot of vigor, why can’t we do that with your premium hunting units for deer?

John Shivik: So are we talking about altering cougar units or deer units? | misunderstood you.

Sam Carpenter: No, | am talking about the Paunsaugunt and the Henry Mountains. They’ re premium
deer units, why shouldn’t we manage them with harvest objective strategy like we do for the bighorn
sheep and put a number out there instead of running back and forth on this all the time? And from what
| understand we' re cutting tags on the Paunsagaunt.

John Shivik: Well we're not. We can go clear on it because one of the things. . . wecan go. . .where
are these guys? Um, what I’ ve done is followed the dictates of the plan which says to take the cougar
from the previous years, roll it into the area, go through the flow chart, and then | come up with the
standard, the harvest quota of 24. And then how these are split into split units, harvest objective units,
and then where the permits go is where that gets made at the regional scale. Can we move these things
around into split harvest objectives? Um, if it’s a standard management and not on a predator
management plan then you' re not generally put that into a harvest objective unit. So for instance the
Paunsagaunt didn’t have, and the Henrys, they didn’t fall, the deer data weren’t, according to the
predator management policy they weren't put into predator management plan based on the deer data. We
didn’t have problems with adult survival for instance. If we wanted to move it to harvest objective or be
more aggressive that’s not by on a unit basis, that’ s not the way the plan’s set up. The plan says do an
areaif you have problems you need predator management, then you consider predator management. So |
just followed the way the plan dictates to calculate permits.

Sam Carpenter: Okay, | understand that. But our premium units, | don’t know, | just think we should
manage the cougars different on them than we do on the other units. They represent an awful ot of
money for the department, and not only that they' re set aside as aonce in alifetime hunt and we should .
..l wouldn’t care if they went to the predator management plan and managed them as such. Y ou know,
but the criteriathat you have in there for that, of course the deer and the ratios and stuff wouldn’t allow
that. But by the same token | see we're cutting tags on the Paunsagaunt this year and that’ s because they
didn’t kill the number of cougars that they already have licenses for, combined with the deer survival
rates, isthat what you were saying the way you come up with the number for that?

John Shivik: Right, exactly. Soif | look, now ... And | understand what you’ re saying but that’s just
not, that’s out of the scope of my ability . . .

Sam Carpenter: Of the plan.

John Shivik: Yeah, exactly. So what, if you guys want to treat units differently or whatever that’s out of,
that’ s out of my power to do that. I’ve got to follow what the plan saysto do. Andit'sjust a, it'sjust a
putting it through the numbers, putting it through the flow chart and then coming up with these numbers.
It's pretty objective from my perspective. Um, short of opening the plan, doing something different, um,
thisiskind of where we are at.
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Sam Carpenter: Okay, let me put it this way, would it be amajor problem to manage them, you know
they’ re premium hunting units, there are two in the state, as a predator management unit | guess that
meet that criteria, manage them that way because they’ re premium units instead of basing it on how
many cougars were killed or?

John Shivik: Right, if you treat them like a bighorn sheep units for instance.

Sam Carpenter: Y eah.

John Shivik: So I've already got three where I’ ve got unlimited quotas. Um, in the current plan the way
everything' s labeled, no. But that, | mean obviously we're doing that on afew units that are dictated by
the plan.

Sam Carpenter: Right, where we've got the quotas. | just wondered how big of a headache it would be
where we can keep this consistent and keep these premium units premium and manage the cougars
accordingly.

John Shivik: Headacheis. . .

Sam Carpenter: It'sokay. It'sokay. I'd call Dustin up but he's already explained it to me.

John Shivik: Yeah, it's out of my power. | understand where you’' re coming from and | understand what
you'resaying. It'sjust that thisis sort of kind of up to the RACs and Boards and things at this point.

Sam Carpenter: But would it be avalid recommendation to start doing that? Maybe that’s a better way
of putting it.

John Shivik: Y eah it would require a change in the plan. But would it be valid? That’s again up to you
know, (unintelligible).

Sam Carpenter: So if they wanted to do that they could, it wouldn’t be a mgjor headache if they included
premium units be managed under the predator control plan.

John Shivik: It wouldn’t be under the predator management plan. Y ou could treat it as a bighorn sheep
unit.

Sam Carpenter: Or the bighorn sheep. As abighorn sheep plan. Yeah.

John Shivik: Right that would probably the approach you'’ d take.

Sam Carpenter: That would be the way to go, right?

John Shivik: That would be the approach you' d probably take. But it might take alittle thought to.
Sam Carpenter: Okay, okay thanks.

Dave Black: Any other questions from the RAC? Cordell.
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Cordell Pearson: Yeah, | would just like to ask you how long has the cougar study been going on on the
Monroe mountain? And what has happened with that and how do we find out what’ s happened with
that?

John Shivik: The Oquirrh Monroe has been going on 14 plus years. And the Monroe study is bigger than
just cougars right now, as you know where they’ ve implanted deer and looking at fawn survival. Thisis
only the second year into it so there are still deer that haven't given birth yet still. They're still
monitoring coyote take, cougar take. There's a graduate student that’ s working on the Monroe right now.
So | put some more resources into the Monroe study than we had had in previous years. So we' ve
bumped up how intensely we'relooking at it in terms of data. Um, we're still going to be a couple of
years before we have a definitive conclusion on that but we can probably try to figure out better ways to
get you guys more updates and things. That would help.

Cordell Pearson: Okay, | just have one more question. Are all the cougars on the Monroe, supposedly, |
mean they're not all, but supposedly are they all collared on the Monroe?

John Shivik: Um, | would doubt if they're all collared on the Monroe.

Cordell Pearson: Okay, because you know we hear the rumors that they're al collared and we're
spending awhole lot of money for this but nobody can answer a question of what are we doing with that
cougar study on the Monroe?

John Shivik: Y eah.
Cordell Pearson: | mean 14 years now and we don’t get an answer. And I’'m not getting on you, okay?
John Shivik: That's avalid point.

Cordell Pearson: But it’s ablind spot to me and why do we spend all that money when we have no data
to nobody coming back about what we' re doing. And then | see that the amount of cougars taken off of
the Monroeis, well other than the Thousand Lake, is the lowest of that whole area and we have less deer
on the Monroe than any one of those mountainsinvolved in that. So what is that?

John Shivik: Because, again the numbers we came with the Monroe for this year had to do with the adult
female was .3 which automatically bumps us into knocking it down by 20 percent.

Cordell Pearson: Okay thank you

John Shivik: Yeah, and just to clarify too, it’sinteresting if you look | . . . What’s happening here, just,
and | think the way, thisis the way the plan’s developed, one of the objectives of the plan is to prevent
wild oscillations and completely hitting one unit really heavily one year and then zero next year. So
what’ s happening is that things are shifting around the state so some peopl €' s units are getting added
considerable numbers of quota, other areas are being reduced. So we're just seeing kind of the shifting
around in the state. And if you happen to pay attention to the Monroe you' re going to be raising your
eyes and wondering exactly what you' re saying, what’s going, what’ s happening?
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Cordell Pearson: I've got one more question to clarify thisfor me. Okay, the reason that there’s only
seven permits on the Monroe is because we' ve killed too many females on the Monroe, is that why?

John Shivik: The proportion of the adult femalesin the harvest is, it’s over the trigger so we had to
reduce the permits.

Cordell Pearson: Okay. Isthereany in our little study that we've done for the last 14 years, okay, is
there any way that we know, | mean | know we don’t know for sure, but how many males and how many
females are on the Monroe?

John Shivik: | don't have that off hand. | have to look those kinds of humbers up.

Cordell Pearson: Okay just an example; what if there are 300 females on the Monroe and only 100
males? Then our little thing that we use to create the number of tagsisatotal falacy. And | think that’s
something that we really need to look at. Because | know what the deer herd is on the Monroe, | live
there. And | know that there are aton of cougars on the Monroe that are not tagged. |’ ve seen two in the
last two weeks that have no collars that are on the Monroe.

John Shivik: What we need to do, its an imprecise science, they're hard things to find, they’re hard
things to track, so what we're reduced to doing, we can’'t, we don’t have a good population estimate but
we can say if you're hitting this many females you’ re impacting or, we have to use an index to adjust our
management. And | agree, it's not perfect but it’ s kind of the best scenario we have. And we had a group
of really smart people put the plan together and try to come up with the best approach they could take
and thisis the one they’ ve taken and put through the process. But it’s not perfect; | acknowledge that.

Kevin Bunnéll: John and members of the RAC ... is seems apparent to me that maybe what we need is
to have an update from the researchers like we had on the two coyote research projects at our, | think that
was our last RAC meeting in Richfield. If that’s something that you' re interested in | would be more
than happy to work with John and arrange at one of our one of the upcoming RAC meetingsto have a
research update on that whole cougar project. It’s pretty fascinating. Thereis, the shame is you' re not
getting it, but there is awhole bunch of really fascinating data that’s come out of that. And John and |
could work together to find the right person. There's been alot of people involved in the research over
the years, but find the right person to maybe come down to an upcoming RAC meeting and give areal
thorough update of all that information. So we can easily do that.

John Shivik: Well definitely get that. I’ ve been, I've worked with the University. We had a, we did
have a situation where we had people who were intimately involved retired, moved on, other jobs, and
so I've got this big data set and | put some pressure on, | found afew people so during the next couple of
months we' re going to see alot. There' s going to be alot happening, summarizing all of that. There's|
think three or four papers now out of it. But we do have to do a better job, and I'll work with Kevin to
(unintelligible) to try to update it.

Dave Black: Dale did you have a question?

Dale Bagley: On your collard cats, the non-take of them, isthat just female only? It used to be female
only but now isit any species, male, female or what?
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John Shivik: It's going to be collard. And | do admit we struggled with this. | struggled with this because,
and I’ ve been arguing against this prohibition against collared cats up to this point, mostly because if we
want to study a harvested population you have to study a harvested population. But right now we're
seeing interesting interactions with cougars eating coyotes for instance. And where the cougars are
relative to the deer and some of these other species that it put it over athreshold that if they’ ve got a
radio collar on it then we want to know where these things are relative to these other species, relative to
the deer, relative to the coyotes, and see how they're all working, working it out. Soif it hasacollar
then it is not harvested, that’s the way we' re proposing it.

Dale Bagley: Whether it'satom or afemale then?
John Shivik: Yes.
Dale Bagley: Then what about the ear tags? The ear tagged ones are okay?

John Shivik: Y eah, the collars, we' ve got GPS collars on these, it'sredlly priceless information, they’re
difficult to get on and it just changes the dynamics of, you know once one tom comes out then the
shuffle goes on. So the longer we can kind of watch these things and get this high value information the
better. So we're hoping at least for afew years to focus on the Monroe, focus on where these different
predators are and get some really good information out of them. So that’ s the reason for it.

Dale Bagley: Okay, the next question, alot of those, | mean, we' ve treed them on Beaver and Boulder,
so as long as they are on those units collared you can take them on those, right?

John Shivik: Y eah.

Dale Bagley: Okay, and then next question, on your management area are these getting pretty much hot
spotted? | mean, Beaver used to close quick, Panguitch used to close quick. Isthat still the trend where
most of these cats are coming off of those certain few units or are they kind of getting spread out and
taken off of al the units out of that area?

John Shivik: | am not sure, please, can you repeat your question? I’m not sure exactly what you are
asking.

Dae Bagley: Where is the mgor portion out of this management area. . . You got severa unitson it, but
| mean, Dutton’s hardly, | know for afact that it hardly gets hunted as hard as these other units, so . . .It
used to be you had to hunt the units and now you can hunt the whole are until it closes. So are these
hunters, are they distributing themselves and taking the cats pretty evenly portioned off of al these units
or are they all coming off of a certain two or three units out of that whole area?

John Shivik: It really, okay that really depends on the area and that’s something . . .uhhh. . . that we did
try to make some adjustments with. | could dig through and get numbers for you but | think it might be
simpler to answer that on some of the units yes they do hit some of the areas. They hit certain units
really much harder than other ones. What we try to do is where that was a problem with too many from
one area another not enough, we would make that unit limited entry or split or something in order to try
to force people .. . . What was happening, for instance the Wasatch Manti, what was happening is people
were going to the units where it was easy to hunt cougars and not where we wanted to get them where
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we are worried about sheep and deer and those kinds of things. So it’s not just simply afactor of when
we put these together of, you know it’s not limited entry just to protect cougarsin thisone areait’sto
force people to go to some of these other spots that we want them to go to because we were having these
big gaps. It was amore rugged or a harder to get to place. People weren't going to those units. And you
might know some of the onesin, you know, in your area. And so what wetry to do is to keep that in our
calculations as far as where to, you know, try to get people diverse across the whole area alittle bit
better.

Dale Bagley: Yeah, that's kind of what | am alluding to on the Dutton. It’'s one of those rugged units. So
| mean, | was just wondering if you have to up those limited entry tags more to get more people on that
unit earlier or something.

John Shivik: | see what you mean.

Dale Bagley: And force people there or what, you know. Or if it’s been evenly distributed as far asthe
kill, I guess, off all the units.

John Shivik: Right, yeah, again it comesto the regions. | really defer to them asfar as any specific unit
and how they’ re going to push people around. But they’re limited by what the, you know, the overall
harvest quotais. They do the numbers the best that they can.

Dave Black: Any other questions from the RAC? Rusty.

Rusty Aiken: | would like to see more comparisons with which units were reached their objectives and
things. Maybe next time some comparisons of how the plan is working.

John Shivik: | can say overall, for instance, | mean how the plan’s working. Things are getting,
hopefully they’ re getting alittle more in aignment. Thereisn’t awhole huge reduction of permits or
anything or quotas. Thereisn't a huge increase of them or anything. Um, it is alittle apples and oranges
since things have changed around so | wasn’t able to put together atable. | couldn’t put together a clear
table of, um, you know, before after, before after, other than . . . uh, | mean | can tell you, | mean, our
typical harvest of cougars in the state averages, you know, 370 um, or so, um, I’m sorry, and our quotas
are...OhI'm sorry. Our typical quota’ s around 370 but our take is more around 300, sub 300's. So
what’ s happening relative to cougar harvest throughout the whole state, we're still harvesting far fewer
guotas than, oh or far fewer cougars than our overall quota getsto. So what’s really happening isthere’s
not only a comparison it's more of just we're shifting where we' re moving cougars from but there’ s no
kind of, you know, overall up down. We're still not, our quotas for the state is still higher than our
harvest potential probably is.

Dave Black: Let's move to the public for questions and then we'll have a chance one more time for the
RAC to make comments.

Questions from the public:
Dave Black: Do we have any questions from the public?

Taylor Albrecht: My nameis Taylor Albrecht and I'm representing myself and SFW. Why doesn’'t the
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Henry Mountains, why isn't it considered part of the cougar management areafor sheep? The Henrys.
Why isn’t it considered part of the sheep cougar management area?

John Shivik: Um for all of the reasons | explained. It’s something that according to the plan it’s not
assigned that particular status.

Dave Black: Remember state your name please.

Brayden Richmond: Brayden Richmond. | apologizeif | ask some questions, these, it’s hard to hear with
these mics. So if there’s some things you may have covered. | have several questionson thisso thisisa
frustrating issue for me. First question I’ve got isin all of the states surrounding us with the exclusion of
Colorado, so New Mexico, Arizona, Nevada, Idaho and Wyoming al have over the counter cougar tags
that you can harvest year round. Idaho even lets you harvest them with adeer tag. Why are out cougars
more delicate than the cougars in the state surrounding us?

John Shivik: | don't know if that is aquestion or acomment. | can't address the robustness or toughness
of our cougarsin the state. They seemum . . . But | can say we do have afair number of harvest
objective units that run pretty much all year, that’s our . . .We almost have more harvest objective units
that almost run all year than we have limited entry. So it's amix the same way.

Brayden Richmond: And that |eads perfectly into my next question. | would be curiousif there’s anyone
in the room that understood this plan. And my opinion the cougar plan is one of the most difficult plans
we have in the state to comprehend and understand. If | want to go buy a harvest objectivetag | need a
masters degree. Uh, so isthere way we can simplify this plan, such as all the states surrounding us
which do them over the counter unlimited?

John Shivik: That's an excellent point too. Like | said, alarge group of houndsman, people from all
walks of life, pro-cougar, anti-cougar, everybody got to sit down in the same room, alot of smart people.
And what they did isthey did their best to please everybody and try to make this plan as flexible as
possible but also put some safeguards, there’ s worries about deer in it and there’ s worries about cougar
populationsinit. So what ended up coming out is, | admit thisis areally complicated plan. Putting
these things together is difficult. But what’ s interesting is after the sausage making process | think we
actually have pretty decent recommendations in terms of we' ve got some areas where cougars are doing
what the plan says and we're trying to keep the population okay, and other areas where we're hitting
them really really hard and trying to essentially have no cougars. So it’ s balancing having cougars and
not having cougars at the sametime. So | agree, it's complicated.

Brayden Richmond: Okay, so still along the same lines, once again recognizing our plan’s complicated,
recognizing that the states around us are managing cougars successfully over the counter unlimited. In
fact Idaho and Wyoming both submit far more trophy book cougars than Utah. So understanding that,
also understanding that the legislature gave us one million dollar, more than one million dollars this year
as adeer, mule deer recovery act to kill coyotes but yet we're complicating the killing of cougars. Why
can’'t we go to a statewide over the counter cougar tag?

John Shivik: In short that’ s not what the plan dictates. Like| said, we have a certain amount of putting

things together, weighing the biology, knowing that Utah is not Idaho, Utah is not Nevada, Utah is not
Texas or wherever, so we did our best to put together this plan and I' m pretty much sworn to follow this
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thing. | don’'t want to go and arbitrarily throw one thing out or whatever. Y ou know, can there be
improvements? Y eah. Can there be other ways to do things? Perhaps. But for right now thisplanis
what went through the RAC process, the Board process and it’s law that I’ m following.

Brayden Richmond: Okay shifting gears alittle bit, | may be trying to make alittle bit of point there.
Shifting gears alittle bit, we discussed last year the idea of in our sheep units, particularly the Escalante,
that the cougars are just hammering the sheep. Y ou don’t have houndsman in that unit. You can’t trap
cougars legaly. We discussed encouraging our sheep hunters to get cougar tags. Isthat still a program
we'redoing? And what are we doing to address cougars in those areas more aggressively?

John Shivik: Um, I, we have looked into believe it or not, in some of these areas | did look into allowing
trapping for instance by the general public, um, on these areas. | didn’'t think we had the political
support or the ability to do those kinds of things right now and we backed off of it. I’ve still done some
thingsin terms of the harvest objective, trying to get the three-day instead of a seven-day wait. | aso put
some language in to make it easier to get authorized by the Division to work in these areas. So | tried to
do some things to make it easier, especially in depredation situations for people to get in and harvest and
take out those cougars but again we're still following with what the limitations of the rule and the law
are at this point.

Scott Christensen: | just found it interesting this year | had a spring bear tag on the Boulder. | had a
terrific hunt even though | didn’t harvest abear. | got to see alot of mountain lions coming in which
really surprised me. Every one of the baits | had set I’d have a cougar visit it. They wouldn’t eat it but
they were passing through. It kind of surprised me. My question is, from a guy that doesn't have the
funds or the means or maybe doesn't put it as a priority, how come we don’t allow trapping or snaring in
these areas that fall under harvest objective? Um, you know if you have areas that are hitting it, but like
you said you' re not even harvesting 75 percent of what your quota of what you want to kill, what keeps
us from opening that up to trapping and snaring to allow sportsman to maybe get in that don’t have the
ability to run hounds?

John Shivik: Again, relative to trapping and snaring it’s not something that is allowed right now. It'sin
and has historically been set up the way it isin the rule and guidebook. | think you’ ve got difficulties
with expanding traps and snares. And | think if we were going to do it we want to be really careful,
there’ s more potentials with dogs and hounds and conflicts. | think some of those things could be
worked with and worked around but at this point we don’t have it in arecommendation yet. We're not
quite, we weren't quite ready to go full speed with that. And thereis, oh I'm sorry, excuse me, can | just
have one more thing? It'salittle easier on harvest objective or the sheep unitsif the goal realy isto
reduce the cougar populations. But the nice thing about treeing and using hounds is you can see males,
females, you can selectively harvest, and you can do different things with the population. With
something like a snare, um, whatever it isit is dead, kitten whatever. So it’s alittle more complicated
than just ayes or no kind of thing. There are those little details that we'd really have to pay attention to.
And if you were a proponent of say setting snares for cougar and people started catching kittens it could
be something would be really frowned upon and met with a bit of a backlash too. So we' ve got to be
careful before you run headlong into something like that.

Scott Christensen: Scott Christensen. So | guess my question now is when's the next, you know |

understand you fall subjective to when the management plan is and how far it is, when is that
management plan come up to renew and redo?
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Dave Black: Can we have you restate your name so we can get that in the minutes.
Scott Christensen: Scott Christensen.

Dave Black: Thank you.

John Shivik: The current cougar management plan runs from 2009 to 2021.

Scott Christensen: So it's a 12-year plan, we don’t have the option to, at this point to re-recognize a plan
for another eight years?

John Shivik: Me personally, no.

Kevin Bunnéll: Can | comment on that John? The plan was set up as a 12-year plan but it does call for a
6-year review. So after this management cyclein the plan it callsto look at if it's working the way it was
meant to work. And that was written into the plan just as a safeguard to not lock us into something 12-
yearsif it wasn’t working the way it was designed to be worked, designed to work. So that’sin there to
have areview after the first two recommendation cycles so it would be at the end of these
recommendations.

John Shivik: And I think, and | said | didn’t mean to be too flippant with the not me, um, | thought that
was kind of leading towards if RACs and Board are worried about these kinds of things, those are the
people that are going to want to open up the plan and get us to change things and get usto fix things. So
again, | still take is serioudy that um; it’s my marching orders. But there' s definitely flexibility for the
RACs and Board to alter or change things or ask usto reviseit.

Dave Black: Do | have any more questions from the public?

Comments from the Public:

Dave Black: Can we move to the comment section now. Okay, we do have some cards. The first one that
comes up is Dan with the Utah Houndsman Association.

Dan Cockayne: My name is Dan Cockayne; | represent the Utah Houndsman Association (attachment 2).
We appreciate this opportunity. We realize that you have atask, adifficult task to balance all of these
species and cougars are no good to eat so they're just hunted for trophy. And so it’ s difficult to manage
that. But that being said we' d like to compliment John and those who work with him. We had two
representatives on that committee that put together the cougar management plan. Thisisthefirst year it's
implemented the way it’s supposed to be and we applaud them for that. Separating those predator units
from the standard unitsis ahuge deal, | believe. The thing that we find is that these cougars are hunted
where we have access and we can get to them. So no matter how we, if we, if it's a harvest objective unit
or asplit unit and it’s combined with this great big management area, no matter how many tags there are
there the cougars are going to be hunted and harvested in the places where there is access and it is easy
to get to. And so really the way to target certain areas are with the limited entry and the split units
because that directs harvest to that, right to that area. And so harvest objective, although it seems like
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you get more time to hunt and it’s, and it allows more opportunity, it historically hasn’t increased the
take on those certain areas. That being said, and another thing specifically on the Monroe, I’ ve been
statewide with houndsman in meetings with three or four, in meetings with fifty in the room, trying to
find out how can we help manage this species, because that’ s our mission, that’s our purpose, and the
biggest complaint on the Monroeis all the Forest Service roads get shut down and yet you don’t have
any access. If you have plenty of snow you can access with a snowmobile, if not you have a horse or
your feet and that has alot to do with why these cougars aren’t being harvested. Because if there’s no
access to hunt it’sjust too difficult so they’ll go to an areawhereit iseasier to hunt. That’sjust the way
it happens. We also agree with the GPS. And we, that actually recommendation came from the
Southeast RAC and we think it's agreat tool for law enforcement and for biology. Most houndsman
have GPS collars on their dogs, it doesn’t create any burden. One thing that we would ask you when you
make your recommendation tonight to the Wildlife Board is that you include the, thereis a voluntary
cougar orientation program that is really good but we would ask that it was mandatory. If you have atag
you have one. A lot of guysthat kill acougar will only see onein their whole life and that’ s that one in
that tree. And you know if you read through the (alarm sounds).

Dave Black: Dan, can we get you to summarize please. Sorry, we're just running short on time so we're
going to start holding everybody to their time.

Dan Cockayne: Y eah, to summarize we would like that mandatory so that that hunter that’s going to pull
the trigger on that animal knows what they’ re taking. We aso would like to say that snares and traps just
about make that ano hound area. It would just drive the houndsman away. Y ou know bobcat trap you
might have a chance getting adog’ s foot out of; a cougar trap or snare they're done. And so | think it
would push it the other way. That's al | have, if somebody has questions.

Dave Black: Thank you, we appreciate your comments. Um, Dan we have one question for you really
quick.

Sam Carpenter: With you being a houndsman you' re of course very familiar with catching these cats and
treeing them. So that said and with your comments tonight wouldn’t you agree that hunting cougarsis
something that is going to require a specia kind of person that either has dogs or hires someone, true? |
mean what are my chances to go out and shoot a cougar? So how would the houndsman feel about over
the counter tags? | mean what do you guys think about something like that?

Dan Cockayne: We have over the counter tags.

Sam Carpenter: | am talking about statewide over the counter. Eliminate this complicated program and
just have over the counter tags like Arizona and other states. And | agree, we're not Arizona, we' re not
Nevada. But what kind of problems would the houndsman have with a proposal like that?

Dan Cockayne: If the female quota, which is our future, if the female quota was set at alevel that we
didn’t just wipe out the whole species. And if the sub adult females were counted as females, because
right now they’re not, so you can kill one of these little baby girls and it’s counted as atom, those two
things | think there would be some support for that.

Sam Carpenter: Y eah, but don’t you agree it would be pretty much impossible to wipe the cougars out?
Because that average hunter does not even have a chance to hunt; and you’ ve got to have the dogs, and
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the money, and the time, the weather, al the different things that go with cougar hunting are very
complicated, and require an awful lot of attention; and a good set of dogs or whatever to even find em.

Dan Cockayne: Y eah, but | can say that in my experience there are more and more people involved in
the sport. And the cougars are getting harder and harder to find. And we travel more miles. It’stougher
and tougher. In my estimation the cougar population is much less than it was ten years ago.

Dave Black: Thank you Dan. Our next card isLee Tracy.

Lee Tracy: Lee Tracy and I'm speaking for myself. I've been very involved in the study of the deer
transplant on the Parowan Front. And we get weekly updates, or biweekly updates. And it’s interesting
to know how many identified deer have been killed by cougars. At this point, or asfar as| know, 38
deer on that unit have been killed and probably athird of them by cougars. Which tells me that you
know those cougars are not just eating the collared deer, they’ re eating a whole bunch of deer. And with
the decline that we' ve seen in the deer herds as of the last few years | don’t know what the solution is but
is seems like we should be more aggressive in taking out the predators. We have done something to take
out the coyotes but there hasn’t been anything particularly done to remove some of the cougars. And I'm
particularly with Sam on the premium deer units; | would go so far as to say the limited entry deer units
aswell. Thanks.

Dave Black: Thank you Lee. Brayden.

Brayden Richmond: Brayden Richmond representing myself. Let metry to bring . . . | have severa
comments written down. It s going to be alittle difficult to bring them together. This microphoneis real
poor. Let metry to talk real loud so you guys can hear it back there. What we' ve heard tonight I’ ve
aready tried to address. The states around us are not that different from us. Arizona, New Mexico,
Nevada, Idaho and Wyoming do statewide year round cougars. They still have good cougar populations.
They're still healthy. They haven’t wiped them out. And it works for them. Why would it not work for
us? A couple of points | want to make, one | already brought up. The legislature gave us over one
million dollars to mule deer recovery act. Lee Tracy mentioned on Parowan Front, the deer that we
pulled off of there, over one third of those we know are killed by cougars. We suspect closer to half.
That’s 15 percent of our deer population being killed by cougarsin asmall area. | think it’sfairly safeto
say that number goes statewide. | don't think that’s hard to imagine. | think there are areas that are
worse, some areas less. So the legislature wants mule deer recovery act, the sportsman want the mule
deer, that’ s our primary animal. As mule deer increase cougars will increase, that’ s their food source. On
our mountains, in fact we're going to talk about mountain goats in just a minute, one of the things we're
going to talk about is habitat. Do we allow more animals on the range than the habitat allows? Asthe
habitat for cougars, mule deer decreases, we need to kill more cougars. We have antlerless tags to pull
mouths off habitat. We need to have cougar depredation to pull mouths off of our mule deer; very logical
very simple. Wedo it for al of our other species. Cattleman know that principle. Here's another thing,
we a so talked tonight about increasing funds for the DWR. Thisoneisrea simpletoo, Nevada, | don’t
know how many of you guys in here have bought atag in Nevada, as you go to check out in Nevada it
says please buy a cougar tag an additional fifty bucks. We're talking about increasing fishing licenses a
couple of bucks. What if we had every deer hunter in the state with a cougar tag in their pocket for fifty
bucks? There' srevenue. We ve got arevenue spring that we aren’t even tapping into. Um, last point, |
think I’ ve made enough points or I’ ve got some other things written down but I’m going to skip over
them. Last point, | just want to make it clear, the members of the RAC, my voice cannot be heard if you
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guys don’t make a proposal here tonight. | see many of you nodding your heads yes. I've heard some
good comments from you. | haven't talked to very many people that don’t agree with this plan that we
need to decrease cougars in the state. We need you to make a proposal to make that happen. Thank you.

Dave Black: Thank you Brayden. DelLoss. After Deloss we have John.

Del oss Christensen: Deloss Christensen, SFW Sevier chapter. Two comments, and | want to take a
minute and thank the chairman and board members for their time and the commitment that you have to
hear from the public; and we really appreciate that. And | want to thank Mr. Shivik, isthat how you
pronounce your name Sir? And | want to say how much | appreciate the difficulty that he has here
tonight. We've set up aset of rules for him and he' s tried to follow those rules. Now he may have been
helpful in creating the rules but he didn’t do it by himself. A committee that created those rules
established those rules and he has to follow that and we want him to. And we get really upset when the
Division jumps outside of therules. So he' s following the rules. Now the last gentleman that got up here
told you how you fix that. Mr. Carpenter you made a, you had a question tonight about how could you
change the cougar management so that limited entry deer hunts could be managed cougar hunt wise the
same way as sheep. You Sir have the power to do that. Y ou make a motion tonight to do that. And you
send that to the Board. That’s how you can get what we want and what you want done. Mr. Pearson,
you asked a question, how do we get information about a 14-year study? Y ou make a motion tonight, |
believe, asking for a specific meeting whereby they bring the data to you and the public to review that
very thing. Not ageneral meeting like this but a specific meeting to discuss those points that you have
concern for. You have the power asaRAC to call for that information. Y ou have the power asaRAC to
change management plans. If that wasn't true we wouldn’t need RACs, nor would we need a Board.
That’s what you are for. So my comment to you tonight is please make your recommendations. Ask for
amotion, get avote and see if there' s support. Thank you.

Dave Black: Thank you DelLoss. Uh, John Keeler, sorry.

John Keeler: John Keeler, Utah Farm Bureau.. There are still many livestock kills by cougar going on
and so we would like to see as many cougar permitsissued asis possible. Thank you.

Dave Black: Scott Christensen followed by Jason Aiken

Scott Christensen: Scott Christensen from Loa, Utah, representing myself. Um, | just want to echo
what’ s been said. I'd love to see an over the counter permit issued. I'd also would like to just expand on
that alittle bit, maybe in some of these areas where we're not hitting objective even with the harvest
objective that we do open that up to discussion as part of, you know, of trapping and snaring until we
can get these cats under control. Certainly we wouldn’t want to do anything statewide, it would be a
test, acouple test areas primarily maybe our premium units like Sam’s mentioned. Um, with that I'd
aso like to recommend if we could to re-look at the cougar management plan. | understand the
constraints that are at, it was written in 2009. Well we' vereally changed alot of thingsin the state with
our 30-herd, 30-unit management plan for mule deer. Asit’s been mentioned we' re spending over a
million dollars on coyotes. I'd like to see a recommendation that we review that plan sooner than later
and be able to discuss some of the things that we' ve talked about tonight.

Dave Black: Thank you Scott. Jason.
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Jason Aiken: Jason Aiken, Cedar City. | would like to support what Del oss and Brayden Richmond
have said, and the same with Scott. | agree with them. Thisisin your guy’s hands. We'd like to see
some changes made and you guys are the ones that can do it. Thank you.

Dave Black: We have one more card and that’ s from Peter Mahoney.

Peter Mahoney: | am Peter Mahoney representing, basically myself. Maybe I'm jumping into the fire,
but I'm actually the graduate student on the cougar project in Monroe, aso cutting up the coyote
proportion of that aswell. So if you guys have any questions fedl free to direct them to me either later
this evening or at some point in the near future and hopefully | will have the opportunity to present some
of the work, in recent years anyways, | haven’t been on the project for aslong as some other folks have.
But any rate to the point, I've heard alot of discussion of what should and should not be done using
nearby state as examples of how to appropriately manage cougars. But by stating such doesn’t
necessarily mean that they are appropriately handling cougars. In fact there’'s some research that many
of you guys neglected to mention out of Washington that demonstrated that over harvesting cats can
present great complications for not only livestock but our deer herds. In fact in many cases we actually
doubled the density of tom lions on mountains due to over harvesting of the adult resident males creating
greater complications for not only our deer but also our livestock in those areas. Secondly, alot of
reference to what we have in terms of numbers, numbersin those mountains. All | generally hear is that
we have too many, with no references to how many we actually have. | spend near seven days aweek
year round on that mountain, on Monroe. And granted I’ ve only been there two years but | have over 15,
well about 15 years of datato support this, that we are at about half our density of cats on that mountain.
And it’s not just from my own conclusions but from our houndsman, he’s been on this project for the
entire duration. With that said, cougars can percent complications for deer management. But | have a
few questions though for you John if you don’t mind, and actually it might be more appropriate for
Dustin. But we manage cougars in our sheep ranges because they have a noticeabl e decline, a noticeable
impact on our sheep populations, isthat correct? Dustin, do you want to answer that? Or anybody? Do
cougars kill sheep? Yes. And they kill them in large numbers and they have a pretty big impact on their
population. I've heard reference to removing cats in our prime game units, and | do have a question, has
it been limited entry in those units for awhile now? And have they maintained their status as prime
prized game units? So basically what | want to mention here is that cougars aren’t necessarily always
the problem and that we need to carefully look at these questions in a scientific objective manner as
possible because there are other parties including houndsman who have an interest in seeing cats being
maintained in areas where they can be accessed via hunters. Because one of the concernsisthat if we
open up over the counter tags that we'll end up hitting harvest units overly much and we will no longer
have cats accessible to those that do want to hunt those animals and it would still maintain lionsin areas
that are inaccessible to houndsman. Thank you. Oh, just afinal, | appreciate the committee and you
guys being here as well as John for taking the time to really put forth those quotas. Thank you.

Dave Black: That was the buzzer by the way, thank you. Please state your name.

Gregg McGregor: Greg McGregor, St George area. | didn't come tonight intending on speaking as to the
pros and cons of the cougar management plan. The planisessential. The plan isthe foundation. Y ou
need a plan to start someplace. Y ears ago, | believe maybe Steve Dalton could help me, when we were
first members of the RAC we went to a meeting in Salt Lake City. It was a multistate management
meeting. In fact | think the last time | saw you you still had the little briefcase toting around that had the
insigniaand the label onit. | came away from there, and | remember one thing, that they always or they
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seem to impress upon usis do theright thing. And I’ ve always remembered that, do the right thing.
Sometimes it becomes necessarily, and whether it applies here or not I'll et you be the judge of that
because | echo the sentiments of Deloss here, you guys have that capability. I’ ve been there. There are
othersin this room that have been where you sit. Sometimes the spirit of the law trumps the letter of the
law and that needs to happen. That’s why we have this. We have people that put things together but
things change and we need to be able to adapt and use common sense. Thank you very much.

Dave Black: Thank you Greg. That's al the cards | have.

RAC discussion and vote;
Dave Black: Do we have comments from the RAC? Sam.

Sam Carpenter: | think | have another question other than a comment and that would be, on your bighorn
sheep units, cougar management plan, is that essentially over the counter tags? It’s unlimited right?
Thank you.

Dave Black: Any other comments? Mike, do you have a comment?

Mike Staheli: Yeah, | do. Y ou know we manage these cougars as aresource. And anybody that’s had
experience with them knows the resource is going down. Now the deer herd is aso going down. But |
can show you where we' ve taken hundreds of cougars in the last ten years off of a certain unit and the
deer continue to go down. | want deer in the worst way but | don’t think you can get them by
eliminating the cougar. We cannot eliminate one species and expect it to bring the other one back. And
that’s al | have to say.

Dave Black: Any other comments? Before we make a motion let me summarize some of the comments
that we have heard that you may want to consider in your motion. We've heard that there may be a need
to have research updates for the Monroe cougar study presented here at the RAC. Concerns about not
allowing harvest of collared cougars on the Monroe. Over the counter tags statewide. Treat premium
deer units the same as sheep units. Consider trapping and snaring in areas where harvest isn’t
happening. And to review the cougar plan sooner than 2021. Do you need me to go over those again?

Sam Carpenter: One thing, the review on that Kevin, didn’t you say 6-years which would be 20157?

Kevin Bunndll: Y eah, currently thereisamid plan review that it's mentioned in that plan, but that the
plan wouldn’t be scheduled for an overhaul until 2021. So | guess | wasn't, as | wrote that down |
wasn’t sure what the comment was pointing to. | guess | made an assumption that it was towards the
rewrite of the plan in 2012 but | may have misinterpreted.

Dave Black: Let me add one more item there that | don’t see that | saw on one of the cards, and that was
to have the mandatory orientation course with the tags; instead of voluntary to have it mandatory. So if
you want consider that in your motions or not. Do we have? Oh, Harry.

Harry Barber: Just clarification again, | didn’t quite hear the answer to Sam’s question. | think it was
Sam. Is there opportunity to revisit that plan or not before 2021? What was that 6-year piece?
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Kevin Bunnell: So Harry the way that plan is written right now, knowing that it was a 12-year plan
which was a new thing for the Division, the plan has written into it that there will be areview after 6
years to determine, to look at whether it’s accomplishing the objectives that are laid out in the plan. |
would assume that based on the results of that review the Division may recommend at that time; yeah we
need to rewrite the plan. Um, but it’snot, it doesn’t mandate that 6 years to look at it.

Harry Barber: So short of the 6 years, is there an opportunity to even override that or do you have to wait
until at least that period?

Kevin Bunnell: No, certainly the, you know the way this processis set up, um, you know if the Board
asked usto rewrite the plan next year that’s what we would do.

Dave Black: Director Sheehan.

Greg Sheehan: Thank you Mr. Chairman. |I’ve been trying not to comment here and get too far into your
meeting tonight but you know certainly that plan, we've opened up other plans before that haven't
expired yet and that could be done here. But when we do that, you know you’ re going to again need to
bring together that group of stakeholders that came up with the last one. And certainly things have
changed. They always are changing. And you know if you had a motion and they had some other
support of maybe some other RACs around the state I' m sure that the Wildlife Board would ask usto go
back and look at that plan and we could certainly do that. But as we bring those stakehol ders together we
gotta, you know, make sure we don’'t end up just right back where we're at now. If you look at the long
history of our cougar management in the state and go way back it used to be, you know, buy atag or
shoot one if you saw one kind of adeal fifty years ago. And then it eventually gravitated into limited
entry and then that wasn’t working so good, and then they went to harvest objective and that wasn't
working so good, and then we had split units which is kind of what you’ re seeing now, and then there’s
kind of zones that have split and harvest and this complicated thing. And so we've kind of backed
ourselvesinto this corner. But there’'s alot of people that have helped get us there. Thiswasn’t really
drawn, or the Division, there’ salot of houndsman that get pretty passionate about this. And we don’t
have alot of those folks here tonight. But | can give you areal work example of just four months ago
here, on one of these combined units that we' ve got in the Manti area, this winter the houndsman
became very concerned that we were significantly over harvesting the cougars on that. And these are,
you know, the guys that are out here hunting these things all week long and all weekend long. And uh,
they came to the Board and made a compassionate plea that we were pounding these cougars too hard
and then they really kind of protested. And we had an emergency Wildlife Board meeting and, help me
out Jake, when was that in probably April or May, John whenever we had that. And they closed down
one of these units outside of the regular process here and that was just, you know, March or April, here
of this year, afew months ago when these houndsman all rounded up. So, you know, we could fill this
room tonight with houndsman that say we' re pounding the cats too hard out there. | don’t know if we
are or not. And we' d certainly be willing to revisit that plan and that would be an appropriate motion if
you wanted to make that and have us take alook at again. But uh, and I’ d hope we maybe could come up
with something more simple. But again, when you bring all the stakeholders to the table you end up with
what we got now. And thiswasn’t just written by an employee in the Division somewhere. And you bet,
it's complicated, you know. | think | need a master’s degree to figure that out too, and all those boxes
and everything. But uh, these guys are trying hard to make this work the way our public wants and to
make it the best we can. And | do think the people are out there with those, the houndsman and those
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who really are hunting those cats, they understand how it works and they understand we' re pressure on
those lions out there. And | don’t know. We could probably do it better and we could probably do some
things some more, but you know like | say, if you make a motion to revisit that plan and there’s some
other RAC support out there we' d probably be willing to do that. And | think John might be excited to
revisit the plan with all those stakeholders. Well anyway, those are my thoughts on it. But again, it
wouldn’'t be ssimple. And you know we've got alot of different thoughts herein the room but I’d say if
we get to a point where we're relooking at that plan I’ d hope that some of the people here could come be
part of that and hear all the different sides because there would be alot of different dialog when you
invited everyone back to the table on that. So, thank you Mr. Chairman.

Dave Black: Thank you for your comments. Do we have any additional comments from the RAC before
we make amotion? |Isanybody prepared to make a motion?

Sam Carpenter: I'll try it. Okay, let me say let’s accept the Division’s proposal as presented with the
exception of the premium deer units being managed under the bighorn sheep cougar plan and that we get
something on the action log with the Board to initiate areview of the cougar plan by let’s say July 2014.
Do we need atime on that to make the recommendation? No, yes? Let’s say by July 2014 to review this
and look at the possibility to bring the people together and look at this over the tag proposal. | really like
that idea. And that the Monroe Mountain cougar study that has been ongoing that we as a RAC will have
an opportunity to review the data and be informed of how that study went and is currently going.

Dave Black: Okay, we have a motion on the table by Sam, second by Cordell. Do we have any
discussion?

Rusty Aiken: I’ve got a question. Sam, is that limited entry or limited entry, or premium and or premium
and limited?

Sam Carpenter: Premium deer units. There are two of them, the Paunsagaunt and the Henry Mountains.
Dave Black: Sam are there any other items that you may want to add on there as far as the mandatory
orientation course or anything like that or? 1I’m not trying to lead you I’ m just trying to remind you of
some items that were?

Sam Carpenter: | think the orientation course be mandatory

Brian Johnson: We can just handle those by amendments.

Sam Carpenter: | think the orientation course would be avalid recommendation. I’ [l add it to that, that
that be mandatory.

Dave Black: Isthat okay with the second?

Brian Johnson: Let’s, can we have some discussion on that before we second it? The one thing that I, if
you're out in these sheep areas and you buy one of those tags are you really going to take the ten minutes
to do the orientation or should we just let these guys, we should just let these guys that buy these harvest
objective tags, just let them shoot a cougar if they seeit, it's aharvest objectivetag. They still got to
report it. If they hit the female sub quotathey’re till there. Let’s not make it harder for themto. . . If
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you make it, | mean 99 percent of these tags that are going to get shot they’re going to have a houndsman
holding their hand saying that’ s a two-year-old female don’t shoot it.

Sam Carpenter: Okay let me back up here.

Brian Johnson: SoI’'mjust . . .yeah go ahead.

Sam Carpenter: Well we' re talking about the premium units being over the counter, not the whole.
Brian Johnson: No, no, no, you mentioned, you mentioned . . .

Dave Black: Let me seeif | can simplify thisreal quick. Let’s pull the orientation course out for a
minute. Let’s make that, first we need a, we have a motion on the table and we have a second. The way
to discuss orientation course in would probably be by amendment or by second motion. And we can
discuss that before we vote on the main motion. So somebody would need to either make that a separate
motion or make that an amendment to the motion.

Sam Carpenter: Read the motion back please.

Kevin Bunnéll: Let metell you what | have written down. Do you want meto giveit to you Stephanie?
Let metell you what | have written down and we'll seeif they match. A motion to accept the DWR
proposal, except to treat the premium deer units like the sheep units and ask the Board to have the
cougar plan reviewed by July 2014. And have an update. Y ep.

Dave Black: And we have a second on that motion by Cordell. Do we have any discussion on this
motion by the Board?

Brian Johnson: | just, | have some discussion, | don’t know if | need to make, | get alittle confused on
my Roberts Rule because we get to do thisonly like six times ayear. And I’ ve kept my mouth shut all
night guys. Serioudly that’sabig deal. For everybody who doesn’t know methat’sabigdeal. But I'd
like to make an amendment to that; and I’ d like to make it okay to shoot the collared deer, or the collared
cougars. Shoot collared deer too, | don’t care. | mean let’sjust if it’sgot acollar let’smakeit likea
Cabalas tag, likeyou get aprize. No, but | think, | think that if we're going to, | mean it was just this
year they took that out and | think that, | mean we' ve been shooting them before, let’s, | mean | don't
think the sheep herder cares so much which lion eats him lamb; | just think he knows his lamb’s dead. |

Dave Black: Okay. We have an amended motion to include alowing the shooting of collared cougars.
Do we have a second on that?

Kevin Bunnell: Now | would ask, is that just on the Monroe? Becauseit’s been in place to not allow
collared cougars to be harvested on the Oquirrh Stansbury for years; the only new part isthe Monroe.

Brian Johnson: I’d say shoot them on both units but that’s just me.
Dave Black: Okay, do we have a second on the amended motion? On just the amendment.

Mike Worthen: I'll second it.
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Dave Black: Okay, we have a second on the amendment by Mike. Do we have any discussion on the
amendment? Clair.

Clair Woodbury: | just had a question on this amendment proposed by Brian to John. What impact
would that have on your studies on the Monroe or the Oquirrh, either one.

John Shivik: Well it’s kind of counter productive to go and spend a lot of time and effort to collar
animals, to get GPS collars on them to see where they’ re going and see what their impact are on other
animalsif you put them on line and then shoot them immediately. Basically it’s kind of like, it would
impact the study.

Dave Black: Brian.

Brian Johnson: We are shooting collared coyotes.

John Shivik: That’s by, yeah exactly, and that’ s by design, but only on one side of the study area. So on
one side we're not actively hunting the collared coyotes.

Brian Johnson: They’ re getting shot.

John Shivik: Clearly, clearly but not by design of the study where they're being targeted. So the study is
set up so some aren’t being targeted by Wildlife Services, some are.

Brian Johnson: So when you collar, thisis my thing, is another thing too, when they collar atom and it
turns into a big tom and you draw atag and al of a sudden you can’t kill it because it’s got acollar and it
knowsthat it issafe so it just runs up and tree as it wagsits tail at ya, because they learn pretty quick. |
just think it is, | just think that if they're, | mean alionisalion. You drew the tag you' ve got every bit
of right to that lion and you just turn the collar in. | mean hell, we got amillion dollarsto study deer
let’sjust go put the tag, go put the collar on another lion.

John Shivik: Yeah, | studied that reasoning. And thisisn’t, thiswouldn’'t be forever, thiswould be for a
few years of the study to get the data.

Brian Johnson: Y ou’ ve been studying them for 14 years.

John Shivik: Not in the Oquirrhs and not in thisway. Not with these collars.

Brian Johnson: | am not yelling at you and | apologize. | just, sorry.

John Shivik: Yeah, | mean, it would be really helpful, | think, I think just for now it would be really
helpful to get the update on the Oquirrhs, Monroe, there’s alot of really relevant information that you
guys should really hear before going to far down that road. But the ssmple answer to the question is

yeah, if we killed those cougarsit’s going to impact the research and we'd (unintelligible).

Dave Black: We have one more question for you from Cordell.
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Cordell Pearson: | just have a quick question and maybe you can clear this whole thing up real quick.
What percentage of toms do you collar on the Monroe?

John Shivik: Pretty much every one they can get. I'd haveto ask Beaver . . .
Cordell Pearson: How many toms?

John Shivik: Of how many of the toms that are on the mountain do you think? So the guess is about 50
percent of the toms are collared.

Cordell Pearson: 50 percent? No | am talking about just toms. What percent . . . So fifty percent of the
catch you got collared aretoms. Okay, thanks.

John Shivik: So under the current recommendation there is one cougar that someone can’'t shoot. One
tom that someone can’'t shoot.

Dave Black: Okay, let’s uh. Okay, we need to vote on the amendment only. And the amendment is that
we allow shooting, taking of collared cougars. And so thisis only for the amendment. All in favor show
by theraise of hands. 1. All opposed? 1 abstention. Okay. So the amendment dies. (1 infavor, 1
abstained, 11 opposed. Amendment died)

Dave Black: Now we' re back to the origina motion. And do we need to restate the motion which is that
we accept the DWR proposal except treat premium deer units like the sheep units and ask the Board to
have the cougar plan reviewed by July 2014 and have an update of the Monroe study given to the
Southern Region RAC. That'sit. Okay, Rusty.

Rusty Aiken: | would like to amend Sam's motion to include limited entries as well as premium entries
in that motion. Limited entry deer.

Dave Black: Okay, we havea. . . wait just a second. Do we have a second on that amendment? Okay
we have a second from Brian. Now is there any discussion on the amendment? Sam, did you have a
guestion?

Sam Carpenter: Yeah, in all honesty aren’t all the units, all 30 units are limited entry now, basically. |
mean we have a set number of tags for every unit. Now | understand there’s ageneral and | understand
limited entry and the management plans are different but we're limited on the amount of tagson all 30
unitsnow. We could really say that it's alimited entry state because we don’t sell any excess or
anything, everything's limited.

Kevin Bunnell: Sam, in the deer management plan there are, there’ s units that are labeled premium,
there’ sunits that are labeled limited entry, and there’ s units that are labeled general. | think what Rusty’s
asking for isthe units that are labeled limited entry to also treat them as sheep units.

Dave Black: Do we have any further discussion on the amendment? Clair.

Clair Woodbury: It will be athornin your side again. Again, for John, what is the realistic impact of
changing or going on with Sam’s motion and Rusty’ s motion as far as what’ s going to happen with our
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cougars on those particular units if we manage them as those sheep units are managed? Redlistic
conseguences.

John Shivik: I'd have to, | mean it’s speculative. So I’ ve got to be kind of careful.
Clair Woodbury: Take your best guess.

John Shivik: Y ou know something like the Henrys is interesting because you’ ve got a harvest objective
unit. | gave the numberswrong, our actual quotais up in the 400's and we' re only getting to the 300's.
The Henry'sis also interesting because don’t we have aum, oh what’ s the adult, we have to remove
bucks, non trophy bucks from this area already. So there’s, management bucks, sorry. And you know . .
1, 1, theway alot of these units there already are being managed towards harvest objective and they are
managed towards being more intense on cougars. Um, so from that perspective changing it this way
might not do awhole ot of difference. Um, the differencesis more of in the spirit of what the consensus
came together with this plan which is that we want to control cougar populations for the benefit of deer
but we also don’t want to wipe out, we also want to have cougars around. So it kind of goes at that

bal ance and pushes the balance into we don’t want to have cougars, essentially. So | don’t think
biologically you would change a whole bunch. It might make us have to take more management bucks
out which seem kind of counter. But we' d haveto wait and see. Y ou know I’'m just kind of clearly
speculating at this point.

Dave Black: Do you have more discussion or are you ready to vote on the amendment?

Sam Carpenter: | would like some more discussion. | know we' re going way over on our time. But, and
thisismore in the form of a question, and maybe | can be asking this to Jake as he is on the Board, but
the more we add to this recommendation or proposal the harder it’s going to be without support from all
the other RACsto get this thing to go through. So if we keep adding these recommendations do the
Board take each amendment and vote on them separate or would this have to go through the Board as
one proposal? Maybe Greg would know. | don’t know.

Jake Albrecht: | recognize al the concern here tonight but in answer to your question Sam, the ssmpler
you can make the motion without getting too much stuff into it the better chance you' [l have of getting
some of it through the Wildlife Board | think. So without saying whether it would pass or not | think
you' d have a better chance of doing the two units than you would the limited entry units. Do you follow
me?

Sam Carpenter: That said Rusty do you still want that amendment?

Dave Black: Well we have achanceto voteonit. So let’s vote on the amendment. And the amendment
isto add limited entry deer units like sheep units. . .

Kevin Bunndll: To treat all limited entry deer units like sheep units.
Dave Black: Okay, excuse me. Totreat al limited entry deer units like sheep units. All infavor? All

opposed? Okay so that amendment failed. (2 in favor, 11 opposed. Amendment fails) (3:21:39 of
4:11:36)
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Dave Black: Now we're back to the main motion. Is there any further discussion on the main motion?
Okay, lets vote on the main motion. Again, the main motion is to accept the DWR proposal except treat
premium deer units like sheep units and ask the Board to have the cougar plan be reviewed by July 2014
and have an update of the Monroe study given to the Southern Region RAC. All infavor? All opposed?
Motion passes. 9 in favor, 3 opposed, (Clair Woodbury, Mike Staheli, Brian Johnson) M otion passes.

Sam Car penter made the motion to accept the Cougar Recommendations as presented with
the exception of managing the Premium deer units[Henry Mountains and Paunsaugunt] the same
asthe big horn sheep unitsand ask the Wildlife Board to request the cougar management plan be
reviewed [to ssimplify] by July 2014 and to have an update of the Monroe Cougar Study be given
to the Southern Region RAC. Cordell Pear son seconded. Motion passed 9:3 (Clair Woodbury,
Mike Staheli and Brian Johnson opposed).

Dave Black: Okay, let’s move on. I'm okay with that. I’'m sure that’s why most of you re here. Let’'sgo
to item number 12, the Goat Management Plan. How far do you have to drive? Isthat okay Guy? Are
you ready too? Hello Dustin.
Goat Management Plans—Mt. Dutton and La Sal (action) 3:23:461t0 3:36:49 of 4:11:36
-Guy Wallace, Dustin Schaible, Wildlife Biologists

(See attachment 1)
Questionsfrom the RAC:
David Black: Any questions from the RAC?
Mack Morrell: How many goats do you have on Mt. Dutton now that’ s transferred over?
Dustin: We haven't done a comprehensive survey and so we just have sightings. And the biggest group
that’ s been seen is seven in one group. But we haven't done any aerial surveys to determine the total
population on the unit.
Mack Morrell: So you have sighted some, but you don’t know how many are there?
Dustin Schaible: What's that?
Mack Morrell: So people have seen them but you don’t know how many are there.
Dustin Schaible: We don't know the total population there. 1t’s probably pretty minimal given how
much uh, you can see alot of the goat habitat from alot of those high points. And you usually pick up
one or two but we haven't done, like | said, we haven’t done an intensive survey on them yet. But that
would be part of the plan.
Mack Morrell: It looks like to me, it looks like to me that you would do that before you would

recommend how many goats to transplant and your population and everything else. Y ou should have
some monitoring done.
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Dustin Schaible: Well, yeah, and you know, at this point we have just done ground monitoring.

Dave Black: Any other questions?

Questions from the public:

Dave Black: Do | have questions from the public?

John Kedler: John Keeler, Utah Farm Bureau. Y ou’ re proposing the 9,000 el evations not the 8,000?
Dustin Schaible: Correct, to bein order to be consistent.

John Keeler: Okay, because | pulled this off the website and it had both of them and so, but your
proposing just the 9,000 elevation.

Dustin Schaible: Y eah, that was just to determine how much habitat was available above that elevation.
Butum. ..

John Keeler: And you' re proposing to augment those that are there on the Mt. Dutton with 20 to 40
collared?

Dustin Schaible: Yes.

John Keeler: That's answered afew of my concerns. We would like to propose, the Farm Bureau would
like to propose that a committee be set up on the Mt. Dutton goat unit similar to what we have on the
Henry Mountain buffalo, a group of interested parties get together and we see what is happening with
those collars and the habitat and meet yearly and make recommendations. | think it’s worked fairly well
over on the Henry Mountain. Uh, it mentions in the information that | got off of the website that
movements between the Mt. Dutton and Beaver goat populations are highly likely and should be
considered advantageous but in that movement they will be eating along the way. Do goats eat aspen?
Aspen sprouts?

Dustin Schaible: | would imagine

John Keeler: | would imagine they do too. There's an effort going on on the Monroe Mountain with
aspen regeneration and recruitment back into the population. | think this would be of a concern, probably
should have been mentioned in the plan under perhaps sensitive species. The more mouths you put out
there of grazers the more concern it is for those populations that are sprouting as aresult of fire and or
clear cuts or other projects of vegetative manipulation. So that might be a concern there. But we would
recommend this committee be put together on the Mt. Dutton. Thank you.

Dave Black: John, let me ask you a question real quick. We'rein the question section. Are these your
comments or do you want to come back up?

John Kedler: Well | will leaveit al asone.
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Dave Black: Okay, that’s fine. Thank you. Do we have any other questions from the public? Yes, you
don’'t need a card for a question.

Del oss Christensen: Del oss Christensen, just representing myself. I'm on the Monroe Aspen Work
Study Group aswell. But my observation is that aspens have an elevation band that they grow in. And |
don’t know that aspens grow above 9,000 feet, do they? Does anybody in here know? It seemsto me
that’ s kind of the top of the survival for aspens but we could check on that some more but it would be
nice to know where that is, not that the Monroe study has any effect on the Dutton, but just wondering.

Dave Black: Thank you, any more questions? Any more questions from the RAC?
Commentsfrom the Public:
Dave Black: Let’s move to the comment stage now. Thefirst card that | have is Jake Schoppe.

Jake Schoppe: (Attachment 3) Hi, my name’s Jake Schoppe. Glad to address you guys tonight. |
appreciate your time. | sat in those hard seats many times so | appreciate your time and attention. | got
asked to come and read aletter from the Dixie National Forest. For you that don’t know me I’ m the
district biologist out of Panguitch there for the Powell District. So we've been looking to see agoat plan
onthisrangefor alongtime. So I'll just read my letter and | think you have a copy don’'t you Kevin? It
says, this letter provides a response to the proposed Rocky Mountain Goat Management Plan for the Mt.
Dutton unit on the Dixie National Forest. The Forest Service appreciates the high level of early
coordination on this site-specific unit plan and the positive response to those comments. After reviewing
the proposed plan we have found that it will not contradict management area direction or desired
conditions that are described in the Dixie National Forest resource management plan. The Dixie
National Forest appreciates this opportunity and recognizes that several parts of the plan were changed
based on our prior comments. We understand this is a state decision and look forward to continuing our
working relationship. So, thank you.

Dave Black: The next comment is Gregg McGregor.

Gregg McGregor: Gregg McGregor, Santa Clara, Utah. Thanks for your patience and being there for us
this evening to hear us out. As amember of SFW and more particularly here tonight as a voice for some
450 members of Safari Club International in Southern Utah, we whole-heartedly support the plan to put
more goats on those mountains. It will, based on reaction from the Forest Service, what Jake just read,
there should be no conflict, minimal conflict | should say. And uh, we think that it will do nothing but be
agood thing for the sportsman and habit and on those mountains. Uh, just a note, after 20 years | finaly
drew my Desert Bighorn sheep tag this year, hurray. And if it takes that long to draw my next goat tag
which is next on the bucket list. . . .seeyou later.

Dave Black: Kirk Connelly, followed by Del.oss

Kurt Connelly: Kurt Connelly, | represent SFW, specifically the executive council for SFW tonight. We
arein full support aswell of the Division’s proposal to put goats on the Dutton and also on the La Sals.
We'd also like to point out that all the mountain goats in this state have been transplanted, originaly. 1
mean that was, you know, that was how we got them originally. So we'rein full support of it both as
sportsman aso for viewing opportunities. We al, | mean it’s what August 3 right over here on the
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Tusher Mountains, people are going to go up and view them. It'savery popular viewing animal; it's
very easy to see and they’re lots of fun. So | just, you know, here again representing the executive
counsel for SFW, we'rein full support of the Division and just moving forward. And so thanks.

Del oss Christensen: Deloss Christensen representing SFW, Sevier chapter. 1'd just like to go on record
supporting the transplant of additional mountain goats on the Mt. Dutton and the LaSal units. | have no
concerns over some of the concerns that have been expressed in that each of these game herds has a
management plan developed by all the parties that are involved. And we have our little disagreements on
the numbers and the conditions but in the end it's a good thing we have transplanted animals all over the
state and thisisjust a continuation of that practice. And | am fully confident that the Division and the
system with which we are all a part of will take care and not harm the habitat there that these animals
will be participating in. Thanks.

Dave Black: Brayden followed by Scott.

Brayden Richmond: Brayden Richmond representing myself and also the Beaver County SFW chapter;
also in full support of this. Very exciting for me. | had a chance to hunt mountain goats about 7 years
ago; harvested one with my bow up on Timp Mountain. Incredible experience. Everybody should have
that opportunity. | aso love to take my 6-year-old kids up on the Beaver Mountain and look at the goats.
I’ll never hunt another goat in Utah in my life, I’ ve had that opportunity and I’ll spend hours and hours
in viewing and recreation. So, very excited to see them being moved to other mountains including the
LaSal, which iswhere I’m from that country. So, can’t wait to go see them there.

Dave Black: Thank you Brayden. After Scott we have Travis.

Scott Christensen: Scott Christensen representing myself, Loa, Utah. | too in 2010 had an opportunity
with, for ananny tag on Willard Peak. | had aterrific hunt. 1t wasalot of fun. At first when | started
scouting the unit it was kind of concerning how much traffic was up there but as | got to know, every
time we'd go up there was just different people hiking that trail and we' d share our binoculars and
spotting scopes and it was just a great viewing opportunity for alot of non-sportsman. | was just amazed
how many people just went up to see the goats. I’'m in full support of this. | think it’s amazing how
many people areinterested in. To kind of echo a previous comment, it was also disconcerting when |
started to look at another once-in-a-lifetime to realize, man with the odd system the way it is and just
understanding the lack of resource I’'m on 100 percent luck of the draw at this point. So I'd really
recommend that anytime we can graze more of these one-in-a-lifetime opportunities for the youth and
everyone else involved we need to take full advantage if we can. Thank you.

Travis Seifers: Travis Seifers representing the Utah’s Trappers Association. We support the Division’s
plan on this.

Dave Black: Thank you. Taylor Albrecht followed by Jason Aiken, followed by Craig Laub.

Taylor Albrecht: Taylor Albrecht, Kanab, Utah. | also support the Division’s putting the goats on the
LaSal and the Dutton. I’ ve had the opportunity to take part in two hunts now with family. Andit'sa
great opportunity for viewing and a blast of ahunt. Thank you.

Dave Black: Thank you.
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Craig Laub: Craig Laub, I’m uh, represent Southwestern Utah and the Utah Farm Bureau Board. A
couple of things, if those goats move from the Tushers over to the Dutton what’ s going to keep them
from moving to Monroe and the Boulders? And uh, isthat telling us that there's, we had too high of a
manage, too many, too big a number on the Tushersis the reason they had to move? And the other thing
was, uh, | support what John Keeler said about we need to get the stakeholdersin a group to manage, to
set up, to work on a management plan for them.

Dave Black: Thank you. Jason.

Jason Aiken: Jason Aiken, Cedar City Utah. | represent the Iron County SFW and the Utah Bowman's
Association. We are in support of the Division and the transplant of the goats to the Mt. Dutton and the
LaSal mountain ranges. And then just on a persona note, I'm in full support of this. | had a Beaver goat
tag a couple years ago. | was able to harvest one with my bow. Probably one of the most exciting hunts
I’ll ever havein my life. And I’ ve spent lots and lots of times up on the Tushers. | remember back in
the early ‘90’ s when everything had ared tag in its ear, from the transplant back then. | was up there this
weekend as well and talked to 20 to 30 different people, that’s all they were there for was just to go up
and seethe goats. And so, and they were traveling from all over, from al the way up in Salt Lake down
to Las Vegas and Mesquite; so it's agreat opportunity for not only hunters but also the viewing and
things like that.

Dave Black: Okay. That's all the comment cards.

RAC discussion and vote:

Dave Black: Do we have any comments from the RAC?

Kevin Bunnell: Just an administrative point for the RAC. We made adecision to put, thisis one
presentation, and just because of the length of this agenda, but it’ s really two management plans. So for
just to keep things straight we would be looking for two motions, one on the Dutton plan and one on the
LaSal plan; so separate that into two itemsif you would as you move forward.

Dave Black: Also to review since there are no comments, before you make a motion there were some
comments that came out of the audience about setting up a group of shareholders for the goats on the
Dutton similar to those on the Henry Mountain bison, to set up a committee. And so consider that as

you' re making your motion. Brian.

Brian Johnson: I'd like to make a motion that we accept the DWR’ s proposal on the Mt. Dutton unit as
proposed.

Dave Black: Okay, do we have a second on the motion? Okay. Clair. We have a motion and a second.
Do we have any discussion on the motion?

Mack Morrell: | would like to make an amendment to the motion that the stakeholders get together with
the DWR on the Mt Dutton to make recommendations for the management plan.

Dave Black: Do we have a second on the amendment? Okay, we have a second from Rusty.
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Brian Johnson: | have a question about that just because I'm not smart. Do we have, I'm good with it,
do we have one of those specia little meetings for every goat unit in the state or isthis just something
gpecial that we're talking about? Because | know we got it for buffalo but do we have it for every goat
unit?

Kevin Bunndll: Currently no. The only committee that’ s like that that’ s established is the bison
committee on the Henry Mountains.

Brian Johnson: So it sounds like more meetings. Awesome.
Dave Black: Sure, please state your name when you come up.

John Keeler: John Keeler, Utah Farm Bureau. There are some sheep allotmentsin this unit and they
have some concerns about this. And | think it will, can be managed alot better with this committee.

We' ve had several committees formed in the past on various units with elk, and the deer, with others that
have been very worthwhile. One thing that you can do with this committee is as things move forward
you can take some actions in between the length of the plan and it works very well. If there’'s a drought
situation, if there are some other transplants that come up, | think it would help address the concerns that
are existing on that Mt. Dutton and so that’ s why we' re proposing it.

Dave Black: Thank you John. DelLoss. Please come to the mic and state your name.

Del oss Christensen: Deloss Christensen representing myself. | appreciate, | appreciate the comments
that the folks have made this evening regard what | would consider to be a special committee. It seems
as though we could handle that through the management plan committee. I’'ve sat on those committees.
They’re made up of sportsman, landowners, agents from the federal government, DWR representative
and non-consumptive people. Now | don’t know why we would need to have a group outside of that
other than an independent group that may want to get together like the Friends of the Paunsagaunt do;
it's independent of the RAC or the Board. So why do we want to try and complicate the process by
creating new committees outside of this process?

Dave Black: Thank you Del.oss.

Kevin Bunnell: Deloss, just a point of clarification, with alot of our unit plans we do set up committees.
With this one there was not, there was not, there is not a committee that has ever been established.

Del oss Christensen: (inaudible off the mic).

Kevin Bunnell: Nope. No, we don’'t do that with al of our unit plans and so there was no intention to
ever have aunit committee for this plan.

Dave Black: Do we have any further discussion from the RAC?
Sam Carpenter: Quick question, your committee that you were talking about setting up, this doesn’t put

any uh, how do | say it, restrictions on the current plan that you' re proposing. Y ou're just saying after
the sheep are on the mountain, after the goats are on the mountain you' d like to have input in the way
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they’ re managed, according to the data and the different stuff that you get from the collars and the
surveys, isthat correct?

Mack Morrell: Y eah that’'s correct.

Dave Black: Thank you. Are we ready to vote on the amendment? So the amendment is that we will
create a stakeholders group for the Dutton sheep unit, goat unit, excuse me.

Clair Woodbury: | believe we are all stakeholders and represent everybody right here on this RAC don’t
we for the Southern Region? Why would we duplicate what we' re doing?

Dave Black: Okay, we have a, we're ready to vote on the amendment. And all in favor of the
amendment please show by the raise of ahand. Okay, all those opposed. So the amendment passes.

Dave Black: So the motion then which includes the amendment would be that we approve the Goat
Management Plan for Mt. Dutton as presented by the DWR to include the creation of a stakeholders
group for the Dutton Goat Management unit. All in favor? All opposed? Okay, the motion passes.

Brian Johnson made the motion to accept the Goat Management Plan for the Mt. Dutton as

presented with the exception to include the creation of a stakeholders group. Clair Woodbury
seconded. Motion passed 10:2 (Clair Woodbury and Brian Johnson opposed)

Dave Black: Let’'s moveto thelast item on the agenda, which isitem number 11, the Furbearer.
Brian Johnson: When do you want to have a motion on the LaSal? Just throwing it out there.
Dave Black: Oh excuse me. Y eah we need to. Thank you.

Brian Johnson: | make a motion that we accept the DWR’ s proposal on the LaSal for big fluffy goats as
proposed.

Dave Black: Okay, we have a motion and a second by Cordell. Is there any discussion on the motion?
As acomment, do we want to include the same amendment on this one or not? All right, any further
discussion? Are we ready to vote? So the motion is then for the LaSal unit that we accept the Goat
Management Plan as presented. All in favor? Any opposed? Thank you.

Brian Johnson made the motion to accept the Goat Management Plan for LaSal Mountains
as presented. Seconded by Cordell Pearson. Motion passed 11:1 (Sean Kelly abstained).

Dave Black: Thank you. Okay, now we can move to the last item, Furbearer and Bobcat Harvest
Recommendation by John. Do you have a condensed version John? Do you have a condensed version of
the presentation?
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John Shivik: We should be able to wrap this up in another hour or so.

Furbearer and Bobcat Harvest Recommendations (action) 4:01:24to 4:07:01to 4:11:36
-John Shivik, Mammals Coordinator
(See attachment 1)

Questionsfrom the RAC:
David Black: Any questions from the RAC? Sam.
Sam Carpenter: What is the set day?

John Shivik: U, I’'m sorry, so that, we're looking at the number of set days, how many traps are out
before you catch abobcat. Soit’'s set days, so it’ s like trap nights, set day. How many types, how many
people and how many traps are out. For instance, there's, it takes 392 traps being out in 2013 before
somebody catches a bobcat, overall. Sorry, no. | really rushed through this.

Dave Black: John, | have a question, in our packet there was aletter from Norm McKee. | don’t know if
you saw that letter from Norm or not. Do you know Norm? He' sretired with the Division.

John Shivik: Oh yes, okay.

Dave Black: It isin quite details as far as some concerns, Garfield County and other areas. And if you're
not familiar with it then the question’s not, | was just wondering how close thisisin line with some of
suggestions that he had.

John Shivik: Isthisrelative to, is this Beaver?

Dustin Schaible: You're just talking in reference to Norm’s, Norm’ s | etter?
Dave Black: Right.

Dustin Schaible: What was the question?

Dave Black: Well | was just wondering, are we on track, or are we addressing those things? Or are we
way different than some of the idea that he had in there and his concerns?

Dustin Schaible: No we, quite honestly we had a conversation very similar to what Norm wrotein his
letter prior to him even writing that letter. He wasn’t even aware that we were talking about the very
same thing. But we felt with how few people actually get into those drainages that he was asking to be
closed, we didn’t think the harvest would be significant. There are afew coloniesin there and we do
support, you know trying to get them to build back up and repair some of that areafrom the fire on
Dutton, particularly the areas that he was concerned about. We' ve had those discussions and we decided
at this point we'll just kind of, based on the fact we don’t feel there' salot of trapping pressure in there
we didn’t want to highlight it.
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Dave Black: Okay, thank you. Any other questions?
Questions from the public:

Dave Black: Any questions from the public?

None

Comments from the Public:

Dave Black: We have one comment card from Travis.

Travis Seifers: Travis Seifers with the Utah's Trappers Association. And we agree with the
recommendation of the Division.

Dave Black: Thank you.
RAC discussion and vote:
Dave Black: Any comments from the Board? Are we ready to make amotion? Okay, Layne.

Layne Torgerson: | make a motion that we accept the Furbearers Recommendation as proposed by the
Division.

Dave Black: Okay, | have a second by Mike. The motion by Layne is that we accept the Furbearer and
Bobcat Harvest Recommendations as presented by the Division. All thosein favor? Any opposed? It's
unanimous.

Layne Torger son made the motion to accept Furbearer and Bobcat Har vest
Recommendations as presented. Mike Staheli seconded. M otion passed unanimously.

Other Business

David Black: Isthere any other business that the Board might have to bring forward? Brian you are
dying to say something. We call this meeting adjourned.

Mack Morrell: Hey, | think that we ought to break this up. We had a meeting that |asted one hour in
May in Richfield and here we got one four and a half hours. We can break this up and put something on
that May agenda.

Dave Black: That'sagood idea. | think Steve had a similar comment when we had a short meeting.

Meeting adjourned at 11:30 p.m.
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Utah Foundsmen

To: All RAC members A.‘.‘o‘iar "
RE: 2013 Cougar Recommendations

The Utah Houndsmen Association is the largest Houndsmen group in the State of Utah, we represent
houndsmen statewide. Our mission is to assist in sound conservation and management of Cougars,
Bears and Bobcats in the State of Utah to assure a stable, healthy population now and into the future.
The following points represent the opinion of the majority of our members and we would request that
you consider them as you contemplate the cougar regulations currently under review.

1. We feel that the DWR recommendations for quota allotments follow the guidelines set forth in the
Cougar Management Plan and we would complement those involved for following the plan as it was
adopted. Going forward we would like to see a review of all of the units and the harvest history to
determine if the baseline quota's were set too high or too low when the current management plan was
adopted.

2. We agree with the recommendation requiring GPS coordinates to be reported on all cougar harvest
locations. As nearly all cougars harvested are done so with the aid of hounds, and the vast majority of
houndsmen use GPS tracking collars on their dogs this requirement does not pose an extra burden on
sportsmen and we feel it will aid law enforcement in their duties and will provide valuable biological
information as well.

3. We would request the Voluntary Cougar Orientation Program be made mandatory for anyone
purchasing a cougar harvest permit. A healthy adult female population is critical for the future of
Cougars. The information contained in the Orientation Course can help a hunter better identify the sex
and age of the animal before harvest and help with the decision making process of whether to harvest
or not.

4. We feel that in the interest of managing for quality trophy animals and for ensuring a stable
population for future generations Limited Entry tag allocation is the best management practice, the
Split Limited Entry / Harvest Objective season being the next best, and a straight Harvest Objective
being the most aggressive. We agree with the recommendation to move the Southwest Manti unit to
Limited entry and would request the remainder of units statewide to remain as they were.

Utah Houndsmen Association
Email: houndsmen@dishmail.net PO Box 64 Website: www.utahhound.com
Wallsburg, UT 84082
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Association

We appreciate your service in helping to preserve these precious resources and recognize the difficulty
in balancing the interests of all sportsmen.

Respectfully

Dan Cockayne
Lion Coordinator
Utah Houndsmen Association

Lions@utahhound.com
801-420-1547

Utah Houndsmen Association
Email: houndsmen@dishmail.net PO Box 64 Website: www.utahhound.com
Wallsburg, UT 84082
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United States Forest Dixie National Forest 1789 N. Wedgewood Ln
Department of Service Cedar City, UT 84721-7769
_Agriculture 435-865-3700
File Code: 2610/2640
Date: July 30, 2013
Dave Black
Southern Region RAC Chair
2074 Princeton Circle

St. George, UT 84790

Dear Mr. Black:

This letter provides response to the proposed Rocky Mountain Goat Management Plan for the
Mt. Dutton unit on the Dixie National Forest. The Forest Service appreciates the high level of
early coordination on this site specific unit plan and the positive response to those comments.
After reviewing the proposed plan, we have found that it will not contradict management area
direction or desired conditions that are described in the Dixie National Forest Land and Resource

Management Plan.

The Dixie National Forest appreciates this opportunity and recognizes that several parts of the
plan were changed based on our prior comments. We understand that this is a State decision and

look forward to continuing our working relationships.

Sincerely,

/s/ Kevin R. Schulkoski
ANGELITA S. BULLETTS
Forest Supervisor

cc: Ron Rodriguez
Karen Schroyer
Jake Schoppe

Sean Kelly

Kevin Albrecht
Gary Nielson
Robert Byrnes
Jake Albrecht
John Bair

Caring for the Land and Serving People

Printed on Recycled Paper ‘,
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Southeast Region Advisory Council
John Wesley Powell Museum
1765 E. Main
Green River, Utah
July 31, 2013

Motion Summary
Approval of Revised Agenda

MOTION: To accept the proposed changesin the agenda.
Passed unanimously

Approval of Minutes
MOTION: To accept the minutes of the previous meeting as written.
Passed unanimously

Waterfowl Guidebook and Rule R657-
MOTION: To accept the Waterfowl Guidebook and Rule as presented.
Passed unanimously 10-0

Military I nstallations Permit Program
MOTION: Toaccept the Military Installation Per mit as presented.
Passed 9 to 1 with one opposing vote cast by Charlie Tracy

Goat Management Plans-Mt. Dutton and L aSal M ountains
MOTION: That theLaSal Mountains be removed from thelist of potential
introduction sites.
Votingwastied 5to 5.
In favor of the motion were Chris Micoz, Sue Bellagamba, Wayne Hoskisson,
Charlie Tracy and Trisha Hedin. Opposed to the motion wer e Jeff Horrocks,
Darrel Mecham, Blair Eastman, Karl Ivory, and Derris Jones
The chairman, Kevin Albrecht, who representsthe U.S. Forest Service,
abstained from voting to break thetie, dueto a conflict of interest.

Goat Management Plans-Mt. Dutton and L aSal M ountains
MOTION: Toaccept the LaSal Mountains Goat Management Plan as presented,
except that the density of goats at the 9,000 foot elevation model not exceed 1.8 goats
per square mileduring thefiveyear period, and that the DWR and USFSwork
together to ensure no vegetative damage is done.

Voting wastied 5to 5. In favor of the motion were Derris Jones, Karl Ivory,
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Blair Eastman, Trisha Hedin, and Jeff Horrocks. Opposed to the motion
were ChrisMicoz, Sue Bellagamba, Wayne Hoskisson, Charlie Tracy, and
Darrel Mecham.

The chairman, Kevin Albrecht, who representsthe U.S. Forest Service
abstained from voting to break thetie, dueto a conflict of interest.

Goat Management Plans-Mt. Dutton and L aSal M ountains
MOTION: To accept the Mount Dutton Goat Management Plan as presented.
Passed with opposing votes cast by Sue Bellagamba and Wayne Hoskisson

Proposed Fee Schedule FY 2015
MOTION: To accept the Proposed Fee Schedule FY 2015 as presented.
Passed 9to 1 with one opposing vote cast by Charlie Tracy

R657-60 AlS Rule Amendments
MOTION: Toaccept AlS Rule Amendments as presented.
Passed unanimously, 9to 0

Cougar Recommendations
MOTION: Toaccept the Division’s cougar recommendations as presented,
except that the Book Cliffs be separated from Nine Mile and be made a split unit
and raise the number of permitsto 20.

Passed 8to 1 with one opposing vote cast by Wayne Hoskisson

Furbear er and Bobcat Harvest Recommendations
MOTION: To accept the Furbearer and Bobcat Harvest Recommendations as
presented.

Passed 8 to 2 with two opposing votes cast by Blair Eastman and Wayne
Hoskisson




Southeast Region Advisory Council
John Wesley Powell Museum
1765 E. Main
Green River, Utah

July 31, 2013 « 6:30 p.m.

Members Present Members Absent
Kevin Albrecht, USFS and Chair man

Seth Allred, At Large
Sue Bellagamba, Environmental
Blair Eastman, Agriculture
Trisha Hedin, Sportsperson
Jeff Horrocks, Elected Official
Wayne Hoskisson, Environmental
Todd Huntington, At Large
Karl Ivory, BLM representative
Darrel Mecham, Sportsmen
ChristineMicoz, At Large
Charlie Tracy, Agriculture
ChrisWood, Regional Supervisor

Others Present
MikeKing
Greg Sheehan

1) Welcome, RAC introductions and RAC Procedure
-Kevin Albrecht, Chairman

Kevin Albrecht-1 would like to welcome everybody out tonight.

My nameis Kevin Albrecht and | will beyour chair. We have a couple of new RAC
membersthat | would liketo introduce them self’sreal quick. We haveKarl and
Trishaand | will givethem real quick minutesto introduce themselves.

Karl lvory- Ok, | am Karl Ivory | am from Priceand | have been in Pricefor about
25 years. | work with the Bureau of Land Management therefor 25years. | am a
supervisor for range management specialist dealing with all programs under range
right therein Price.

Trisha Hedin- My Name Trish Hedin and | am from Moab and | have been in M oab
for about 13 years. | am the Chairman of our local Rocky Mountain Elk
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Foundation. And | guessthat isabout it.

Kevin Albrecht- Thank you and | appreciate that.

| also appreciate the attendance tonight. L ookslike we havealot of public input and
really appreciate that and also appreciate the timethat has already been spent by
the RAC membersto go through e-mails and time on the phone. | know there has
already been alot of time put into tonight’s meeting.

First | would like to have an approval of the agenda.

2) Approval of the Revised Agenda (Action)
-Kevin Albrecht, Chairman

Kevin Albrecht - Motion by Jeff Horrocksto approve therevised agenda. Second by
Wayne. Also the minutes. Let’s do the agenda separ ate ok so we have a motion and
a second by Wayne. All in favor ? Any oppose?

Kevin Albrecht- So we have a new RAC agenda which isdifferent than what was on
the Internet, which has moved the Goat Management plan to #8. Any thoughts on
that?

ChrisWood- | will just say that the new agenda isover hereon thetable, so
everyonein attendance tonight should have the new agenda. It was changed on
Monday morning. We arerequired to give at least 24 hour notice and we met that
requirement.

Kevin Albrecht- Do we have an approval of the agenda? Or, sorry of the Minutes?
seconded by Derris. All in favor? Any opposed?

VOTING
Motion was made by Jeff Horrocks to accept the changesin theline-up of agenda
itemsasprinted
Seconded by Wayne Hoskisson
Motion passed unanimously

VOTING
Motion was made by Jeff Horrocks to accept the minutes of the previous meeting as
written.
Seconded by Derris Jones
Motion passed unanimously

3) Wildlife Board Meeting Update
-by Derris Jones, former RAC chairman
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DerrisJones- | am going to try and keep thisreal brief becausel think we are going
to be herefor awhiletonight.

DerrisJones- A couple of things that were put on the action log by the wildlife board
wereto look at Dedicated Hunter hoursthat were worked before accepted into the
Dedicated Hunter Program. | guessthereisatiming issue whereyou don’t get to
sign up until just right before and a lot of people start to whittle away at some of the
hoursthey need to work beforethen. In the past they haven’t been able to count
those hours so they are looking at modifying the rules so that those hours can be
counted in the future. The other thing that was put on the action log isthey asked
for someinformation on 28 gauge shotguns being used on the Turkey hunt. Law
enforcement and the wildlife section will look into that and report back to the
Wildlife Board. Dale Brady and Ernie Perkinstermsare both up on the wildlife
board, so thereisgoing to be two new board membersand | assumeor | don’t know
if I have heard the names yet officially. Kurt Woodward from the NERO isthe
NERO rep. and then Steve Dalton at largeisout of the SRO. Helivesin Hanksville
or Sandy Ranch anyways. | guessits Hanksville area. The statewide goat plan
passed as presented. The Big Horn Sheep statewide plan passed as presented. The
urban deer rule passed with alittle tweak in thefee structure. So unlessthereisany
specific question | will just leaveit at that. So we can get moving on to tonight’s
agenda.

Questions from the RAC

Questions from the Public

Comments from the Public

RAC Discussion

Kevin Albrecht- Ok, we are going to have aregional update, but before we do that
we have very good attendance by the public and | just want to remind you a little bit
about how the RAC meeting is set up. Asyou entered thereisaagenda and thereis
also a paper that spellsout the RAC process and proceduresthat will help usgo
through tonight. So on each of the agenda itemswe Il here a presentation from the
division of wildlife. At the end of each presentation the RAC will havean
opportunity to ask thedivision if they have any questions. And then the public will
have an opportunity to ask thedivision if they have any questions. And then the
public will have an opportunity for comment and then the RAC will havethe
opportunity for comment. And then we will have a vote. And so we will also be using
these yellow comment cards so you can pick those up in the back and if you will
pleasefill those out and if you will put which item number, which agenda item
number you are going to talk on and then if you would bring those up and hand
them to Chriswewill on each item number we will get you in. | appreciateit.
ChrisWood — You don’t need to fill ayellow comment card if you have a question.
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It isjust for comments. And you can bring thoseto meat anytime. It’s not too late |
guess at this point.

Kevin Albrecht- | would also liketo take a minute to talk about with the attendance
that we havetonight | think that thereisalot of good commentsand alot of
emotionsand | just ask that asyou come up if we can keep thisvery civil and that
we give three minutesfor an individual and five minutes for somebody representing
agroup. But again | ask that you expressyour commentsin avery civil manor and
weasa RAC we'll takeall of your input and try to makethe best decisionsthat we
can and | appreciatethat. So with that we will turn thetime over to ChrisWood for
the division comments

4) Regional Update

-ChrisWood, Regional Supervisor
ChrisWood- Regional overview. My nameis ChrisWood and | am new in my
position. | wasthe Habitat manager in Priceand in thisregion for the last seven
yearsand | am now the Regional Supervisor. It isgreat towork in thisregion. We
have great people and great resourcesand | am excited for this new opportunity. |
am going to go through thisfairly quickly because we have a full agenda. We have
been really busy all summer long. Our aquatics section has been doing Gill Netting
at Scofield, Joe's Valley, and Huntington. Were also working at our Duck Fork
Reservoir we arereplacing the spawning trap. You can seethe old spawning trap
there the new one should be built in the next month or two. Therein the next few
weekswe will be doing some night time electro-fishing at Huntington North State
Park. Thisyear we have also have very successful in collecting eggs from the
Colorado cutthroat. And our Conservation section also has been very busy. We have
a few things scheduled for August. Aquatics and Outreach will work together to
host a family fishing event at the Carbon County Fairgrounds on August 10" and
thiswill follow two events we have had at Gigliotti Pond. Brent also has been
working different summer camps, conservation camps, and working with various
shooting and archery programs throughout our region and hosting events. He had a
big horn sheep watch in June and then coming up next weekend or thisweekend on
the 2" on Friday night we have a meet the Bats Night. We will be meeting at the
Crescent Junction at 6:30pm? Or sorry that isthe Cisco exit at 7:30pm and heading
to our Nash Wash wildlife management area where we will befish netting some Bats
and the public will havethe opportunity to seethose batsup close. Wedid it last
year and we areally good turn out and iswas areally big success. Our Habitat
section is busy we have been managing our propertiesthistime of year. We have
several properties Gordon Creek, Nash Wash, Desert L ake and our Huntington
Game Farm that require active farming. Wetry to improve on our water rights and
plant some cropsfor upland game and for deer and ek in thefall and in the spring,
also for some pheasantsthat are on some of those properties. Weare starting a
6




project on the Cold Springson top of the Tavaputswith a private land owner totry
to rg uvenate some aspen, removing conifer and stimulating some aspen there. It isa
continuation of a project that wedid last year. And then on the La Sal’swe just got
back last week whileworking with SITLA there'ssomelogging activity that is
happening on the La Sal’s and we are building a enclosure with to see some of the
vegetation response. Our law enfor cement section also has been really busy.
Checking fisherman and patrolling for poaching there are also really active in our
Aquatic I nvasive species program. Their working several check station’sboth in our
area and down south at the border of Utah and Nevada. Or | guess Arizona and
checking for boatsthat are coming from Lake Meade. Then our wildlife section has
been doing Elk surveysthis month, pronghorn surveysand Mule deer fawn survival
studies. And, if thereisany questions? | can answer any questions or we will just
move on. Thank You.

Kevin Albrecht- Ok with that we will move on to agenda number 5 Jason Robinson.

Questions from the RAC

Questions from the Public

Comments from the Public

RAC Discussion

5) Turkey Depredation (Informational)
-Jason Robinson, Upland Game Coor dinator

Kevin Albrecht- Any questions from the RAC?

Questionsfrom the RAC

DerrisJones- Assumeit’snot going to be a Tom only hunt? It’s going to be any bird
on the depredation hunt?

Jason Robinson- Correct, yes.

Questions from the Public

Kevin Albrecht- Real quick oneitem that | failed to mention is, with as much
attendance that we have tonight, when we have public comment of the item that you
are going to speak about has already been addressed | asked that there sa couple of
options. Onethat you can approach the mic and if there was something that you
wanted to address that there wasn’t please addressthat. But just state what you
would like to see maybe without readdressing everything, just so we can be ableto
dothisin avery timely manner tonight. | appreciatethat.
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Comments from the Public

RAC Discussion

VOTING
No motion. Thiswas an informational item only.

6) Waterfowl Guidebook and Rule R657-09 (Action)
-Blair Stringham, Waterfowl Coordinator

Kevin Albrecht- Any questions from the RAC?

Questionsfrom the RAC

Wayne Hoskisson- | have one small question. Why isit that theidea isto split the
hunting seasonsinto zones, instead of just making them longer ?

Blair Stringham- That isa great question. With the migratory bird treaty act we
can only have a 107 day season for all migratory birds. And so if we want to add
season dates at the end the season we would have to make a split so that the total
season hunt isn’t morethan 107 days. The split occursthen becausethat istypically
the a time when people are harvesting fewer number of geese.

Kevin Albrecht - Thank you. Isthere any other questions?

Questions from the Public

Kevin Albrecht- Any questions or comments from the audience?

Ok, | see no comment cards from the audience, again if you do have any comments
if you camein late, pleasefill out one of theseyellow cardsand hand it in hereto
Chrison any of the agenda itemswe will take your commentsthat way. Ok if there
any comments from the RAC?

Comments from the Public

RAC Discussion

Kevin Albrecht- | will entertain a motion.

DerrisJones—1 movethat we accept the divisionsrecommendations for the 2013-
2014 waterfowl season guide book as presented?

Blair Eastman- | seconded that.

Kevin Albrecht-So we a motion by Derris Jones and a second by Blair Eastman. The
motion isto accept the divisonswater fowl Rule R-657-09.

Kevin Albrecht-All in favor ?
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Kevin Albrecht- Any opposed?
Kevin Albrecht- Motion passed unanimously.
Kevin Albrecht- Ok then we will move onto action number 7

VOTING
Motion was made by Derris Jonesto accept the Waterfowl Guidebook and Rule as
presented.
Seconded by Blair Eastman
Motion passed unanimously, 10-0

7) Military Installations Permit Rule (Action)
-Kenny Johnson, Administrative Services Section Chief

Kevin Albrecht- Thanks, Isthere any questionsfrom the RAC?

Questionsfrom the RAC

DerrisJones- You say that the vouchersthat the base commander can distribute
them ashewantstoo? And isthat restricted to military personnel? Or can heuse
those vouchersto give to anybody that he wants?

Kenny Johnson- Theruleisfor military personnel. We wanted to have the military
personnel that is associated to that base to have the opportunity to hunt those.
Derris Jones- Assume there was some discussion of military on this proposal. Was
theretalk about making those voucher s available for wounded or warrior type of
programs?

Kenny Johnson- | think that did come up in the conver sation and again what we
would do up front islook at hisapproach and some of that could includethat. And
then both parties could just agree that would be the approved method of
distributing those vouchers.

DerrisJones- Hewon’t berestricted to give to just active military personnel?
Kenny Johnson- They have to be military personnel but | will haveto research the
ruleand look at it alittlecloser. But | don’t think that we specified that it asto be
activeon that location but just associated with that location.

Derris Jones- Then you have mentioned the big species but then you said potentially
other big game species. If you include any other big game species, doesthe rule have
to bere-opened and discussed or can you just add species?

Kenny Johnson-That’sa good point. Actually the power point went out before we
finalized that languagein theruleso it is pretty wide open to big game species at this
point, so it wouldn’t have to be opened again.

Blair Eastman-So you don’t have a processto distribute those tagsinternally yet?
Within the military tags.
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Kenny Johnson-They would approach uswith what they want to do. It could be a
drawing or something that we could agree on.

Blair Eastman-So what | want to know isif one person who getsto givethosetags
out, isgoing to be giving those to all of hisbuddies?

Kenny Johnson-If that iswhat his plan said.

Blair Eastman-I think there should be even distribution of those tags.

Kenny Johnson- | think if they were bold enough to put that in their approach we
wouldn’t approve something like that. We would want to see something fair.

Blair Eastman-So you are going to make sure that doesn’t happen then?

Kenny Johnson-that’swhat that agreement does. The MOU, That iswherethat
would happen .

Blair Eastman- It looksto methat thisis model after the CWMU?

Kenny Johnson- It isreally similar.

Blair Eastman-On the split the 80% to the public. How | seethe CWMU isthat it is
a 90:10 split or a 80:20 split. Which would give two tags to the public instead of one.
Or am | misunder standing?

Kenny Johnson-I think your correct in the CWMU. But | think thisoneisalittle bit
different in the volume of tags. We don’t expect them asking for a tone of permits.
Blair Eastman- Well thisjust pick one, Like Dugway. What do you expect in the
way of tag distribution or allotment?

Kevin Johnson-In the discussionsthat | wasinvolved in therewaslike 10-12. There
wasareally low number of tags.

Blair Eastman- So under 10-12, the 80:20 split would be two to the public not one?
Kevin Albrecht- Yesthat would beright. It would guarantee one. Soif they do two
permitsthen it would be 50:50.

Blair Eastman- Perfect. Thanks

ChrisMicoz- Aretherulesgoing to be different from base to base?

Kenny Johnson- Each one will present a proposal and each one could be alittle
different. And we are ok with that aslong asit’sfair and equitable and something
that we can agree too.

Karl Ivory-Reason for the hunt? Isthat based on thereisa hunt able population or
is because of safety reasonsor depredationsthat will be going on?

Kenny Johnson-It’s all of theabovein alot of those locations.

Charlie Tracy-So you're having alot of trouble with wildlife on military bases?
Kenny Johnson-I don’t know if it isalot of trouble. It isjust atool that they haven't
had available to them.

Charlie Tracy- Will they allow a high powered rifle on that base?

Kenny Johnson-They may not this might just give some frame work for them to
start with and there may not be a feasible way to hunt with arifle. So those are
something that wework out in theinitial MOU stage for sure.

Jeff Horrocks- They may just shoot a hole in one of those multi-million dollar jets.
And they will be really mad.

ChrisMicoz- | know in Nevada they haveto go through an orientation of some sort
and background checks. Have you heard of anything indicating that iswhat they
would require?
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Kenny Johnson- | think all of those thingswill be addressed in that preliminary
stage. | know that the bases would have some concernswith just turning people
loose. So therewill be plenty of over sight when that does occur out there.

Kevin Albrecht- Any last questions from the RAC? Wewill go the questions from
the public then.

Questions from the Public

Kevin Albrecht- Onething that | failed to mention beforewe start isthat | ask if
someone approachesthe mic that we allow them to speak and that we hold thejeers
and the cheersto our selves and if that we have something to say that you please
cometo the microphone. But please be silent when someone approachesthe
microphone. Thank you.

Kevin Albrecht- Any questionsfrom the RAC? Sorry | mean from the audience?
Kevin Albrecht-Any comments from the RAC?

Comments from the Public

Jeff Horrocks- The only comment that | haveis| don’t how the military worksbut |
am not really following why thisis being pursued because if they have an issue on a
military installation with wildlife, they are going to take care of it whether weare
thereor not.

Jeff Horrocks- They might say they won't, but they will.

Wayne Hoskisson- | guess my question to that then is, have they done that before?
Havethey taken care of wildlife issues before without asking through the division?
Kenny Johnson- Thereissome limited hunting that they do over see now. And just
recently that wanted to provided more of a partner ship and offer it to the public
and not just keep it asa private hunt.

Kevin Albrecht-Any other comments?

Blair Eastman- It ispubliclandsand if the military iscoming to us and asking us
for tags. They should bedistributed fairly somehow. So | would liketo seethat
somehow.

Wayne Hoskisson- So you would liketo seelinetwo strengthened under RS-657-
699-4

That iswherethewildlife board retains control. It iskind of vague.

Blair Eastman- yes. Because if | wasthe commander | would then inviteall of my
buddies.

Kevin Albrecht- Anyone want ot make a motion?

RAC Discussion

Blair Eastman-| will moveto accept that proposal asit iswritten with a little bit
stronger language on the distribution of the tags.

Wayne Hoskisson- it does givethe board authority to approve. | think wewould like
to see something spelled out the way that the tags are distributed within the
military. | don’t know what that would be but because this has approve, deny or
reducethe number of permits, but it really doesn’t give the board the authority to
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make a judgment whether or not it’s areasonable and just distribution.

Kenny Johnson-and that step does clarify in theinitial MOU agreement so they
bring usa proposal ,weread it over and part of that proposal ishow weare going to
distributethetagstothe military peopleand if wedon’t agree we say sorry, send it
back to them. And if wethink it isfair and equitable we will approveit. That is
wherewe ar e getting how thisworkswith therule.

DerrisJones- | think we might be going down a slippery slope. If we get that specific
with how the base commander issues his per mitsthen we might be looking closer to
how the CWMU operators and how they distribute their vouchers.

Kevin Albrecht-True, Soright now we have a motion on thetable by Blair Eastman
to accept thetag allocation or the military insulation permit program R-657-66 do
we have a second?

ChrisMicoz- | second that.

Kevin Albrecht- We have a second by ChrisMicoz all in favor ?

Sue Bellagamba-So the motion wasto distribute the language? I sthat still on the
table? Or did Blair move that?

Blair Eastman-He clarified that for me and | am good with that now.

Sue Bellagamba- So that is off thetable now. Soit isasisor aswritten then?

Blair Eastman- Yesasit iswritten.

Kevin Albrecht- All in favor? Any Opposed?

Kevin Albrecht- 1 opposes. Charlie Tracy

VOTING
Motion was made by Blair Eastman to accept the Military I nstallations Permit
Program as presented.
Seconded by Chris Micoz_
Motion passed 9 to 1 with one opposing vote cast by Charlie Tracy

8) Goat Management Plans-Mt. Dutton and L aSal (Action)
-Justin Shannon, Regional Wildlife Program Manager

Kevin Albrecht- any questions from the RAC?

Questionsfrom the RAC

DerrisJones-You talked about Habitat enhancement projects. What kind of habitat
projectsdo you do in Alpine?

Justin Shannon- It ispretty limited in going and doing a veg. thing but if therewasa
firethat went up in some of those slopes on the conifersand things like that we
would support let burn and different things.

Charlie Tracy- How many tags would you actually have. You have a full population
of 200 head. How many tags per year would be ableto put out?
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Justin Shannon- So generally it is5-15% of the general populationssoweare
looking at 10-30 tags. Mountain goats are slower at reproducing than some of our
other big game species. They don’t start giving birth until they are 3. So their
population’stake longer to establish.

Sue Bellagamba-What would be the hunting season?

Justin Shannon- Randall what are the hunting seasons on your units.

Randall Thacker-They start on the 9" of October and go until the mid of October so
about a month.

Wayne Hoskisson-I would like to go back to the didetitle “Why Mountain Goats on
the LaSals. The characteristics aresimilar to the other goatsin the state. That may
or may not betrue, | don’t know about that. But goat transplantsin Utah haven’t
resulted in the documented changesto plant species compositions. | noticed that we
have a simpleletter from theforest service but no studiesthat they have never
written them up. Where arethose?

Randall Thacker- The Ashley National Forest putsout their annual vegetation
monitoring reportsyou arewelcometo go look at. They don’t put anything out
specifically looking at just goatsthey have over 1,400 vegetation monitoring sights
acrossthe Ashley National Forest. A number of those are put in specifically to target
areas we haveidentified with them and work with them over the yearsto make sure
they do monitor habitat typesright wherethe goats would be. We actually are part
of a memorandum with the Ashley National Forest that specifiesthat we will
identify poor use areas of Goats anywhere we get a use of goatsthat concentrates up
that ismorethan just a few. We get mor e than 25 goatsinto one area we identify
new cor e use areas and they go in and issue additional monitoring sightstheretoo.
They have those reports available that isthere annual vegetation monitoring reports
that are available and they numerous power pointslooking at vegetativetrend and
all of those kinds of things. If anybody would like to contact the Ashley National
Forest that isavailableto them.

Sue Bellagamba- | am glad that you brought up trend and | am curiousif the
Ashley National Forest actually did any studies before theintroduction to look at
trendswhich would be at least two, three or maybefiveyearsprior to the
introduction?

Randall Thacker- Thework was began with thefirst release of the goatsin 1987 in
the Uintah Mountains. On Bald Mountain there was a whole process that was put
into place before that these monitoring sights that we are talking about the majority
of those sites have been in longer than that. There have been additional sites that
have been added when we have identified areas that we would both want to be
focused on. They have added more of those along the way as we have gone
throughout the course. But quite of few of the vegetation monitoring sightsin the
Alpine arelongterm trend sights. Those have been therefor a number of years. |
don’t have the exact yearsfor each one of them. Likel said there are 1,400 of them.
Thereistoo many to keep track off but they have been in place for a while. And
additional ones added after.

Wayne Hoskisson-So the population trend in the eastern Uintah and ? peak have
dropped to about 50% of what they were about a decade or so,
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Randall Thacker-From when they peaked out in 2006 was kind of their high count.
Wayne Hoskisson-Isthere anything in the studies from the forest service that
indicate why that may be happening?

Randall Thacker-No. Again thereisno indication on that. Why that may be
happening there. They have seen no real habitat impact to dictate that. Some of that
iswhen thereistypically somekind of boom that comes off when thereisa nitial
burst of usein atypical area of dispersal. And then those goats do settlein to more
of along term population level which it has maintained since the 2006 peak that it
did bump up there and go back down.

Wayne Hoskisson- That iskind of interesting but doesn’t explain it that well.
Because of other placesincluding Bald Mountain. The population has continued to
remain pretty stable everywhere else.

Randall Thacker- the Bald Mountain area has actually increased quite a bit. It has
been pretty stable but it did go up and then it stayed stable for awhile. And then it
hasincreased in thelast four or fiveyearsor thelast three surveys.

Wayne Hoskisson- So thereis something about that range.

Randall Thacker-The east portion of the Uintah does have a much morelimited low
elevation areato movetoo for winter. On that part of Uintah you don’t have the
long finger s of goat habitat that string down to lower elevation and most likely on
harder winters, which we did have an occur in 2008, which wasright after the peak
wedid have a very hard winter that year and they would have definitely suffered a
higher winter mortality that year than other parts of the Uintah that year. The
western part of the Uintahsthey can move down to aslow as 7,000 to 8,000 feet on a
hard winter. On the eastern half that really doesn’t exist. The lower elevation
habitat doesn’t exist. It doesn’t go down to anything that is open for goat habitat. It
would be moving into solid conifer and large expansions of it that doesn’t have good
south facing cliffs. Which would be good wintering habitat for goats. So, a limited
wintering area on the eastern half in probably the major contributing factor to that
population change.

Derris Jones- Randall hasthere been any other forest service vegetation studies
other than the Ashley, like Cache, Wasatch. | noticed the Uintah isalso the lowest
density of goats. The higher density ismore on the Wasatch. Have ther e been any
studiesto show what isgoing on in those units?

Randall Thacker- Each forest does haveits own protocol or how they want to do
things. Timpanogus, for example ther e has been two different master thesis studies
donethere. Monitoring the goats and looking at the vegetation impacts and
concerns about rare and sensitive plantsthat isthere. | am not aware of all of the
forests because | don’t work with them, but for thosel do | know thereis
monitoring that does occur there. | assumethey all have additional monitoring too
going on but I am not awar e of what kind.

Jason Vernon- | am the habitat restoration coordinator for thedivision. | can’t
gpeak specifically to forest service monitoring sites but the division does have
monitoring sites on the Tushar Mountains and on Willard Peak. They were
established in the early 2000’s, Tusharsin thelate 1990'sand the Willard’sin early
2000's. Sowe do follow those. We haveread the Willard peak’sthisyear. | don’t

14



have the Data to share with you tonight. The data that we have on the Tusharsis
showing a stable population. We are primarily monitoring on the Tusharsthat the
Indian paintbrush which is a sensitive species and that seemsto be stable through
all of the yearsthat we have been monitoring them. For about 15 yearsor so.
Wayne Hoskisson-How long have you been monitoring them?

Jason Vernon-How many year s were we on the site?

Wayne Hoskisson-Y es

Jason Vernon-On the Tucharsthereisthree or four monitoring dates so we have
been therethree or four years. So atrend iswhat we arelooking at.

Wayne Hoskisson- You do good work. | actually use your rangetrend studiesa lot.
Jason Vernon-Thank you, | appreciateit.

Wayne Hoskisson-But now in this case you did a study in 1997 and | think onein
2000 and one 2003 then ter minated the project.

Jason Vernon- Weread the Tushar sitein two or three years ago.

Wayne Hoskisson- That isnot on the site. That would beinteresting to look at. One
of thethingsabout it isit must bedifficult to pick monitoring sites. Because one of
them didn’t show any use on them at all. Or, very minimal goat use. It was down
slope from one that was used. So monitoring goats you need to get someone out
therethat really knows goats.

Jason Vernon- Our sitesthat we have established are our DWR sites who work
closely with the forest service. They provide uswith the locations of wher e they
think would bethe best to put these monitoring trends at. We are working currently
with Barb Smith with theforest service out of Moab to identify wherewethink the
best sitesfor our vegetation monitoring would be for this situation.

Wayne Hoskisson- She useto work your crews afew years ago.

Jason Vernon- Yesshedid

Trisha Hedin- Can you discusstheinteraction between goats and other large
ungulates’ for Mule Deer or mature bucksthat arein their summer range. | am a
little concer ned about that interaction.

Randall Thacker-For the most part we have seen very or no little impact in any way.
They really do segregate the goats prefer the steep rocky stuff. The mule deer can
also often moveinto the edges of those. They usually do select areasthat have more
of a vegetation component to them. So we have seen very or no impact at all towards
deer, elk or anything elseat all. And that iseven in theliteraturethat thereis
nothing.

Trisha Hedin- Can you discuss management toolsif you see a dramatic impact in
thefirst few years. What the management tools will beto deal with the goats?
Randall Thacker-The impact of what? Sorry.

Trisha Hedin- If you have a massive impact in thefirst number of yearswhat the
management tools would beto deal with them?

Randall Thacker- 1 will let Justin answer that. It dependswhat isin the plan.
Justin Shannon- Thereisnot much in the plan that says exactly what we will do if
Mountain Goats started to compete with elk or deer. Onething to remember isfor
deer wedon’t hunt doeson that unit and it isa general season unit soit is
opportunity driven. Sowedon’t feel likeit would be competing for a trophy buck
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typeunit. And for ek it isasimilar thing. It isalower age class objective, it’snot
the same objective asthe San Juan’sor thingslike that. Even if thereisa decreasein
quality in antler size we are managing on the opportunity sidefor deer and elk
anyway in that regard. But you'reright, individual bucks and elk and thingslike
that, they may be sharing some of those same ar eas. Population-wise we don’t think
it will have the effect.

Chris Micoz- Back to the discussion about therangefor the goatsin an
exceptionally hard winter on the LaSals. It doesn’t seem to me that from 7,000 feet
because you are going to have the habitat that the goats particularly like.

Randall Thacker-On the Uintah it isnot their ideal habitat either. But you do
occasionally have a harder winter than others. The LaSals, | think the scale of your
harder wintersis much lessthan thelevel it hason the Uintahs. Just because of the
latitude that you have down here. You aren’t going to see the snow depthsyou’'re
going to see on the Uintahs. But even you do, the goats will switch over to using pine
needles, fir, all kinds of thingslikethat if they haveto during thewinter. And they
can usually maketheir way there. Again | can’t speak exactly to the elevation level
of to what they will move down to on the LaSals, we won’t know until the goatsare
there and have been therefor awhileto see on a hard winter to seeif they would
need to movethat low. The Uintahs are a unique situation to where they run east
and west. On the Wasatch front there are goats that move down into American Fork
canyon in thewinter to move down into lower elevations and most people would
think that’s not great goat habitat but it does seem to very successful for those that
do move down on hard winters.

ChrisMicoz-The elevation for thosein American Fork canyon at 6,000 feet isvery
different that that at 6,000 feet around the LaSal M ountain.

Randall Thacker- Yesthat isvery much so.

Wayne Hoskisson- Thefact that you think that they could go down. Thereisan R

& A intheLaSal Mountainsin the Millcreek Gorgeand | think | mentioned this
when wetalked about thisbeforeand | noticed that it didn’t appear into the
minutes. | really didn’t think about it until a couple of days ago when | went back a
looked. But, thisdoesn’t introduce a second R& A that probably needsto be
considered in any kind of management plan?

Justin Shannon-That isa good question. In that R& A | know what oneyou’re
talking about and it has probably been overlooked. Do you know the elevation that
that R& A isat? | know it much lower but | don’t know.

Wayne Hoskisson- It islow. It isvery cliffy and rocky and it issort of thing that they
would hang out in if they wereto go low.

Justin Shannon-Part of our plan ison this monitoring thing, when were developing
this vegetative monitoring thing we are going to talk about the Mount Peal R& A.
But we can definitely includethat in there and what responsesit would have if they
werethere.

Sue Bellagamba- The goat density per mile per sq. milein the Dutton is1.7 and in
the LaSalsyou are proposing 4 something. Why? That isa pretty drastic difference.
can you explain that to me?

Justin Shannon-1 didn’t do the Dutton justice. The Dutton isa much lower elevation
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range and it’sreally craggy and rocky and that type of stuff and so how much of
that arethe goats going to useis going to questionable. That’swhy we are going to
radio collar these things and see. We have sitesthat goats are there and they are
doing well already. Wejust felt like without that elevation and without that
consistency of steep slopes and higher elevationsthat we would be just more
conservativeon it.

Questions from the Public

Kevin Albrecht- With that we will go to questions from the RAC and just come up
to the microphone and state your name, state where you’re from and onething | will
reiterateisright now we have got very good input from the audience. Lookslike we
aresitting at about an hour and half in projected timeto listen or to go through the
comments. So onething that | will ask isif somebody has already stated what you
wer e going to say and you have nothing additional to say then maybe you can come
to the microphone and state opposed or if you werefor the goat plan. But if it has
already been stated we will even take oneindividual comment just in dueto time. So
with that we will go to questions from the Audience.

Lynn Jackson, Grand County Commissioner -1 want to apologize for atardy
entranceinto thiswholeissue of the Mountain Goats. It’s been discussed that some
of ushave been awareof it and | will get to a couple of questions herein a minute
but it hascertainly raised a profilein the Grand County in thelast few weeks. From
our votersand our citizens so a couple of questionsthat | would have isyou have
mapped your area above 7-9,000 feet and you came up with 62 miles of habitat.
Over acoursemy timein Moab and | have hiked all over those peakstherearen’t
62 sq. miles of anything to eat up there. | assumethey can’t eat thetaluson the
slopes. They livein tundra so what would beinteresting and the question that | have
ishow many sg. miles of tundra are up there becausethereisn’t much? That needs
to be addressed. To meyou have your habitat of the steep slopesthat they do livein
but they do need something to eat. That isa question that | haven't heard
addressed.

Justin Shannon- Specifically what isyour question?

Lynn Jackson —-How many sq. miles of actual forage are there with in this habitat?
Justin Shannon- Wedidn't model that. We didn’t model it based on hereisthe
vegetation type. Hereisthis conifer community, hereisthisforbs community, and
hereisthisshrub community. Because that is not what the method is called for in
the paper. Soif you look at it and you talk about what isthere going to beto eat. If
you look at theforest plan the 1986, they came up with saysthat 17% of their forest
issub-alpine habitat aswell. And they have anywher e from 2-3,000 Ibs. per acr e of
availableforagein there sub-alpine habitat. So on the alpine you do get a lot of rock
with lichen on it and you don’t have these big patches of forage and certain things
likethat but goats are smart and will come down and eat if their hungry in the sub-
alpine habitats and so thereisnot a scientific paper that says model M ountain goat
populations based on this. We wanted to stay as closeto science as we could.

Lyn Jackson-Well | would suggest that we would need a little bit mor e infor mation
on what will they eat. So with that, that answersthe question that | had but | would
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like to come back up.

Kevin Albrecht- Ok, Have you done a comment card?

Lyn Jackson- Yes| have.

Kevin Albrecht- Ok then we call your name at that time. Thank you.

Lyn Jackson- OK.

Kalen Jones of Moab- You have stated that the population of healthy animals will
provide a broad range of recreational opportunitiesincluding hunting and viewing.
My question iswhat other recreational opportunitieswill they provide? Besides
those two.

Justin Shannon- Thereis photography, thereiscertain thingslikethat. Clearly
hunting and viewing arethe onesthat driveit, but if thereis somebody elsethat just
knowsthereisa presencethere. A good example of on the Uintah when people want
to go hiking and thingslike that. They want to pick drainages with mountain goats
so they can go and seethem and be part of that environment. Hunting and viewing
isthemain driversbut if the public has othersthey certainly can enjoy them.

L loyd Nielson- How do you deter mine whether they are native or not? Thereisalot
of petroglyphsthat could beinterpreted as goats. And istheforest service
supporting this?

Justin Shannon- Arethey native? Thereisno evidence that they are nativeto the
LaSal Mountain range. And asfar astheforest service supporting it, they have
written aletter which | am sureyou get to read.

Kevin Albrecht- | will read that letter in just awhile.

Paul Frank of Moab- In theliteraturefor the plan, thereisfive headings and you
don’t have the forest service study from 19817 Thereisthis comment
recommendation. | believe the person that wrote this study but | am not positive his
nameisWalt Loop and | think hewastherange con at thetimefor theforest. And
his recommendation was when considering the LaSal M ountainswill only provide
mar ginal topographic features and available forage aswell as a potential ecosystem
damagethat could accompany M ountain Goat introduction. It isrecommended that
Mountain goats not beintroduced to the Moab range or district at thistimeor the
for seeable future. And thereisalot of information of how much tundra and rock
thereis, and | am just curious of why that isnot in your literature?

Justin Shannon- Thereason that isnot cited is becauseit wasn’t peer reviewed and
thereisn’t even asigned date. We don’t even know what processes that went
through. The copy that we received was simply just a draft. So we don’t know how
valid it really is. Another thing istherewasalot of studies afterwardsin the mid
90's that looked at M ountain Goatsvs. Big Horn Sheep habitat usesand in that
document they separated those out. The most current stuff 14 yearslater smply
saysthat Mountain Goats and Big Horn Sheep are going to eat the same things; they
are going to use the same habitats so to uswe felt that there was updated literature.
Paul Frank- I haven't seen any wherethat you have addressed rain fall? Comparing
it tothe Tushars, the LaSals and the Uintahs, that seemslike a pretty major issue.
Justin Shannon- Isthat a question?

Paul Frank- That isa question.

Justin Shannon-Thereason wedidn’t addressrain fall on thisisbecauseit really is
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what you get. What rain fall eventually equatesto is vegetation and we did go up
with theforest service and division and we took mountain goat biologist and we did
an occular assessment on these units and ther e was one drainage that we went up
wher e Randall made the comment that there was mor e vegetation on these slopes
than any of my slopes on the Uintah. So rain fall to usreally equatesto vegetation
and if the vegetation isthere or not. And we feel like based on the sub-alpine areas
and some of the alpine areasthat thereisvegetation to support the goats.

Dave McL ean- If we keep hearing that the Mountain Goat and the big horn sheep
are eating the same things, the same diet then thereis plenty of opportunity for
sheep to be back up there. Why arethey not there now?

Justin Shannon- Honestly asan agency | think if all things are consider equal and
there was any lingering potential consequences we would recommend putting the
Big Horn Sheep back there. Thereason we arenot is because we want to bevery
sensitive the agricultural interests. And when Big Horn sheep and domestic sheep
co-mingle Big Horn sheep die. And so thereis domestic sheep grazing on there so we
felt that by putting Mountain goatsthere it would befriendlier to theagricultural
community and we lesson that disease risk.

Dave McL ean- L et me clarify my question. | was asking naturally why the sheep
haven’t gone back there?

Justin Shannon- On that unit specifically | don’t know. | haven’t seen much in the
literatureto the exact die off. But acrossthe state many of our sheep populations
werelost from the 1930’sto 1960’ s which corresponded with the domestic sheep
grazing and there wer e disease outbreaks and those populationsdidn’t recover and
if you'retalking about why desert’sdon’t go back up thereisBig Horn sheep select
steep slopesthey don’t like cover they are selecting for visibility so to go from these
desert canyons and go through all the oak and the aspen and conifer to get to the
high elevation stuff that istherisk they are not willing to make.

Mary O’Brien of the Grand Canyon Trust- Have you mapped the area you say that
has forage for goats? Have you mapped what proportion of that is already grazed
by cattle or domestic sheep?

Justin Shannon- Wedidn’'t look that up, Mary. But | think you gave usthis
information that there are no cattle allotments above 10,000 feet.

Mary O'Brien of the Grand Canyon Trust- Yesthereare!

Justin Shannon-1 haven't looked intoit.

Mary O'Brien- Part of the allotments go above 10,000 feet. | have sent you that
map. So have you looked at the proportion of which your saying is suitable habitat
for goats. That isalready grazed and | must say in the LaSals pretty heavily grazed
by cattle or domestic sheep. No?

Dave McL ean- | have heard somefairly scary stories about mountain goat
aggression to hikersand to back packers. And yearsago in Glacier | wasdriven off
of atrail by a Mountain Goat. | also have heard that they have killed a person. | just
asa hiker don’t want the Mountain Goatsin the LaSals. Can you addressthat
issue?

Justin Shannon- Thereisalways a potential for wildlife and human interactions
regar dless of the species. | know a few months ago we heard or got areport of a
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beaver that bit a guy on an artery and it killed him. A beaver. But we are not going
toraise war on a beaver s because someone had a bad experience with that specific
animal. On the Wasatch front, where we have alot of hiking on Mt. Timp. And
recreationslikethat. Wejust ssmply don’t get those reports. So, doesit happen? Yes
it potentially does. Isit and everyday occurrence? | wouldn’t think so.

Kevin Albrecht- Oneclarification to that can we or could you talk to areasthat were
they do have aggression the numbers of goatsthat are seen alot of times population
per acre?

Justin Shannon- A lot of the areas that we see human and mountain goat conflicts
tend to be on National Parks. And | probably should have focused on thisas| was
given the portion throughout the state but the average is about five in Utah. On Mt.
Olympic the National Park and some of those ar eas, they are up to 38 mountain
goats per square mile. And they are not hunted. So you have these animalsthat just
congregate and they have the potential for range damage and we should not admit
that if you don’t keep your potential populationsin check they can do that. And
there also tendsto be more aggression with hikersand in those dense populations
that tend to be unhunted.

Eric Luke of Sportsmen for Fish and Wildlife (SFW)- Going back to your map that
you have modeled, the area above 9,000 feet . Y ou give some per centages of public
and privateland. Arethose numbers based on the area above that 9,000 feet or just
based on the unit as a whole?

Justin Shannon- That isabove 9,000 feet.

Mary O’Brien of the Grand Canyon Trust- Do you know of any goat introductions
in asfar south and in asarid and warm ar eas as Southeastern Utah? | mean really
they weren’t nativeto Utah? They areafar arboreal north animal. Isthisthe lowest
in the entire United Statesin termsin aridity and temper ature?

Justin Shannon- | haven’t checked with Colorado. | know they have some
populationsthat arelow. But onething that thereisabout the LaSalsisyou do have
populations all throughout the Colorado and the Uintahs also along the Wasatch
front. Sowe are horseshoed but | will agree with you, thisisalow altitude.

Mary O'Brien- Thisis pretty far away from wherethey were a native and have
adapted and evolved.

Justin Shannon- How much further isthe Tushars, Dustin? Do you know? How
much lower in latitudeisthe LaSals than the Tushars? Do you know?

Both of them are south of 1-70 so. It would be similar to the Tushars| would
imagine.

Mary O'Brien- Aridity and for heat for the Tusharsvs. the LaSals?

Justin Shannon- It isprobably alittle dryer over here.

Mary O'Brien- Yes.

Travis Pehrson- Asyou can see. | would liketo see what the forest service says. Can
we see that now? That would be addressing my question. Asfar aswhat isthe
support of theforest service?

Kevin Albrecht- | will givethat at the very start of the comments.

Justin Shannon- | will say that we wrotethis plan and we sent draftsto the forest
supervisor and he gave comments back and Guy and | have even sat down with the
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forest service and we went page by page line by line and there were many aspectsto
the plan that they have changed. That they said we would be more comfortableif we
stated thisor that. We did get thereinput on alot of theseissues and we did work
closely with them.

Travis Pehrson- How about the 7% of the private land ownersarethere any
comments from them? For or against?

Guy Wallace- | have spoke with Dave Redd with Redd Ranches about the issues
with goats hewasinterested in what that meant for them in hunting opportunities
and asfar asother issues. Hedidn’t haveissues with that. Basically hewas
interested in that would affect them in the terms of their hunting whether it was
opportunitiesfor them to hunt the goats.

DerrisJones- Isthat the same landowner that has 7% of the private ownership on
theLaSals?

Guy Wallace- Some of it. Some of it isup therearound Dark Canyon Lake and that
goesinto that elevation. One of those was Doctor Sorenson from Moab. He was at
the open house and was opposed to the goat transplant.
DerrisJones-Ishethebiggest land owner in the Dark Canyon L ake area.

Guy Wallace- Hollyoaksis but they mainly have cabinsin that area.

DaveErley, Castle Valley Mayor- | talked with the public information affairs officer
at the Olympic National Park yesterday and sheindicated that theherd in the
Olympic National Park was co-mingled with the herd in the National Forest and so
that herd was actually being hunted and that the reason that those animals were
hunted some. But what she also told me which iswhere my question is going. Isthat
they tried to do a management plan back in the mid-90'sto addressthe impacts that
they were having with the goats and because of the political pressuresin the plan
evidently that they recommended that the goats be removed and the plan was never
ableto get anywhere and they are about to addressor try to do another
management plan to reopen that next year. What guarantees can the RAC and the
DWR giveusthat wewon’t end up in similar situationswhereit’s documented that
the goats are doing damage but we can’t get them out of there? Thank you.

Justin Shannon- | think the biggest tool that wildlife agencies have that parksdon’t
isthe ability to hunt. So if we see too many goatsin a given drainage we can
certainly issue more permitsin that particular drainage.

Anne Clair of Moab- My question is about the density and you addressed Mt.
Dutton vs. the LaSals. But | am wondering why in a place that doesn’t have goats
yet, we would be aiming for a density of almost 5 per sg. mile? It seemsreally, really
high?

Justin Shannon- When welook at our Mountain Goat densities acrossthe state, the
density’sare doing well and the average isabout 5 and they are modeled at about
9,000 feet. Arethese goats going to be at 9,000 feet? | don’t know but we are going
to put them there and monitor them and seeif thisgetsthrough. Soreally 4-9isthe
higher end of it. Soit’sreally between 3.2 and 3.9 goats per sq. mile. And if that
becomes an issue then we can reduce populations. A good exampleisin 2006 we
looked at our deer and elk population and our range unit ran out on the unit 13A,
the Delores Triangle. Our range conditions wer e not looking well so we lowered the
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population based on habitat monitoring. We feel comfortable at 200 but we can
certainly look at it on the way.

Carl Kimmerle- What isthisgoing to cost? What isit going to cost and what arewe
going to haveto give up? Arewe going to haveto trade a whole herd of elk and fifty
million dollars and hire personnel to monitor or isthisrelatively cheap? What’sthe
cost of this?

Justin Shannon- Kenny waslooking in to the cost of the goat transplants. Kenny,
can you come up herefor a sec.? One of the questions had to deal with what thisis
going to cost? What are we spending on M ountain Goats and M ountain goat
management and transplants and things?

Kenny Johnson- Sorry, | had to step out and take a phone call really quick. We're
actually in the process of some of this data that has been asked for and we have
some accountants back in Salt Laketrying to dig up the specific costs of it. From
what | have seen initially everything we bill tothe activity codein the big game
section that hasto do with the mountain goat probably averaged somewhere around
$20,000 dollarsayear. | don’t have any data on what a transplant costs. What
former transplants cost. We are actually looking at gathering that right now. So |
don’t know that right now off thetop of my head until | get that report.

Kent Hersey- In terms of the transplant we are looking at a helicopter capture and
generally we are going to spend about $700 dollars an animal for the helicopter to
catch it. We will becollaring all of these animals. Each collar costs about $300
dollars per, so we assume about a $1,000 per animal. For this particular, we will be
mor e concer ned about the monitoring so we will be doing flights probably every
month to monitor their movements and that is about $200 per hour. Assume about a
6 hour flight. So that is $1,200 per flight. So about ten of them a year. And then we
will do helicopter surveys every two years and a cost of about $1,000 per hour and
about 8-10 hours of survey time. And thisisall conservation permit money so it is
not additional fundsfor sportsman at all. It isall paid for by FNAWS and SFW.
Thisisall through conservation permit fundsis how we would fund the surveys and
the monitoring and thetransplant. So it would funded by FNAWS and SFW.

Comments from the Public

Kevin Albrecht-readsletter to RAC, composed by Allen Rowley, U.S. Forest Service
acting supervisor, Manti-LaSal National Forest: Thisletter isto provide comment
to the proposed Rocky Mountain goat | ntroduction on the LaSal Mountains. Manti
LaSal National Forest. | appreciate the open constructive and positive dialogue my
staff has had with the Utah Division of Wildlife Resour ces per sonnel on this
proposed plan and in introduction. Through the discussions we have identified two
remaining issues pertaining to Rocky Mountain Goats beintroduced. First wewere
concerned with the introduction of goats may be inconsistent with the National
Forest service policy on the Mount Peal Natural area. Our National policy isto
maintain natural conditions and processes and minimize equal logical disturbance
in R& As. Secondly we ar e concer ned about the possible impact to forest service
regionally sensitive plants. The LaSal Daisy isa g2 globally impaired species and the
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LaSal groundsel isa different grounsel. Both, critically imperiled t1 taxa. Several
elements of the management plan have been changed based on our discussions of
these issues with the division. We under stand that thisis a state decision and action
and look forward to continuing positive working relationship. Sincerely Allen
Rowley, U.S. Forest Service Supervisor

ChrisWood- Organizations get five minutes and individuals get three minutesfor
comments. | will raise my hands when you have 30 sec. |eft.

Randy Quayle of Utah Bowmen’s Association- The Utah bowmen’s Association
supportsthe DWR in their Mount Dutton and the LaSal Mountain wildlife
management proposal for the Rocky Mountain goat. Mountain Goats have been
very successful in Utah to this point in both North and Southern units. And they
have created a lot of opportunitiesfor both consumptive and non-consumptive users
and the wildlife viewing areas are always enjoyableto goto and thereisalot of
peoplethat go to those and we recommend that this RAC supportsthewildlife DWR
proposal for this Mountain Goat management plan. Thank Y ou.

Jod Tuhy of the Nature Conservancy- The Utah chapter of Conservancy
appreciatesthis opportunity to addressthe RAC on thisissue. Strictly with regard
to Mountain goatson the LaSal Mountains not the Mount Dutton. With regard to
thedraft plan which isreally what theissueistonight. | believeyou all received a
letter by our statedirector Dave Livermorethat stated our position so | won't go
through that. | would like to address a couple of thingsthat are actually in the
management plan. If the decision by the wildlife board does stand and remainsin
forcethen we believe that thistheintroduction must be delayed and this herd unit
management plan sent back to be remanded back to the division and should not be
approved tonight to berevised in several significant ways mainly having to do with
the monitoring aspects of the plan. There has been a lot of talk about the need for
scientifically creditable monitoring program. We believe thisisthe case. M ethods
need to be established and plots be put into place, which has already been said that
will be done. But the plotsneed to beread for several years beforethe Mountain
goatsareintroduced, so that thereisavalid pre goat base line established. | believe
thereisareference madeto the Tushar Mountains wher e plotswere put in 1997 but
the goatswerethereprior | believe. But | could bewrong on that. But, if that was
the case, then the opposite needsto happen here. That needsto bein writing in the
plan before a goat isintroduced. Second, the monitoring needsto be accompanied
by thresholdsor trigger points on unacceptable impacts mainly to the Mount Peal
resear ch natural area, the sensitive plan of unmodified conditions. The thresholds
need to be under thedirection of the forest service, the managers of the habitat and
if such predetermined thresholds are approached or crossed, there must bewritten
commitment in the plan from the division to remove goats accordingly. I n other
words x amount of impact means x number of goats removed, not mitigated but
removed. Page 7 of the plan about range conflictsis much too vague. It talks about
we will coordinate or we will design management to avoid affecting those range
usages when possible. Well it hasto be possible or it shouldn’t be done. And then
third, I don’t know if thishas been written but | think it should bewritten in the
plan: the cost of establishing and reading the monitoring hasto be done entirely by
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the state of Utah. They areyour animals and they are your management
responsibility, they areunder your authority solely, the forest a service should have
no obligation in thisregard. No federal money or otherwise a burden on the forest
serviceto deal with thisissue. And not at any opportunity coststo other thingsthat
they aredoing. There has been a statement that the M ountain goats have not had
adver seimpactsto other research. Natural areas--maybethat isthecasein the
Ashley Forest wherethereisthousands of square miles. A statement on page three
of the plan says, “ Forage use by Mountain Goatsin R& As have not been
thoroughly examined” so | don’t think that isthe case universally. So why isthis big
deal to the Nature Conservancy? Why am | here? Well in the 1980’ S the nature
conservancy under several formal cooper ative agreementswith theforest service
inventories hand wrote designations of materialsfor natural areasand | myself in
July of 1983 thirty yearsago last week wasin the LaSal mountains doing the
inventory for the Mount Peale Resear ch natural area. Which led to the preparation
of this established record 1987 with my signature as the preparer with all of theline
officersat the time of the forest service approvingit. The designation was over
signed by the chief of theforest servicein 1988. So we don’t look at these asthrow
away designations. They are an essential part of our early morethan three decades
history of our conservation in Utah. They areabig deal to the Nature Conservancy.
And they wer e established with the intent to maintain unmodified conditionsin
Mountain goats by their very nature asa non native animal are a modified
condition. Thereare other scientific studiesin thisR&A. | will just show you a
couple done by Barb Smith on the Mount Peale Resear ch natural alpine vegetation
impacts. One Minute?

ChrisWood- No, 30 sec.

Jodl Tuhy- The DWR and the Conservancy work collabor atively and congenially
and have done so for three decades on many projects. Matheson Wetlands, the state
wildlife action plans, Grey ranch, Cunningham ranch. But with regardsto
Mountain goatsin theLa Sal Mountainswe'reareat polar opposites and will
always be. Everybody likes a compromise. Nobody likes a win-lose situation. To us
the compromiseisat the state level. Non native M ountain goatsare a lot of places
we hold thelinein the LaSal Mountains. Thank you.

Sue Bellagamba- Do you have a hand out for us Joel? Can he pass them out to us?
Or can he hand them to me? Thank you.

Mary O'Brien of the Grand Canyon Trust- | serveasthedirector of the Utah
Forest program on the Dixiefish lake and Manti La Sal National Forest and Grand
Canyon Trust urgesyou to reverse your vote on placing Rocky Mountain Goats on
the LaSal Mountains. | contacted Allen Hubert of the Ashley National For est
regarding studies of Rocky Mountain Goatsin the high Uintahswith Mountain
goatsat 1.8 goats per sq. mile. Deeper snow depthsand colder and asked him if he
knew of studieson the other peaks. Willow Peak, L one Peak, Box Elder peak, Provo
Peak, Timpanogus Peak, the Tushar Mountains. He indicated that he knew of no
studieson any of those. In terms of Rocky Goat impacts, | contacted the regional
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office of the forest service. Theresa Pindouce, the regional Bionomist indicated she
knew of no studies other than oneon Mt. Timp. And Trish, you wer e asking what
would happen if there were massive effects. | think the problem istherewon’t be
massive affects. You will have a gradual loss of plant diversity over time and
insepar able from the loss occurring due to climate change which alpine areas
around theworld are slowly decreasing in plant diversity. And pica are a sub-
species here on the LaSals, the American pika has been petitioned repeatedly for
listing under the endangered act and primarily because studies have showed the
lower populations are being depleted so you have a slow bleeding of alpine areas.
Then thereisa study of James Fowler, Forest service research person who has been
investing yearsin studying Erigeron sp. on the LaSal Mountains asa sign of climate
change. It isa plant that grows at several of the elevations that you can track what
climate change is having impacts on that species, which hasimplications for
management of land. And those studieswill have to ceaseif the Goats are
introduced because there will no way to separate theimpacts of the climate change
from the grazing or digging up of plants by the goats. The Mount Peale research
natural area doesrepresent avery similar problem of loss because theforest service
has committed in the establishment of the Mount Peale R& A to maintain it in an
unmodified condition. And we would maintain that the forest serviceisa decision
maker in this process because while you DWR manages the game animals and
hunting, the forest service manages wildlife habitat. And thisisatwo party system.
And they are committed to maintaining the R& A in an unmodified condition which
will beimpossible to maintain if Rocky Mountain Goats ar e released on the
Mountain. Thank You.

ChrisBaird of the Canyonlands Water shed Council of Moab- First | want to say
thank you for this opportunity to speak. One of the big thingsthat | wanted to relay
ishow crowded the LaSalsarein Moab. Asyou are awar e therecreational activities
that happen in that county iswhat drivesthe economy and | have sat on several trail
building crews and committeesand | know the difficultiesinvolved in trying to

mer ge recreation with wildlife and other uses happening on the mountain. | also
know the stressor s associated with everything combined isimpacting deer herds,’
impacting cattle, impacting wildlifein a variety of ways. On top of that we also have
aclimatethat is continually getting dryer, so for the past 15 yearswe have been
having drought conditions and they continue on getting worse. The stressorsare
adding up and it doesn’t make a lot of senseto me when everybody elseis already
having a hard timetrying to figure out how to manage the usesthat are already on
that mountain to add another use on top of that. Anecdotally speaking, thereisalot
of that involved in the proposal so | won’t mind bringing up my own. | have hiked
nearly every mountain range that these goats arein except for Tushar and the
Duttons. And | will tell you right now that the exfoliated vegetation that existsin the
LaSal rangeisnot like anything elsein any other mountain range that these goats
areon. And what that meansisthat the vast majority of what’s above 9,000 feet is
just raw talusand | could tell you that thisis considerably different than any other
mountain rangethat | have been on in Utah. So it has been asked about before
actually doing an evaluation of the true habitat that the goats have up there versus
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how thingsarein the other mountain ranges. | think thisneedsto be done before
any decision ismade. The R& A or if you read the principles of theseresear ch areas,
they areclearly saying no to theintroduction of an exotic bovid speciesin those
areas. You would just basically ignorethe principles of the forest service
designation. It makes no sense whatsoever to allow goatsor an exotic speciesinto the
area. One of the biggest issuesthat | haveisthe citation of Big Horn Sheep in this
range. | have done my own studies of the overlap of thetwo and it happens at about
the 8,000 foot level and most anybody can find that out by themselves. Get on a
computer right now and look up thetypical ranges of both species and you will see
the Mountain Goats exist in a much higher elevation than even Rocky M ountain Big
Horn Sheep. They will top out at around 8500 or 9,00 feet, where a M ountain goat
will go below 9,000, so in my opinion, ranges do not mix and in my resear ch they do
not mix. Maybe at the 8,000 ft. level you will see them eating the same stuff. One
sighting by somebody there was a Big Horn sheep on top of one of those peaksis not
substantiation that they useto be up there all of thetimeregularly grazing. There
has also been sightings of Mountain Goats at sea level but nobody is going to be
making an introduction or a proposal to introducethem at sea level . even though
they have been seen there. So that line of logic in my opinion failsand so | think that
when you look at thereasonsfor thisintroduction and weigh the prosand consthat
the consfar outweigh the pros. There are many people who have hiked the LaSals
for decadesand arein lovewith the alpinetundra. It isa very rarething and | think
that this proposal jeopardizesit. And hundreds of local peoplewill betrumped by a
handful of hunters. Thank You.

Kevin Albrecht- We have another comment card. We are still sitting at about an
hour and fifteen worth of comment and so again | want to remind you if your
comment has been stated please don’t restate it again we have four mor e actions
tonight that we need to get through.

Byron Bateman, President of Sportsmen for Fish and Wildlife- The question was
raised earlier: “Where was the money going to come from?” and the answer was
we're going to put the money up--us and the other conservation groupsin the state
of Utah. | am glad | sit hereand listened to all of the good questionsthat have been
asked so far tonight. We all need to be concerned anytime we transplant animals
anywherein the state of Utah. But | think thedivision along with the forest service
haslooked at all of these things. | know because these same questions came up for
every transplant that has already occurred in the state of Utah, going back to 1967
through the 80's, through the 90’s. Groups like these wereto ask the same questions
and what you can look back at iswhat theresults we have today as we have several
healthy Mountain Goat populationsin the state of Utah. The Wasatch front is
probably the home 80% of the state's population. Thereare Mountain Goatsin
everybody’sback yard on the Wasatch front. Thereis more people using the
Wasatch front skiing, hiking and other uses and everybody is getting along. The
forest service manages for multi use. Multiple uses consider all uses. We're

concer ned about working with livestock operators and stuff like that because that
could bea conflict in the problem that we might have on the mountain. We're
willing to work with those livestock operatorsto mitigate any problemsthat might
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occur with mountain goats. The Mountain goats are going have aradio collar on
them. Some are going to have a GPS callar. If there are problemsidentified, we
want to stay on top of the monitoring to make surethat the monitoring isdone
jointly by the DWR which hastheir own habitat section along with forest service
and the habitat section to make sure we are not compromising any plantsor any
part of the Great LaSal Mountain range. That isthelast thing any of uswant isto
do any damagetothelLaSals. Sol just want to let you all know that weare
concerned with the habitat. We are looking forward with the opportunity to have
mor e opportunity to view the mountain goats because the peoplethat go in the other
places throughout the state we have to mountain goat opportunitiesright now. One
was mentioned earlier by Justin August 3" thereis going to one on the Tushar
Mountains. We already had one this previousyear April 10" in American Fork
Canyon. Hundreds of people came out to view these goats every day. It would be an
economic addition to the county and to the state of Utah. The LaSal Mountains
belong to all of us. They’renot just indigenousto the SER. The SER islucky that
you have some of the prettiest habitat thereisin theworld. And we want to make
surethat everybody hasthe opportunity to see that habitat and everybody hasthe
opportunity to view our wonderful wildlife. Thereare bears, lions, deer, elk that all
inhabit and all of the other small crittersthat run around on the LaSal mountains.
Wedon’t want to impact anything there. So we just ask that you consider all of the
information that you have been given tonight and know that all of these questions
have been asked and answered repeatedly. You look at theletter from the forest
service. They arewilling to work and have done that on the Ashley National Forest
and stuff like that. The past twenty years up there has been nothing but great
results. We have the meansto remove the goatsif thereis a problem. So we always
have that protection that buffer that we can go in and take car e of anything that
might arise. We arein thisto makeit successful for everybody we don’t want to
compromise mountain goats or anybody, especially the habitat on that mountain.
Wejust ask that your RAC passthe statewide management plan. Thiswas part of
the plan. Now we arejust going through these two unit plans. | ask you to please
approvethetranslocation of goatsto the LaSals and also onto the Dutton range.
Thank You.

Stan Baker of the Mule Deer Foundation- Mule deer foundation isin support of the
divison’splan to transplant Mountain Goatsto Mount Dutton and the LaSal. We
do not foresee there being any significant impactsto other big game species mainly
deer and ek.

Lynn Jackson of the Grand County Council- | have been in your shoes quite a bit
and | know what you are doing. As| look acrossthe board | see some good familiar
facesthat | have know for alongtime. Trish, Karl up there. Jeff, Sue and you folks.
| really appreciate your job. Guy and your team over there. We have known each
other 40 yearsor so. | know you guys have a tough job. I have worked in public land
management before being elected to the grand county council so | know thisisa
difficult job and | expect you guys are going to wrestle with this. Tonight | would
gpeak to Grand County and the LaSal portion of this plan. What goeson in Garfield
County isnot my business. | guesswhat | would offer after listening to alot of the
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commentsisa political perspective here. Grand County has no position on thisat
this point. but as arepresentative of the people of the Grand County, it’s my duty to
seethat all sides of thisissue arelooked at. We recognize the value of wildlife,
recreation, and hunting. But these are some difficult questions and with all due
respect | don’t believe that all of the questions have been answered. | think there
have been some good questions here but thereis somework that isleft and needsto
be done by you guys. | apologized to earlier. You have some open houses and | think
some of uswere unawar e of those. We have thought of thisasto not be such alarge
issue, but it isapparent that in Grand County it hasbecomealargeissue. | think
that some of these questionsthat have been answered and need a little bit more
detail beforethefinal decision ismade. | have talked with Bruce Adamsin San Juan
County recently. Hedoesn’t feel that he or they don’t have all of the information
either. The LaSal Mountainsarein both counties, so | could havejust one
recommendation tonight to you guysisthat you delay action on the LaSal portion of
thisplan and would appreciateif the Grand And San Juan County commission
could haveallittle bit more information and detail presented to help with this
decision asit is presented. Thank you.

David Erley, Castle Valley Mayor- | would like the thank you for the opportunity to
speak tonight. | would like to very much agree with both Mary and ChrisBaird
commentstonight. | would liketo echo Joel Tuhy comments on the monitoringin
the plan implementation. | agreethat needsto be strengthened beforehand and
believe that ther e should be more baseline monitoring. When | asked a question
earlier, | got an answer that the way that we were going to deal with it isthat we can
hunt here. That bringsback my question that | really think that when the animals
arethere, it isgoing to hard to get them off. | don’t think they will do no damageto
all usersand we can takethem off. | think the plantswill be damaged and the pikas
befor e we have the chance politically can get the Rocky Mountain Goats off of the
LaSals. Thereisevidence from Wyoming that the alpine growing season under
climate changeisactually shortening. They are doing research and have found in
placesthereis 12-8 weeks. So hasthe DWR done any length of research on the
length of the season on the L aSals? Until therecent rainsdown there, thetundra
was looking incredibly terrible and was looking likeit couldn’t support the pikas. So
many peoplelocally and | echo Lynn’sfeelings, and | feel that a lot of questions
haven't been answered yet. The Uintahsis definitely not the LaSal Mountainsin
both size and the amount of precipitation that they get. Depending on the season we
can havevery variableyears. | do believethat a DWR representative said that there
isalot moresnow in the Uintahs and further north. | question if thereisreally the
moistureto support thetundra and the goats. Finally as mayor my council is
extremely concerned that there has been no consideration of either Moab or the
Castle Valley sole source aquifer. If thiswas a federal project happening it would
haveto be considered in terms of what the impacts could do to our aquifer but
becauseit isa state implementation it’s not considered. Thisdoesn't really seem fair
and seems against theintent of these laws. Again | would echo Lynn Jackson’s
comments and encour age you to postpone the L aSal section of this plan until more
information isgathered. Thank You.
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Kevin Albrecht-Thank You. Shane Thompson? (Pause) LIoyd Nielsen?

Lloyd Nielson Sunrise Outfitting- | have called a lot of people on thisissue. One
person | talked to was David Redd. | have called peoplein Moab, peoplein
Blanding. | haven’t gotten any negative reports. A lot of them arejust wishy washy
they don’t care which way one or the other. But alot of them are positivefor it. My
biggest concern if we are putting thiskind of money and this effort into having goats
to make surethat wetake care of the predators. Just don’t throw goats up thereto
get rid of.

Shayne Thompson of Sportsmen for Fish and Wildlife- | support Byron on
everything that he said. He covered everything that | wanted to go over. On
personal notes| have stumbled all over the Wasatch front and hunted hard up in
that country and been kind of considered the Mountain Goatsin my own little
party. | do get up quite often and pursue Mule deer up in thereand thereisno
conflict with them at all. They are fun towatch. | think it would be a good addition
on theLaSals. | think it would be fun for the community and everybody down there
for an opportunity to view them. Like Byron said, if therewas a problem then |
think we could remedy that easy enough. | am for the Fish and Gameto do this
transplant.

Terry Ekker of the San Juan County Commission- | would like to thank the RAC
and all of thetimeyou guys commit to all of thewildlifeissues. | know you volunteer
alot of timeto be here. Wish we wer e talking about doing the Sheep transplant but
most of the communities here southeastern Utah have friends and family and
neighborswho makea living in the livestock industry. | think most of usthat live
herein thisarea support those folks and the way they make a living is part of our
heritage. With that being said, | believe that Rocky Mountain Goats are similar to
the sheep that we historically had hereand that | think it would be a great
compromiseto have goats and to provide a different wildlife viewing and hunting
opportunity. | petition that those on the RAC would approve the Divisions plansto
make that transplant happen.

Paul Frank-I think Mary, Joel and Chrisand theforest service letter have pretty
much said everything | have to say except maybe onething. | am philosophically
opposed to trans-locating exoticsinto a pristine environment habitat. | have heard
over and over that wildlife viewing would be a positive thing. If you're
philosophically opposed to that likel am and many other peoplethen wildlife
viewing pretty much becomesakick in the teeth. Thank you.

Dennis Silva-l am opposed to the translocation of the goats. | think the LaSal
Mountain is perfect theway that they are. | have enjoyed them for over 20 years. |
support the comments made by Mary O’Brian and Joel Tuhy.

Travis Pehrson-I would liketo support the DWR’s proposal to transplant the Rocky
Mountain Goats onto the LaSals. What a great opportunity it will be. | have spent a
lot of time up there on the Redd Ranch’s. | guidefor them. To seethetop of the
mountain and not see anything up there, it would be niceto view. | probably will
never hunt a goat or havethe opportunity becauseit isaoncein alifetimetag. But
just to have the viewing opportunity of thisanimal would be niceto see up there.
Also, what a great opportunity it will beto do a study on the goats. Especially how
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far south thiswould be. Thiswould be a great opportunity for an article on the
study of the goats. It would be something new rather than a past experience of
1960’ s studies. Something mor e accur ate and mor e recent and new in our
generation. Thanks

Anthony Bayles- A lot has already been said. | just want to say that | support
putting Mountain Goats on the LaSals.

Susie Harrington of M oab- | wanted to say that | have gone to the open houses and |
started out fairly neutral on this, but having been educated myself and listening to
it. I am coming out pretty strongly against. And | am one of the landownersthat all
of my land is above 10,000 feet and thereisa very small portion of theland that is
above 10,000 feet that isactually lush. Therest of it isreally talusand | feel likel
am not interested in feeding the goats. | support all of the other commentsthat have
been made. Thisfeelslikethereisahuge amount of extrapolation from other ranges
that are extremely different and weather patternsthat arevery different and | don’t
really seeit being relevant to the LaSals. | would like you to delay and put more
studying to thisbut I think those of usthat spend alot time up thereit does seem
very evident the differencein conditionsand | would actually like to see you turn
thisdown and stop spending money on it. Thank Y ou.

Bob O’Brien of Castle Valley- | support many things said opposing the introduction
to goats. | would ask you to recind that decision and | will just say a couple of
things. | think the most terrible thing isaccumulative impact of large browsers. so
we have got deer, elk, and we have cattle and no oneisasking for you to take those
off or limit those numbers. Thereal question is* Arewe going to take another big
browser and put it up on top of those mountains?” Remember the LaSal Daisy
grows nowhere else on earth than the LaSals and the LaSal pika that isa sub-
species of apikaisnowhereelseon earth. | don’t believe therewill be no impact by
having that grazer up there. | was goingto say “Gosh, | am going to go speak for the
plantsand theanimals’ but | won’t say that and go through that long speal. | will
say that | am also a little bit selfish because | hike up in those mountains sever al
times. | am alittle bit worried about the sub-alpine areas. You go up there and that
iswherel seelush meadows. Some say that they won’t always graze up just at the
top of those mountains, which isa very fragile tundratype environment. They will
do damage. That’swhat | believe anyways. | don’t want to seethevery few
meadows that arelush that don’t have cattle on them that is certainly when | go up
Mann Peak, therearen’t cattle up on the areas about 10,000-10,500 feet. The same
thing with Gold Knob when you’re probably 9,500 feet. These animalsif |
understand it, they will go to the top but they will also come on down and graze at
9,000 feet. We ar e going to have a lar ge her bivor e destroying those lush meadows.
Please don’t allow for thisto happen. Thank you.

Lindsay Gregor- | support all of Mary and Bob and Joel have already talked about.
Thissummer | have been doing field work on the Manti La Sal and the Fish lake
National Forest. And recently | took a hikeup to Mann’s Peak and | was
photographing the various alpine and the sub-alpine plant speciesand | wasjust
taken back at how dry and fragiletheland wasand | just got really emotional about
how a big ungulate can go up therewith as many stressorsthat are already up there.
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So | would again liketo ask that you would reconsider thisissue. Thank You.

David McLean- | am a hunter, but | also am a hiker. | have hunted mor e yearsthan
most of these presenter s have been alive even. | still enjoy hunting. | still enjoy
hiking. Our LaSal isavery, very small mountain range. They areisolated. We have
alot of questions about what kind of impact these goatswill have. Thereisone
guestion that I am sure we have no discussion about at all--that isthere will be some
impact. Obvioudly therewill beimpact. That impact no matter what it is cannot be
undone. | encourage you to please do not approve to putting Mountain Goats on our
LaSals.

Kalen Jones of Moab- | have been visiting the alpine LaSal areafor and in every
season for the past 20 years. As| review thisplan | started off somewhat neutral on
thisbecause | have enjoyed observing goats and other far lusher ranges. But | really
don’t think that they havea placein the LaSalsand as| review these management
plan. Frankly it makes me mad. There are so many skirting around thetruth, the
willful overlooking of the precipitation differences between the LaSals and other
ranges wherethe goats have been transplanted. | feel liketherearevery few
specificsin this. One specific isthe target population number. | feel like because
what has been mentioned about the composition up there, just theincredible
amount of puretalus. Surethere are maybe someliketo nibbleon if you're a goat.
But it’snot like other ranges. That combined with therain fall makes me believe
that this 200 number is a gross over-estimation of the carrying capacity of the
LaSals. | believethat if you approvethisyou’re putting or if have recommended on
approving it, you're putting the DWR on a collision course with the forest service
and theforest itself. With the other large animals domesticated and wild that use
thisarea, | urgeto vote, No. Thank You.

AnneClareErickson of Moab- | would just agree with everything that Kalen and
Susieand Lynn and that everyone has said. | really urgeyou to vote No. | have
spent hundreds of daysin theLaSals| can’t imagine what would happen if these
goats areintroduced. Thank You

Kevin Albrecht-Ok with that we will close the commentswith the audience and real
quick onething that | failed to mention was | would like to welcome the director of
the DWR heretonight. In my seven yearson the RAC | have not witnessed that and
| would like to show him our appreciation and to let him know that thisreally
representative of how many people we usually have at our meetings. Again we
appreciate that and we thank you very much. With that we will go to the comments
from the RAC.

RAC Discussion

Wayne Hoskisson-You know, | havelooked through thisplan and thisplan isnot a
management plan. It isan introduction plan. It doesn’t do anything that a
management plan should do like create a system for creating a baseline data for
introducing a species. It doesn’t do anything like establish atrigger point for when
management needsto change. It doesn’t trigger anything like an end point if it is
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unsuccessful. It isbasically not a management plan. So | really can’t support this
plan and the forest service has given a very wishy washy statement. It doesn’t say
whether they support it or not. They say they want to work with the DWR. | suspect
that’sreally the case. That’swhat they want isa better plan. | won’t put you on the
gpot Kevin. | am tempted to. | havetalked to other people. It doesfail. Wetalk
about trying to introduce a healthy population of mountain goats but that isnot
really the question when we are talking about introducing the mountain goatsin a
new area. That is going backwards. That’sthinking backwards. That islike you
know we have lots of healthy habitat for cheat grass, and tamarisks, Russian olive.
even carp, quagga mussels... that is not the way we look at how we manage habitat.
It’s not by whether a population can survivethere, it’sby whether the habitat is
really ready or if it should be managed that way. So this going backwards, it’s
wrong. And to tell you thetruth | am incredibly disappointed. Wejust talked about
these two months ago and all of the sudden thereisa plan? But it isnot a plan. And
so | am going to actually make a motion that the Southeast RAC withdrawsits
approval for including the LaSals on introduction for Rocky Mountain Goats.
Kevin Albrecht-We have a motion by Wayne Hoskisson to oppose theintroduction
of Rocky Mountain Goat on the LaSal Mountains, and | would liketo keep these
separated. 1-the Mount Dutton. And 2- the LaSal Mountains.

Wayne Hoskisson- It isa little bit of a different situation, because the mountain
goatswere not transplanted there. | don’t know if it isgreat that they arethere. But
they were not transplanted there. But they arethere and so you have got to manage
them. It isadifferent situation.

Kevin Albrecht- Any other discussion?

Sue Bellagamba-1 think we need a second ? and | will second it.

Kevin Albrecht- We have a second. Any discussion on the motion of the board?
Sue Bellagamba- | will say that | am extremely concer ned that we had two elective
officials heretonight one from Grand County council and one from the town of
Castle Valley asking that this plan be sent back to the drawing board and that they
have opportunity to have moreinput and either write a letter of support or not for
thisplan. | have also talked to Bruce Adams County Commissioner for the San Juan
county and heis concerned also that thishasnot been brought forth to San Juan
County. So | think that we need to pay attention to our county council people and
our county commissioners and our mayors.

DerrisJones- Can | ask the division a question on the procedure? | know all of the
transplants have to go through the RDCC, which allowsfolksthat Sueistalking
about to review. Isthat a processthat hasalready occurred, or isthat something
that occurs after the plan isapproved?

DerrisJones| am just curiouswith the RDCC at least in the past all of the
transplants go through a state clearing house.

Justin Shannon- The statewide plan did go through the RDCC with zero comment
and that satisfied the requirements the unit plans are subject to that.

DerrisJones- The unit plansdon’t haveto?

Justin Shannon- The statewide did and we had zero comment.

Guy Wallace-What | was going to add isthat | have had conver sations and wor ked
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with Nick Sandburg, the San Juan County planner about the Mountain goat plan
specifically and we have had a discussion of the items that we have discussed tonight
and | have offered to come to a county commission meeting and talk to the county
commission about that, and they have not asked that we do that. That information is
relayed from the planner to the county commissioner to Bruceand | talked with
Brucejust outside of the county commission meeting and | gave him some
information and he didn’t indicate one way or the other which way the county
commission. They basically said that they wouldn’t opposeit. But they did not know
whether they could support it.

ChrisWood-I will just mention that thiswas brought to the county commissioners
attention through many avenues as Guy was saying, including the Canyon Country
Partnership which | attended and that Bill has attended. We brought thisup tothe
group and the commissionerswer e present from both (not all of them but some of
them) that attended the meeting were there, and it was discussed and received
nothing but positive feedback from them.

Kevin Albrecht- Ok so we have a motion on thetable. Any other discussion that we
really need to discuss befor e we vote on the motion?

Wayne Hoskisson- | have further comment. Basically the DWR held a double
standard tonight when they wer e talking about the research. Thefact that the forest
service did indeed conduct a valid sort of research that has been done (inaudible)
that hasnot been published and it isnot even on theway. There have been peer
reviews and they were not done before Mountain Goats were introduced. And yet
they won'’t take a piece of resear ch that wasdonein the LaSal Mountains before
goatsareintroduced and look at that. That isa double standard and it is shameful.
A shameful act on the part of the agency.

Kevin Albrecht- We have a motion on thetable. Let’s vote on the motion.

Blair Eastman- Can you give me, on your private land ownership you talked about
that just for a second. You have 2942 acres, in that istherea primary land owner? |
mean isone of those landownersthat owns a substantially more or a bigger piece of
that property?

Guy Wallace- Probably Redd'’s.

Blair Eastman-What | want to know is| guess. iswhat were your landowner
comments? What was the general consensus?

Guy Wallace- Liketheones| talked to was David Redd. And wetalked to Dr.
Sorensen at the open house. Hiscommentswere... | explained David Redd’s before.
It’sbasically hisinterestswerein whether or not the CWMU would be able to have
per mits?

Blair Eastman- And Dr. Sorenson is he a substantial land owner? Minor owner or
cabin Lot?

Guy Wallace- | am not sure how many acres he has up there. He has some high
country that he does graze with cattle. His concer ns wer e about whether the
potential for fence damage from Mountain Goats because he had someissueswith
elk. And along those lines. That was his primary concer n--whether there would be
fence damage.

Blair Eastman- What about your per mittees?
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Guy Wallace- Nowe haven't really talked to the per mittees.

Justin Shannon-I have had individuals with one of the per mittees attend the open
house and didn’t giveayesor anay. It was one of those middle discussionsjust a big
Q & A and wetalked about putting Goatsinstead of Big Horn Sheep and that type
of conversation. Therewas a sub-lesseethat | havetalked to that has been fairly
receptivetoit and favorabletoit.

Blair Eastman- So either one of you can answer thisquestion. | have been trying to
figurethisout, approximately how many sq. miles of sun-alpine country are up
there, that these goats are going to feed on?

Justin Shannon- That istough. | have seen reportsthat thereisonly 8,000 acres of
alpine habitat. So | think the other stuff would be, well it’snot all sub-alpine
because you have conifer and other thingslikethat. But that breakdown wasn’t part
of the model. It wasthe slope and things.

Blair Eastman-We arelooking at 200 goats and your sub-alpine forage production
is somewher e between 2-3,000 pounds per acre? Isthat right?

Justin Shannon- Yesthat isaccording to the 1986 forest service plan wherethey
looked at their sub-alpine habitat on the Manti LaSal National Forest asawhole.
And they said that 17% was sub-alpine. How much of that falls onto the LaSals? |
don’t know because the Manti has some aswell. But their publication said that on
that plan they can have up to 3,000 pounds per acrein their sub-alpine habitat.
Wayne Hoskisson- That was based on a model, so you’'re basing a model on another
model. Onceyou start modeling on modeling you start to destroy accuracy. That is
not done for measurement. That is not the way basdline thingsought to bedone. It’s
to go up thereand to actually measur e the amount of forage. Thereis (interrupted
by Blair)

Blair Eastman- Wayne, wouldn’t you agree with that-- you could work off averages
for this? To figure something out?

Wayne Hoskisson- It could be done. It would probably take a couple of years. 2-3
years.

Blair Eastman-Weéll, ok. It’s not easy. But we do forage surveysall thetime. And
over yearstherehasto be comparison’ that will work with the LaSals| would guess.
So let’ s be conservative and say 2,000.

Wayne Hoskisson- Theranger district hasa very good range count and she may
have something.

Blair Eastman-| wouldn’t disagree with you there. | am surethat isthe case. My
point is, and | am just trying to figurethis out and understand it. Using a

conser vative figure of 2,000 pounds of forage per acre at that sub-alpineand that’sa
low end of what was given tonight.

Blair Eastman- You have 200 goats and they ate somewherein the neighborhood of
8 Ibs. of dry matter a day. Do you know how much these goats eat? What do they
need in the way of dry matter on a daily basis?

Randall Thacker-1 don’t know that but I do know the UAM is equivalent to more
than 6 goatsfor 1 UAM.

Justin Shannon-On Montana’s state website if you look at their extension website
they have 200 mountain goats will equate to 30 AUMsiswhat they estimated at.
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Blair Eastman- | used 8Ibs. of dry matter a day that is 1600 Ibs of dry matter a day
that these goats are going to eat and that’slessthan an acre a day. Throughout the
wholeyear of dry matter that they need and that is 200 goats. I sthat somewherein
the neighborhood what these things ar e going to be consuming?

Wayne Hoskisson- But wait a minute you're mistaking dry matter for the other.
Blair Eastman- | am, Wayne, right. It still seemsto meif we are comparing
(Interrupted) How many AUMsdid you just tell me, 30 AUMsfor how many goats?
Justin Shannon-We have to be car eful because the division doesn’t manage wildlife
on the AUMs but if you came from the ranching background, which you are, 30
AUM swould be equivalent to 200 goats.

Blair Eastman-|I am trying to understand it... equate that back to dry matter for me
ok?( laughing)

Wayne Hoskisson- Well you haveto divideand it really variesif you are doing
grassesor forbsand then you'realso throwing in shrubs.

Blair Eastman- | am just trying to understand. | understand Wayne that your
(interrupted by Wayne)

Blair Eastman- What | am trying to understand isthat thereisalot of country
there. | am not going to argue whether or not these goats should or shouldn’t be
there necessarily and that they are not native vs. they are native, and what should be
there. | am just trying to figure out why you don’t want them? Honestly...and you
know multiple use resour ce this seemsto be a good thing. | don’t think the amount
of forage that they are going to consumeisreally going to be that damaging to
somewherein the neighborhood. Thisisalarge areafor the number of goats. Goats
aren’t ahuge eater. They are going to consume something but they’re not going be
like putting a bunch of cattleup there.

Kevin Albrecht- Blair bringsup areally good point in that the question of the
amount AUMsto be used and the amount of forage available. | appreciate that. |
think if alot of thisisgoing to come down to what your opinionsare, | think with
that we'll call for avote.

Guy Wallace- | haveone morething. | don’t feel likel had enough infor mation on
theissue of the amount of per mittees. We had some verbiage in the management
plan that wasrelated to that whether that was a concern or not. And in our
discussions with theforest service, they indicated to usthat was not a concern of the
forest servicefor permittees because there wasn’t that much cattle use at those
elevations.

Karl lvory- Just a question for Justin maybe. We have a motion on thetableto
recind the plan? Isthat what ison the table?

Kevin Albrecht- The motion on thetableisto oppose.

Wayne Hoskisson-To recommend to the wildlife board that they remove the LaSals
from thelist of potential introduction or translocations.

Kevin Albrecht-You got that, Brent?

Brent Stettler- Can you say that again?

Wayne Hoskisson- So my motion isthat we recommend to thewildlife board that
they remove the LaSals as a potential introduction location for Rocky M ountain
Goats.
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Karl Ivory-Ok. That wasthe point of clarification.

Kevin Albrecht- With that, all in favor? 5 opposed. Thosein favor are Chris Micoz,
Sue Bellagamba, Wayne Hoskisson, Charlie Tracy, and Trisha so those that oppose
are: Jeff Horrocks, Darrel Mecham, Blair Eastman, Karl Ivory, Derris Jones, so we
aresetting at atie. With that | being the chairman | will have the deciding vote and
with that | have had a lot of discussionswith the forest service and given alot of
direction. And with that because thisison the Manti LaSal National Forest and |
am a Manti LaSal Forest service employee, thisisin direct conflict sowith that | am
going to abstain from vote and passthison to thewildlife board to make a decision.
Did you get that Brent? With that we will go to Number 9 Proposed fee schedule.

VOTING
Motion was made by Wayne Hoskisson that the LaSal M ountains be removed from
thelist of potential Rocky Mountain goat introduction sites.
Seconded by Sue Bellagamba_
Voting wastied, 5to 5.
In favor of the motion were Chris Micoz, Sue Bellagamba, Wayne Hoskisson,
Charlie Tracy and Trisha Hedin.
Opposed to the motion wer e Jeff Horrocks, Darrel Mecham, Blair Eastman,
Karl lvory, and Derris Jones
The chairman, Kevin Albrecht, who representsthe U.S. Forest Service,
abstained from voting to break thetie, dueto a conflict of interest.

Kevin Albrecht- So as my first meeting as RAC chair nothing like Baptism by Fire.
But in my first go at it | made a mistake. In that tonight’s meeting we ar e voting on
The La Sal Mountain management goat plan. And in the motion, just let me read
the motion and then | will let you clarify, Wayne. The motion isto removethe
LaSalsasa potential relocation area for goats. So with that we already voted on that
motion asthe statewide plan. And that was already voted and we voted, yes. And so
tonight we are voting on theindividual unit goat plan. And so that language does
not clarify what we arevoting for.

Wayne Hoskisson-Thisiswhat | would say to that. And thiswill actually takea
(inaudible) to resolve and | hope you got one with you because thiswill be something
that can go to the courts. Thismotion that | made addresses an issue that was
addressed previously by thisbody. Thisbody hasthe authority to go back and
addressthoseissuesagain. Thisissue or motion addresses this as making a moot
point. And so that addresses theissue of a goat management plan and making it
moot. That’sall it does.

DerrisJones- | guess| don’t under stand what’s the problem?

Kevin Albrecht- The problem isin therecommendation we voted that we're not
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accepting LaSals asatranslocation area. Thewildlife board voted that and that
decision has already been done. So in tonight’s meeting we are voting for the LaSal
management goat plan. That isa new plan already written and that iswhat our vote
should befor.

ChrisWood- You can make a motion that you request that the wildlife board
remove thelLaSals.
Wayne Hoskisson- That iswhat my motion was. It was a recommendation to the
wildlife board.

Sue Bellagamba- We also have an issue on it. When we voted on it at thelast RAC,
Kevin didn’t excuse himself and the vote would have gonein favor of no LaSalsin
that vote.

Darrel Mecham-I think that Wayne' s motion goesto thewildlife board so | think
that isa moot point.

ChrisWood- Ok then | think we need to vote on the unit plans as presented aswell.
Wayne Hoskisson- | think thisdoes need to go back to the board.

Kevin Albrecht- Theway it standsit will.
Wayne Hoskisson-1 think if you want to vote on whether or not to accept the plan, |
am also willing to take a vote on that.

Jeff Horrocks- Areyou going to vote on those independent plans? Dutton asone
vote and the LaSals as another ?

Greg Sheehan- So there aretwo things. Thereisthe stat wide goat plan that came
out thelast round of RACsand board. In that plan, it identifies potential release or
futurerelease sites. The LaSalswas one of those. The entire plan passed the wildlife
board so we have a plan in place. Now the next follow up, and it was described at
thetime of the plan asthat plan in itself didn’t approve therelease of any goats. We
then said that wewould come back and if we had areas of the state and thereare
two Mount Dutton and the L aSalsthat we wereinterested in having goats on, we
would bring those out to you individually as action items, which we are doing
tonight. So what we need from you isto vote yes or no on each of these two units.
Those areyour action itemson the agenda. If this body would like to make a motion
tothewildlife board tore-look at the plans, something that has already passed,
you’rewelcometo do that. Will they or isthat your motion, then make surethat
everybody understandsthat clearly because there ar e two separ ate discussion items
and because the plan itself that was approved last month isn’t an action item
tonight, your certainly ableto make that recommendation but the board themselves
may not opt to vote or do anything with that plan. And my guessisthat they likely
won’t at thispoint in time without a lot of discussion from all of the other regional
advisory councils and bringing that whole thing back out as an agenda item. So
tonight the most important thing isto address these two action itemsthat are a part
of your agenda this evening. Doesthat help clarify that?

Kevin Albrecht- To methat really helps clarify asto why we need go back.
Wayne Hoskisson- Aslong as my objectives are clearly recorded in the minutes, this
decision | am willing to move on. | believethat my motion standsthat it addresses
thisand it makesa motion that isa perfectly legal motion to the board.

Kevin Albrecht- So that direction will be seen by the board.
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Greg Sheehan- Yes, you will have the opportunity to say that there are other things
voted on. Last night we presented some cougar recommendationsand a
recommendation that came out of that RAC in Beaver when we met last night was
they had some concerns with multi-year plansthat they would like the board to look
at. So that will go and be presented to them regarding the cougar plan. You can do
that aswell with the goat plan, but it doesn’t inherently mean that they aregoingto
open it up have a discussion, and changeit. And they couldn’t do that at thisboard
meeting, they would haveto vote to bring the whole plan back out and start all over
again. Thank You.

Kevin Albrecht- With that | will open it back up to motions solely for the LaSals
dealing with the management plan.

DerrisJones-| will make a motion. I move that we accept the division management
plan aswritten with the exception of the goat density. | would like to see ( thisisa
fiveyear plan isthat correct?) for the duration of thefiveyear plan | would liketo
seethe goat density kept lessthan 1.8 or less. Per square mile.

Kevin Albrecht-So we have a motion on the table by Derris Jonesto accept...
Justin Shannon- If | may, isthat at 9,000 feet or at 10,000 feet? becausethereare
two different portionsor elevationsin the plan. A number may be mor efitting.
Derris Jones-That would be at the 9,000 foot elevation.

Kevin Albrecht- So let merestate the motion. We have a motion on thetableto
accept the LaSal goat management plan as presented by the DWR with the
exception that the density of goats per square milewill not be above 1.8 or less at the
9,000 foot habitat model.

Kevin Albrecht- Do | have a second?

Jeff Horrocks- You do. And | would liketo add to the motion or to amend the
motion if | may. Toincludethat thelocal officersthat monitor this pay real close
attention to thisin casethereisa problem that does develop that they removethe
goats.

DerrisJones- Doesthis need a second for an amendment? | don’t remember. Either
way you werethe second. Yes| will accept that addition.

Kevin Albrecht- Did you get that?

Sue Bellagamba- Would you accept some mor e additionsif | add them?

Blair Eastman- We should work on this motion and then make amendmentsto the
motion, so we don’t muddlethis, becauseit’s going to get muddled.

DerrisJones- To accept the division unit management plan for the LaSal M ountains
asit waswritten with the exception of the population objective which using the
division using the map on it, the goat objective cannot exceed 1.8 goats per square
mile above 9,000 feet and that the division will work closely with the forest service
on setting up monitoring transects to protect the alpine habitats.

Kevin Albrecht- Motion made by Derris Jones. Seconded by Jeff Horrocks. Are you
willing to entertain an amendment or to vote?

DerrisJones- | will entertain one. But don’t know if | will accept one.

Kevin Albrecht- So we will listen to an amendment and then you can decide that.
Sue Bellagamba- L ast meeting Derris, you spoke of having triggersclearly
articulated; triggersthat if we seethistype of alteration in the habitat and
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something happens. Would you beinterested in amending your motion that the unit
management plan berewritten to have those clearly articulated-- triggerswith
actions associated. You brought it up last time.

DerrisJones- My problem, Sue, isyou would beleaving it up to the division trusting
them because what we would be doing is saying that the plan is going to come back
tous.

Sue Bellagamba- You'reright.

DerrisJones- If you're comfortable, | am comfortable, but | doubt you're going to
be comfortable.

Wayne Hoskisson- How about the correlation with the forest service and the
division to do thosetrigger s?

DerrisJones- It isthe plan that they will work together and figure out when the
problem occurs and what to do about it.

Wayne Hoskisson- | will wait until we open up for discussion now that we have had
the motion and the second and the amendment.

Kevin Albrecht- Motion on thetable, we have a second. We are going to stick with
the motion that was presented. Now isthere any discussion on thismotion that’sthe
guestion isjust on thismotion?

Wayne Hoskisson-Whether to know or not the condition that will cause a trigger or
cause a change in management you have to have good baseline data. So | would say
that the plan needsto include an established baseline data for the habitat.

Trisha Hedin- | would agree with that.

Wayne Hoskisson- Otherwise it makes no sensein saying that thereisatrigger,
because you won’t know when it triggers.

DerrisJones- Again like | say we passed thismotion. We aren’t going to seethis
plan again. It’s going to go to the wildlife boar d without any further review from us.
So anything that you put likethat in it, you'‘re going to get what you get.

Wayne Hoskisson- That’s better than what we have got. It may bethe samething
but it’san attempt to makethem do it right.

Sue Bellagamba- If thismotion doesn’t pass then we can make a motion that we
want thisplan to come back to the RAC.

Kevin Albrecht- | think sowith that let’s call for a vote.

ChrisWood- To approve and accept the DWR management plan aswritten with the
exception of goat density for the duration of the five year plan the goat density
should not be higher than 1.8 goats per square mile at 9,000 feet elevation. Then Mr.
Horrocks made a motion to amendment to closely work with the forest service and
monitor the vegetation.

Kevin Albrecht- And that isthe motion and that was seconded by Jeff Horrocks.
Wayne Hoskisson- Now are we going to discuss this?

Kevin Albrecht- We already did, we just restated it.

Wayne Hoskisson-Right, but that is not the formal discussion that you do after a
motion is made and seconded.

Kevin Albrecht- After thefirst formal motion we made, we did discussit.

Wayne Hoskisson- | don’t have an objection with what that is, but do we get to have
a chance at discussing this?
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Kevin Albrecht- Themotion? You did once.

Wayne Hoskisson- But | didn’t say that | was done.

Blair Eastman- Okay. Then let’s hear what you haveto say.

Wayne Hoskisson- So once again that what | am going to object to issimply that this
motion does not address setting up a situation wherethe DWR can actually
accomplish thismotion. It does not establish the baseline data that you will need to
actually do this. And so | am going to just say that | am going to vote against it. And
that’s my discussion.

Kevin Albrecht- With that | am going to call for a vote on the motion. All of those in
favor? So we have Derris Jones, Karl Ivory, Blair Eastman, Trisha Hedin, and Jeff
Horrocks. All of those opposed? Chris Micoz, Sue Bellagamba, Wayne Hoskisson,
Charlie Tracy, and Darrel Mecham.

Kevin Albrecht- Again with that atieso | asaforest service representative having a
direct conflict of interest, | recommend that this go to the wildlife board for their
vote. Now, that isone part. Now we need to vote on the M ount Dutton.
DerrisJones- | makethe motion that we accept the Mount Dutton plan aswritten
by the Division.

Trisha Hedin- | second that motion

Kevin Albrecht- So we have a motion on thetable by Derris Jones to accept the
Mount Dutton Mountain Goat plan as presented by the division. And seconded by
Trisha Hedin. With that all thosein favor? In favor: ChrisMicoz, Charlie Tracy,
Jeff Horrocks, Darrel Mecham, Trisha Hedin, Blair Eastman, Karl Ivory, and
DerrisJones. And two opposed: Sue Bellagamba and Wayne Hoskisson

Kevin Albrecht- With that we appreciate Sue spending a late night with us. She has
to make some travel arrangements. So thank you.

VOTING
Motion was made by Derris Jonesto accept the LaSal Mountains Goat M anagement
Plan as presented, except that the density of goats at the 9,000 foot level elevation
model not exceed 1.8 goats per square mile during thefive year plan duration and
that the DWR and USFS work together to closely monitor vegetation.
Voting wastied, 5to 5. In favor of the motion were DerrisJones, Karl Ivory,
Blair Eastman, Trisha Hedin, and Jeff Horrocks.
Opposed to the motion were Chris Micoz, Sue Bellagamba, Wayne Hoskisson,
Charlie Tracy, and Darrel Mecham.
The chairman, Kevin Albrecht, who representsthe U.S. Forest Service abstained
from voting to break thetie, dueto a conflict of interest.

VOTING

Motion was made by Derris Jonesto accept the Mt. Dutton goat management plan
as presented.

Seconded by TrishaHedin

40



Motion passed 8 to 2 with opposing votes cast by Wayne Hoskisson and Sue
Bellagamba

9) Proposed Fee Schedule FY 2015 (Action)
-Kenny Johnson, Administrative Services Section Chief

Questionsfrom the RAC

Jeff Horrocks- | am looking at the schedulethat ishere, if thereis something that is
missing. | drew out on the ek hunt and the open buck hunt. It is costing me about
$130 with my combination and special draw licenses. Why those licensefeesaren’t
thoseincluded in here?

Kenny Johnson-We ar e not proposing changes to those now.

Jeff Horrocks- But if you'relooking for additional money. then | think that the
RACs need to under stand exactly how much money is coming in on per mits.

Kenny Johnson- About a year ago we took out the $5 increase for the predator
control for most of those big game per mits. And we just don’t want to touch those at
thistime. Wethink we have l€eft thisisolated long enough that it isjust timeto look
at these specific licenses and make the adjustments we need to operate just based on
those.

Jeff Horrocks- the other question that | haveisat 30to 25 % increases-theseare
hefty increases and money istight for every government entity in the state of Utah. |
would beinclined to go for alesser amount of increase but | am pushed to go 30%
personally.

Kenny Johnson-That isafair point. We don’t make any apologiesfor it. | think
what wetry todoisjust to act from a place like a guy like me with one son who still
hunts and fishes, my daughter stopped fishing a little bit. | actually come out alittle
bit net ahead, so it isstill family-friendly in alot of circumstancesand | think that
will level out the 30% hit on thelion share of those.

ChrisMicoz- On the miscellaneousreal estate fees. To go from 50 to 750, those are
really bigjumps. Do you think you are going to get a bit of resistance on that?
Kenny Johnson- They are big jumps but then again it’sthe going market rate right
now. And wejust haven't changed them forever so thereare other entitiesthat are
what they get for that type of feesalready. And sowearejust trying to get in line
with that. They are big jumps but what you'reseeing isjust the inflationary
pressure on those. They are big jumps but small impactsin the big picture. It just
one of those costs of doing business.

Kevin Albrecht- Any other questions?

Jeff Horrocks- Just another comment. | haveto dig you a little bit, OK. |
understand that the officers are under-paid. All state agencies are drastically under -
paid. | am a county commissioner and | can’t give my people a pay raisethisyear.
And they aredrastically underpaid aswell. That portion of the bill bothersmea
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little bit. I don’t know how much the 1.5 million would bring to the table for your
people. | would bewilling to vote for that beforel would be willing to vote for any
other portion of thisthing. | support you guys. | think you do afabulousjob. You're
a great group but money istight all over the state. And | think you need to keep that
in mind.

Wayne Hoskisson- Y ou will have more money for management plans.

Jeff Horrocks- We need your organization to start donating some of that money
you'’retaking.

Kevin Albrecht- Arethereany other questionsfrom the RAC?

Questions from the Public
Kevin Albrecht- Questions from the audience? | have no comment cards from the
audience. So comments from the RAC?

Comments from the Public

RAC Discussion

DerrisJones- | would just liketo speak back to Jeff. Thereisafinelineon raising
the price of thelicense and increasing dollars. Because if you raiseit too far, then
you get buyer resistance and you lose money instead of increasing money. You have
to balance that out. | wish we could just say that we need this much money sowe're
going to chargealicense this much fee, but it doesn’t work out that way. And asfar
assalary increases, unlessthelegisature gives us per mission, none of this money
can be spent on salaries.

Jeff Horrocks- | understand all of that Derris. | just had to dig him alittle bit. | do
appreciate what you guysdo. You’'re an awesome group.

DerrisJones- With that | make a motion that we accept the fee schedule as
presented

Blair Eastman-I will second it

Kevin Albrecht- We have a motion on thetable by Derris Jonesto accept the fee
schedule as presented by the DWR, seconded by Blair Eastman. Any discussion on
the motion?

All in favor? Motion passed with one opposing vote by Charlie Tracy. (Sue
Bellagamba left the meeting by thistime.)

VOTING
Motion was made by Derris Jonesto accept the proposed fee schedule for FY 2015 as
presented.
Seconded by Blair Eastman
Motion passed 8 to 1 with one opposing vote cast by Charlie Tracy

10) R657-60 AlS Rule Amendments (Action)
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-Jordan Nielson, Al S Coor dinator
Kevin Albrecht- Any questionsfrom the RAC?

Questions from the RAC

Karl Ivory- Istherea cost or do you just have to decontaminate the boat?

Jordan Nielson- It doesn’t cost the boater. We offer that free of chargein the state
because want to keep our water safe from any kind of speciesinfestation.

Kevin Albrecht- Any questions from the audience?

Questions from the Public

Comments from the Public

RAC Discussion

Wayne Hoskisson-1t sounds like a reasonable thing if indeed it can be controlled.
Thereisgood compliance part of the boaters. | don’t know how it works, but | am
assuming that you know mor e about that works.

Kevin Albrecht- | will entertain a motion.

Karl Ivory- I move that we accept the Rule R657-60 as stated here.

Jeff Horrocks-Second it

Kevin Albrecht- We have a motion by Karl Ivory to accept R657-60 seconded by
Jeff Horrocks. All in favor? Unanimous.

VOTING
Motion was made by Karl Ivory to accept the R657-60 AlS Rule Amendments as
presented.
Seconded by Jeff Horrocks
Motion passed unanimously.

11) Cougar Recommendations (Action)
-John Shivik, Mammals Coor dinator

Kevin Albrecht- Questionsfromthe RAC?

Questionsfrom the RAC

Darrel Mecham- What criteria did you useto put the Bitter Creek in the Harvest
Objective Plan.

John Shivik- The Bitter Creek was put into Harvest Objective because again it isthe
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deer issue. So they have a 50% low on the deer population.

Darrel Mecham- Deer are? Isthat adult survival? Buck to doeratio?

John Shivik-Below objective of where the population should be. So they want the
population to bealot higher than exactly whereit is. And then the fawn: doe has
been low for a couple of yearsnow. And Randall left. Heisthe guy that | really
needed to go over that. But in discussions with Randall, the population isway lower
than objective. Thefawn: doe didn’t meet those criteria. They wanted to change it
from the split to the harvest objective because they are hoping that with the harvest
objective they will be ableto take out a few more cougar s by opening that up.

Darrel Mecham- Why isit linking to the Nine Mile Range Creek?

John Shivik- It’snot linked but isin the same area.

Darrel Mecham-L ooking at your thing there. What isyour highest potential number
that you can kill off Bitter Creek? Doesthat number go over there. Can you Kill off
30if the Nine Mile unit doesn’t reach there? Isthat how | read that?

John Shivik- Yes

Darrel Mecham- What isthe science behind that? Whereisthe biology behind that?
That’swhat | am struggling with here.

Darrel Mecham-That just seemslike a plan to wipe a population out.

John Shivik- Wéll, essentially when things...

Darrel Mecham- Really? You can’t convince methat the Book Cliffsdeer herd is
that bad? You have a good buck: doeratio on that. | looked at the numberson that.
And | spent alot of timethis spring work-wise and saw a lot of fawns. Soyou're
saying that you can kill 30-34 lions off of Bitter Creek. That isirresponsible. To me
that isjust insane.

John Shivik- 1 can’t. Theonly way that | can address a question islike these about
the policiesbeing irresponsible are by saying it isincreditably difficult because
these. What we are doing isfollowing policies and we ar e following plansthat were
approved by the RAC and Board process so what | dois| got clear. We have got
triggers. If you hit thistrigger with deer you hit thistrigger, it goesto predator
management plan. Then it goesto the cougar management plan and thisisabit of a
(inaudible) process but then when you look at the fawn: doe ratios and the cougar
take, thefemale quotasand | can...

Darrell Mecham- You don’t go to a harvest objective. You go to a harvest objective
that you can doublethetake or morethan thetakewith your plan. | do not

under stand that.

John Shivik-It isbecause the plan saysif welook at the female take and for instance
if it issupposed to be 2.5, and it islessthan that, then you can do. The plan callsfor
a50% increasein the quota on that area. So hereisthedifficulty and we have had a
lot of discussion on this because we can talk about things scientifically, we can talk
about thingsbiologically or about thethingsthat the way we do it, which isthrough
following this plan that multiple people from multiple different per spectives agreed
on. So | havethissituation wherel haveto follow this plan that has been approved
that hastriggers, that tells me when this happens, then | do this. And that isthe only
way that | can answer your question is by saying we are proposing these
recommendations based on what the plan is saying what to do.
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Darrell Mecham- But what you’re not answering for meisif you have a unit clear
over in Carbon County and they don’t meet the take, then you can take thelions
they don’t take over there and take them off of the Book Cliffsover herein Eastern
Utah, correct?

John Shivik- Thingsare grouped up in areas. The plan says here you have an area.
It saysthat cougarsdon’t just use one unit. Then it saysif it is going acr oss a whole
areathat iswhy unitsare grouped onto a whole area. Then it saysyou form the
guota based on the area not on the unit by unit. And thisisadifficulty in the plan
but thisis something different than the way it had been done before. Wedon't do
guotas unit by unit. If two unitsarein thesame area it can happen and thisiswhat
happened with the southwest Manti. It can happen where you can have two unitsin
the same area and oneisreally accessible and on€ s not. And what will happen is
that people will still go that accessible area and they might missthisone.

Darrell Mecham- Ok, you have peoplethat have put in for that unit for yearsthey
have bonus points and now you'’re opening that unit with no redressthere so these
people miss out on that opportunity and this unit has been that way before. You
have outfitters from surrounding states asfar away as Washington that pilein there
and start killing lions and you have took the opportunity away from your Utah
residentsto hunt that unit. Did you guys give any thought to that?

John Shivik- You still have unitsthat are not too much further away. They still have
limited entry units. The opportunity isstill on limited entry units. Hereisthe
difficulty hereif we make onething, everyonein the state hasa back yard unit.
Darrel Mecham- Do you see doing thison an elk unit? Isit that easy to do there?
John Shivik- They can still hold their points, they can go to another limited entry
unit. They can still hunt that as a harvest objective and keep their points. They can
still buy a harvest objective and still goin therethey do not lose their opportunity to
hunt that unit.

Kevin Albrecht- Any more questions?

Wayne Hoskisson- | am not quite sure why this change would mean that out of state
outfitterswould have more opportunity in that area than they do now?

Darrel Mecham- Clients can just buy tags and they can havefifty to hundred clients
they can comein with big operations and hunt the units out. Instead of just 15-20 in
that unit, if Nine Miledoesn’t fill, they can start killing lionsthat belong to that unit
over there. So you can kill a huge amount of lionsover there with no recourse. So
next year we say doggone we messed up. Let’sput it to limited entry. It just doesn’t
make sense.

Questions from the Public

Guy Webster-You want to read right here, out of your own predator management
plan. Use either split or harvest objective hunt strategies on unitsunder predator
management plans. Isthat not right out of your plan?

John Shivik- Yessir.

Guy Webster- You said that the Book Cliffshasa bunch of unitsthat arelimited
entry that | can put in for atag. Will you tell meone herethat isin Green River that
isclosefor metoput in asalimited entry?
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John Shivik- I1t’s not, Wasatch West isthe closest.

Guy Webster- Book Cliffsplease. That isthe one that we are discussing. It’s one of
thefirst onesyou had.

Guy Webster- So with that, you aretelling me over the next three year s because this
isathreeyear plan. That there could be the potential for a 120 lions being killed off
the Book Cliffs Bitter Creek unit. Correct? 3x40

John Shivik- Over threeyears? Yes. 40 per year unless or you get a female sub-
guota. Then that would be 60.

Guy Webster- Can you tell the RAC how many has been on the Book Cliffsfor the
last 3years? Its 13, so that is potentially 44 lions off of the Book Cliffs.

John Shivik- Ok

Guy Webster- So under your own plan, do you have the ability to have the Range
Creek asa quota and the Book Cliffsasa split unit?

John Shivik- The Book Cliffs Bitter Creek could be a split. Yes. The
recommendation was made by the region to put it asa harvest objective. Because
again they wereworried about the deer issuesthere. So they wanted to have... it is
by design that this pressure and this how they want that pressureto bethere. It is
all by design.

Guy Webster- Under a split unit, do you havethe ability asan agency to increase
thetagson that asa split unit?

John Shivik- It would. If thiswasin a split unit what would still happen isyou could
still end up with that harvest quota. Then some proportion would beidentified asa
limited entry. We could make the Bitter Cliffsa split and the numbers could work
out a variety of different ways. It could be a split and you could have 10 in there. Or
we could put 40 in therefor thelimited entry. So there a variety of waysthat they
can kind of tweak and try to balance things out and then in opt for that . What they
opted for wasthey said, “We areworried about our deer in the Book Cliffs Bitter
Creek. We want to go harvest objectivein order to get more people out earlier.”
That is essentially what they tried to do.

Guy Webster- So if you went to a split on your own predator management plan
with your own criteria based on female per centage of harvest based on deer
population, you are allowed and obligated to go a certain per centage increase.
Correct? You just can’t just say we are going to go from 14-40 because that does not
fit within your percentage. Correct?

John Shivik- No that isnot correct. Because what iscorrect it isdoneon the area
again. It isdoneon that area per centages, so that whole area you're still going to
have even if the Book Cliffswas a split, they’re still going to add together to get that
overall harvest quota of 40 that we come up by going through the plan. So, yes that
ishow the numbers go together. They’reall summed to put into that big overall area
harvest quota. It’snot on a unit. Weare still stuck in thisof thinking of it termsof a
unit. But the plan doesn’t put thingsinto termsof unit. | can bevery flustered with
thisplan mysdlf. It iscomplicated. There areunits, there' sareas, thereis predator
management plans. We aretied in to a whole bunch of stuff with one plan and it
getsfrustrating and then it still comes down to the judgment of our folksin thefield
asfar asthefinal numbersand thefinal split or harvest objective. We will probably
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do alot morediscussion on this one especially on the Northeast sincethat fallsinto
Randall’sarea. | will do my best.

Lloyd Nielsen- 1 don’t have a copy of the plan, but if my memory serves me correct
it says, “ If an area goesinto the predator management plan, you can raise your
permitsup to750r 50%” | couldn’t remember what it is, but it isquiteajump. It
does say that in the plan. My main question that | would liketo ask isit was
mentioned that last night RAC voted to bring this plan back to thetable. Wasit the
whole plan or just part of it?

John Shivik- The motion had to deal with the board having to re-look at this plan by
July of 2014, if | said that correctly.

Bob Peterson- What isthe buck: doeratio on the Manti? Because 8 yrs ago when
they started this split, Bill told usflat out, when we get our numbers back we go
back to limited. Now you’re jumping to where you guyswant to go. We are going to
split instead your jumping to harvest.

Justin Shannon- 15.6 isour buck: doeratio on the Manti

Bob Peterson- What do we need to go back to limited entry?

Justin Shannon- | am a little confused with the question. The cougar management
isn’t based on buck: doeratio. What isyour question?

Bob Peterson- When they started this split unit, Bill told usthat iswhy they takeit
to a split isbecause the buck: doeratio aren’t hitting. They figured thereistoo
many cats and they wanted to take the cats and when the ratio comes back then the
unit goes back to limited entry.

Justin Shannon- The way we deal with buck: doe ratio now, iswhere we ar e unit by
unit isadjusting tags. So | can’t speak for what you'retalking about. The overall
objective on the Manti is 38,000 deer and our current population isat 23,600. In the
past our predator management was based on whereyour deer population was
relative to whereit was on the whole objective, not on a buck: doeratio. So |l am
struggling to under stand to what Bill was saying.

Bob Peterson- That iswhy they started this. You can ask Bates about this. Why are
wejust runningin the San Juan now asjust one unit instead of likelast year? In the
last management we had the Blues and the Elk Ridge?

Justin Shannon- Thereason on that iswe split it at the time because one of those
unitsfell out predator management. The Abajo did. Now that unit qualifiesfor
predator management again. So we thought that if we combined Elk Ridge and the
Abajos, it would simplify that whole unit. The other thing since we went out of
predator management, since we did that split, our harvest decreased by about 5
cougarsevery year on average. The purpose of putting it back into predator
management isto get that additional harvest on the San Juan unit.

Bob Peterson- Now they had a disease down there on the deer last year. | had a
biologist tell methat’swhy welost it. So we have lost the deer so weretaking it out
on thelionsnow?

Cody Webster- You have said that you wanted to manage your lion unitsmore
closely with your deer units. Correct? To linethem up so their borders matched. So
why arewe lumping and throwing the Book Cliffsin with the Range Creek?
Becauseit isnot the same deer unit.
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John Shivik- Wearenot. Again this goes back to managing at an area vs. a unit
scale. Theway thisplan started thisisour 2" of a3 yr. cycleunder thisplan. These
are managed as an area not unit by unit. So we can still identify them by unit but
thereisa sum to one quota at an area scale.

Kevin Albrecht- Any other questions from the audience? Seeing none. We will move
to comments.

Commentsfrom the Public

Kirt Connelly of Sportsmen for Fish and Wildlife- Wearein favor of theDWR’s
proposal in this.

Kevin Albrecht- Bob Peterson? Dan Cockayne?

Dan Cockayne, V.P. of Utah Houndsmen Association- We appreciate that thereare
many interestshere. It ishard to balanceit. John said cougar s eat coyotes so we
have a common enemy so now we can talk. These cougars are hunted for trophies.
Wedon't eat them, | havetried it and it isnasty. So we are hunting them for sport
and for trophies. We agree that the way that John has structured thisplan is
correct. Thefirst timein all of this 3yr. cycle thiswill bethe 4" year. Thefirst time
it has been implemented correctly and we compliment him for that. We havereally
struggled with that. It isimplemented correctly, we agree with the quotasthose are
implemented correctly. We agree with the GPS. Wethink that isa great thing. We
would add and request that when you vote on thisthat a part of your motion would
include moving voluntary orientation program to a mandatory orientation program.
Wefedl that thereis somegreat information in that. A lot of the guysthat are going
to kill one of these lions, that isthe only one that they will seein their lifeand we
want them to know what they aretaking. We want theselionsfor the future. We
want them so that we have decent lions and we want them to know that they are
taking atrophy. Theother thing that we would say iswe believe that we can harvest
and reach these quotas by using limited entry and using split units. And still achieve
that. The harvest objectiveturnsinto a contest of quick we can get thesekilled and
typically lead to uskilling younger and more females. The femalesare our future.
Wejust want to protect them. We do support the plan and would request that you
would add that making the orientation mandatory. It isdonein aton of other
species. We agree with the furbearer too, just to save sometime. (L aughing)

Aaron Johnson, Board member of Utah Hounds men Association- | support what
Dan has said. Just a couple of thingsto hit on. | do think that lionsaretrophy and |
would liketo seethem. Our Utah residentslike Darrel Mecham have talked about to
havethefirst chance. | ask that the Bitter Creek unit beleft asa split unit. That is
possiblein their plan. Thereisnothingthat isif left asa split unit will be going
against their plan.

Lloyd Nielson of Sunrise Outfitting- Basically | support the plan. | think it ought to
gotheway it isthisyear. | do think that we will go the other way. | do think that we
need to bring up that 10yr plan. About 4 yrsago | fought and went to every RAC
meeting and wasfighting that plan and it isdisastrousfor lions. | think we need to
make a separ ate amendment and follow the other RAC and re-look at that plan. |
think isnot good for lions. Asfar asyour predator, you'refollowing your deer base.
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A healthy lion population follows behind a healthy deer population that isthe key
thing for lionsisdeer. Thereisalot of argument about they will eat other things.
And they will kill an elk to survive. But atwo year old female can’t kill a mature elk.
And if shecan’t feed herself until she getsup there and is savvy enough to kill an
elk, shewill starveto death. We have got to have a healthy deer population to have a
healthy lion population.

Kevin Albrecht- Lloyd can you clarify alittle bit asyou talk to the plan and then
you talked a little bit about the RAC last night. Will you talk alittle moreto that?
Lloyd Nielson- All we know about iswhat was brought up here. They said that the
RAC last night brought up a proposal tore-look at thelion plan. | think we need to
bring up another proposal to re-look at thislion plan. It isaten yr. plan. Or a 12yr.
plan actually. And thisplan in my eyes| didn’t think it was good then and still don’t
think it’sgood for the lion population.

Jared Wiggins of Moab- | would like to seethe number of cougar tagsin the Book
Cliff Bitter Creek areaincreased. The proposal from the DWR to combine the Book
Cliffsand the Nine-Mile area, into one predator management unit with the harvest
of 40 cougar s seems like a good number for both units combined. But if the Book
Cliffs Bitter Creek unit could beleft asa split unit, it would give local huntersand
outfittersa better chanceto utilize thisarea, and not to be over harvested by non-
residents. | livein a harvest objective unit and we havetaken a big hit and we still
have no deer.

Guy Webster- On the Book Cliffs Bitter Creek /Nine-Mile, it isnot the same deer
unit. We do not manage deer on the Range Creek the samethat we do on the Book
Cliffs. Book Cliffsisalimited entry, Range Creek isnot, it isa general unit. No need
totry and dothisaswearedoingit for an area. | proposethat we separate these
into separ ate units, manage them separately. L eave the Book Cliffsasa split unit
and the Nine-Mile as a quota. We can have the number of 20 on each. Like Darrel
said | have been around and on thisroller coaster ride and haverun houndsfor
morethat 30 yrs. Of my life. | have seen the Book Cliffswhen it was straight opened
to harvest objective. We had outfitterscomein from all surrounding states. | am
totally awarethat Utah isvery lenient on getting per mitted. Thereisnothing from
preventing someone from Washington, Colorado, | daho, and New Mexico from
getting an outfitter’slicense and going up there. You comein from out of state and
history has showed usthis. On the Book Cliffsthey will comein set up camp, seven
or eight huntersat one time, 10-12 guidesrun theroads and kill every lion that goes
in thetree. That isnot what lion hunting isabout. Need to leaveit asa limited entry
so those peoplethat draw atag can go out and a valuable experienceto take a
trophy animal. Something that they can be proud of. And no to just wipe out the
lion population. Thereare provisionsthat we can increasethat. | can support
somewhat of an increase on the Book Cliffsunder a split season and you can still
maintain your quota. It isabsolutely irresponsible to take the potential which is
potential to kill 120 lions off of the Book Cliffsover the next 3 yrswhen the
maximum would be taken. That is a percentage increase that isabsolutely out of line
and hasno purposein wildlife management. Bottom line we have got to realize that
we have got other issueswith deer and just going out and doing an all out assault on
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thelionsisnot going to bring back the deer. We keep forgetting asfor the study that
was done on the Monroe M ountains keeps getting neglected. They purposely went in
and took every single lion off of the Monroe Mountainsthat they could possibly
catch. Unlimited days, miles and resour ces. If we go back and pull that study out, we
will seethat there statically noincreasein the deer population. We need to start
looking at the other things. Stop the assault on the lions and we need to make sure
that this goes back to a split unit and the two separated and yet we can still maintain
what we have got and allow for what needsto be done.

Carl Kimmerle of Moab- | just want to talk about the San Juan unit, | have never
hunted on the Book Cliffs| don’t want to have my opinion on that. That belongsto
somebody else. The San Juan unit hasbeen a split unit limited entry on the Abajo
side. Completely unscientific but | hunt alot and | haven’t noticed that it is easier
tofind atrack sinceit islimited entry. | haven’t noticed if thereare morelions. All |
can say isthat over thelast 5yrs. | haven’'t even noticed any Kitten tracks. In my
unscientific experiencel think what ishappening isthat lionsaren’t raising kittens.
Theonly thing that | can think of isthat thereisnot enough deer to feed them. Soto
me |l love having alot of lions. | loveit! | wish therewas more of them. To me, the
fact that wekill more of them doesn’t mean that thereisnot going to be more next
year. Everything that | have ever or from my limited number of years hunting when
| first started therewasa lot morelions. You look back in the 1980's and ask all of
the hounds guys. Therewere alot morelions back in the 80's and we werekilling a
lot more back then. | think if you have turnover you can havethelions. In my
unscientific being | think we do have a shortage of lionsand it has nothing to do
with thefact that it ison a harvest objective or not. If thereisalot of deer there will
bealot of lions. I think it would make senseto knock the lionsdown aswell asthe
coyotes aswell aseverything. L et the deer come back. And then there can be some
mor e cats. And | would like to see there be more cats. | am not one of the guysthat
want to seetheforest voided of padded tracks. | think it would make sense on the
San Juan unit at least to go back to harvest objective on both of them. | didn’t
notice one difference oneway or theother. All | can say isthat we'renot raising
kittensand thereisstill no deer.

Eric Luke of Sportsmen for Fish and Wildlife- As| have sat and listened to some of
the comments tonight, something cameto mind that | guess| have a concern about.
| am a deer hunter. | am not alion hunter. | would loveto see our deer herd back,
but | think Darrell brought up a good point. It concer ns especially towar ds the Book
Cliffs. You got the Book Cliffswhich iskind of a unique unit and theterrain, the
way you have to hunt it in my opinion. | think you have got a group of houndsmen
that have hunted the areafor alot of years, they know how to hunt it and they are
successful. If it isopened up and a whole bunch of outfittersfrom different areas
comein, isit possible that we could be shooting ourselvesin thefoot in what we are
trying to accomplish in that we push out these guysthat have hunted it for alot of
years. They go somewhere else and the huntersthat move in are not as successful. |
don’t really have a proposal it isjust a concern that | can see a possibility of that
happening. Just bringing it up for food for thought.

Bob Peterson- | go along with what the Houndsmen Association says.
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Kevin Albrecht- That isthe end my comment cards.

RAC Discussion

Darrel Mecham- | am not totally against the division’s plan. But when you have a
chunk in therethat leaves a potential to wipe out an entirerange and take
opportunities away from your peoplethat have been putting in and wanting to go
therefor years, it'sirresponsible. And it isnot biologically sound. | don’t see how
you justify that kind of an increase. With that being said, | don’t know if more
comments are going to be made. | will make a motion that we accept the division
plan with the exception that you leave the Book Cliffsasa split unit and increase
your tagsto 20. Put theincreasethere and leave the opportunity to the people of the
stateinstead of thisinflux that’s going to be a wreck and thereisreally no hope
there. That’swherel am at.

Kevin Albrecht- Isthat a motion? Can you recite that?

Darrel Mecham- | accept their plan with the exception and leave the Book Cliffsa
split unit separate it from Nine-Mile and leave the division latitudeto raise the
number to 20 on the units.

Jeff Horrocks- | will second the motion.

Blair Eastman- And leave Nine-Mile at 20? OKk.

Kevin Albrecht- Did you get that Brent? | would like to open thisup on the
discussion about the motion. | guess one question that | haveis, goesto Blair’s
guestion. Theother partsthat arein the cougar management plan. They would be
open objective?

Darrell Mecham- | agree with the plan other than theissuethat | have already
stated.

DerrisJones-| would like Justin or John to answer. Isthat a correct statement when
he said what his motion does fall under the cougar management plan?

John Shivik- We could definitely makethe Book Cliffs Bitter Creek a split, you
could put thenumber at 20-30 or a variety of numbersin there. But then those still
or it would bejust alimited entry for 20 for instanceiswhat | am hearing. But then
it would close and there would still be a harvest quota for 40 for the whole units
together. But people would havetheir limited entry portion.

Darrel Mecham- | was saying to split the units. | guessyou don’t want to do that? Is
that what your telling me?

John Shivik- No, the Book cliffs.

Darrel Mecham-Separate the units.

John Shivik- They still fall under the same harvest quota. What would happen isas
an examplethe Book Cliffswere 20 limited entry and they killed 20 cougarsthere,
therewould still be 20 more cougar sto kill on either the Nine-Mile or the Book
Cliffs.

Darrell Mecham- Why are you hooking them together ? | say separate them. Why
the Book Cliffsand Nine Mile do has together ?

John Shivik- They arein the same area.

Darrell Mecham- They never have been until you started to put them together now.
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Justin Shannon- What we are doing is dealing with cougar management areas. So
you havethe LaSals, San Juan the Henry’s. They are all managed under cougar
management areas. You have separate areas. You have separate units within that
cougar management area. For the Book Cliffs, the Book Cliffsand the Nine-Mile
consists of that cougar management area. That ishow it has been thelast three
years. Thisisn’t a new proposal that sayslet’s change the cougar management
areas. That ishow we have been functioning the last three years. You still have your
individual deer units, but it’sjust a cougar management ar ea.

Jeff Horrocks- Your looking to harvest 40 catsif you harvest 30 off of the Book
Cliffsand you harvest 30 off of the Nine-Milearea or 20 and 20 that still givesyou
your 40 animalsfor that area. So why would you do 20 and 20 and then come back
and say that we still have to 40 under the plan? You already have done it.

Justin Shannon- Let’sback up and look at last year. So on the harvest quota we had
26 last year for the same unit. 26 and then 13. And then based on the lack of adult
femalesthat we wereunabletokill under that predator management system, we
increased it. So if the RAC wantsto do a split and say 20-30 or whatever you guys
would likethe Book Cliffs Bitter Creek unit to be, that doesn’t changethe
boundaries of the cougar management areas. That just dictates how you hunt the
Bitter Creek unit. It keepsit thelimited entry to begin then harvest objective at the
end.

Darrel Mecham- So likethe LaSals and what are the other onesthat are connected
toit?

Justin Shannon- The LaSals, San Juan and theHenry’s.

Darrel Mecham-Do you can just take the LaSals and kill your 10 and then kill 10
mor e there becausethe Henrystag sweren't filled and then 10 morefor the San
Juan because they weren't filled. So you could get 30 off of the L aSals?

Justin Shannon- Correct.

Darrel Mecham- Areyou serious? Serious??

Justin Shannon- That is how we have been functioning the last 3 yrs. Darrell this
isn’t new

Darrell Mecham- It’snot good. Areyou kidding me? | am starting to agree with
Lloyd. Thisisadisaster. | don’'t agreewith Lloyd very often.

Justin Shannon- | hopethat clarifiesit.

Darrell Mecham- Well you need to leave the split unit to give the opportunity.
Because your taking that away from people that have put in for years. And you're
all of a sudden saying thisisgone. We are going to giveit to somebody that buysa
tag, comesin as an outfitter hired and goes hunting.

Kevin Albrecht- So | guessif we have a motion ison the table. Do we under stand the
discussion?

DerrisJones- Not totally. Justin, we have heard what potentially can happen all 40
permits could bekilled in Nash Wash after it goesto harvest objective. In reality
what happens?

Justin Shannon- In reality on the Book Cliffswe arekilling just over 10 cougarsa
year on thethreeyear plan. | can get you the exact numbers. They arejust right
there. On the Nine Milewe are probably 10-12 every year.
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DerrisJones- Thefact that thisis newsto some peoplethat thisishow it has been
for thelast 3yrs. The paranoiathat all of a sudden they think it’s new thisyear,
makes them think the holocaust has comein their favoritearea. | just don’t think in
reality that happens. On the southwest M anti there was a concern because one year
they did kill a bunch of cougarson the split down there. Didn’t they? And that was
kind of a oneyear thing.

Justin Shannon- They overshot it by 5 or 6that year. | don’t havethedatain front
of me.

Darrel Mecham- Well they killed 26 oneyear and | think they almost 30 one year .
So you know what a harvest objectivewill do. It will kill alot of lions

Justin Shannon- | am not sure. Derris, thisisabout 3 yearsago correct?
DerrisJones- Last year at the board there was some big concern over change and
emer gency closuresand all kinds of stuff.

John Shivik- Thisisaroundabout. That does concern me. We have been operating
thisway. Thereisno change and thereisno differencein grouping. Nothing like
that has changed in thelast few years. Big things have happened in terms of

emer gency closure of the SW Manti, thislast time around. The SW Manti becoming
alimited entry unit. The other thingto keep in mind here, there are biological issues
heretoo. Just removing cougars doesn’t necessarily mean you're going to get more
deer. Sometimesif you move a big old tom you might get 4 new tomsin there. And
you might actually hurt your deer more. Thereisalot of other complicating factors.
Last night was a very different crowd. L ast night the pitch fork and fires were out
about turning thewhole state harvest objective and killing all of the cougars. Thisis
avery different tonethat | am hearing tonight than what | heard last night. | can
also tell you that we havereduced overall in the state the quota on cougar s has come
down. We have 35 fewer quota numbersin the state thisyear than we had during
thelast threeyears. So we have actually backed off statewide. We arejust looking at
onelittle unit in the microcosm and | am thinking we are coming in kind of right
because | have got everybody really or kind of mad at me which means| am
probably in theright spot, in terms of management. Asturning Book Cliffs Bitter
Creek into a split. Then you would be exactly like you have been for thelast 3yrs. So
if people haven’t been upset or morethan thelast three yearsthen you would make
it pretty much status quo if you guys makethe Book Cliffs Bitter Creek a split then
we would just need to figure out how much of the Book Cliffs Bitter Creek limited
entry. How many permitsto assign for thelimited entry portion of it. | hopethat
clarifiesalittle bit.

Guy Webster- If you wasto do that though what... ( Inaudible. Away from the
microphone.).

John Shivik- Exactly with the 50% added to the overall. What wasit last year? 26?
For theareanot the particularly unit.

Justin Shannon- Theway | understand it isnot a 50% increase. That only applies
that weren’t in predator management. That are now going into predator
management. Both the Book CliffsBitter Creek and the Nine-Mile were both under
the predator management last year. So the way that we got the 40 total on the quota
isyou take your total harvest your 3 yr average on that which was 20 animals.

53



That’swhat we wer e averaging over the 3yrs. on both units. Then you doubleit. If
you're percent of adult femaleisnot in that harvest. Sorry if your percent of adult
femaleisbelow the 25% below the adult female threshold. And so that is how we got
tothe40. It isbased on what was harvest the last 3yrs. And then doubleit if your
adult femaleisn’t whereit needsto be.

John Shivik- For those two unitstogether the percent of adult femaleswas .17 and it
issupposeto be .25 so basically the quota was adjusted up from the 20 to the 40. For
both of those. Thewhole area. Together.

Kevin Albrecht- | have one question with the motion on the table they would split
out the Bitter Creek South unit and the motion on thetableisto giveit 20 tags?
What would the number of tagsbein the surrounding units under this motion that
ison thetable?

John Shivik- Therewould be none. Theonly limited entry tagswould befor the
Book CliffsBitter Creek. Therewould be 20 of those and then the quota would still
be 40. So therewerebeif 20 werekilled on the Bitter Creek limited entry. There
would be 20 |eft to take from where ever in that area. If wefollow the plan asisand
you guys area part of the sausage making process now. So if the plan told me make
the overall area 40 and then we got some lee way to makethe Book Cliffs a split or
limited entry and we have lee way to how many we put into the harvest objective.
But then if it isa split which we can do very easy. Wejust haveto come up with that
number. We could make the Book Cliffsa split and put 40 or 30in there. But then if
20 were harvested then thereis 20 left. I 10 are harvested then thereis still 30 left.
For those two units combined for the harvest. And that is until May 30™.

Darrel Mecham- The motion standsthat’sfine. Just split the unit giveit 20 and give
our peoplein the state the opportunity to go hunting who hasput in for years. Then
let your harvest objectivekick in. So | will just let the motion stand.

ChrisWood- The motion isto accept the divisions plan asit iswritten except make
the Book Cliffsa split unit, separatethe Nine Mile and raise the number to 20.
Wayne Hoskisson- lit sounds like part of the problem hereisindeed the way that
the outfittersare handled and it might bethat the board needsto addressthat. And
of coursel think am going to vote against the motion because | don’t think that we
have enough cougars.

DerrisJones- Darrell, on your motion, you're expecting the Book Cliffsto not part
of thisunit that it has been for thelast 3 yrs. You want that?

Darrel Mecham- You will haveto leave Range Creek at quota and the Book Cliffsa
split unit until your harvest objective day kicksin and then it goes.

DerrisJones- So all you're saying isinstead of harvest objective you're going to go
split on the Book Cliffsside and harvest objective on the other?

Darrel Mecham- Well yeah, you have people putting in for yearsand yearsand |
think that we owe it our citizens.

DerrisJones- | just wanted to make surethat wasall that you were changing. The
harvest objectiveto a split and 20 tags.

Darrell Mecham- That will give everyone a chance to go hunting without having the
world up there.

Kevin Albrecht- We areready to call for avote. All in favor?
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VOTING
Motion was made by Darrel Mecham to accept cougar recommendations as
presented, except that the Book Cliffsbe separated from Nine Mileand be made a
split unit with an increasein permitsto 20.
Seconded by Jeff Horrocks

Motion passed 8to 1 with the opposing vote cast by Wayne Hoskisson

12)  FEurbearer and Bobcat Harvest Recommendations (Action)
-John Shivik, Mammals Coor dinator

Questionsfrom the RAC

Kevin Albrecht- Questionsor comments? We have one comment card. Carl
Kimmerle?

DerrisJones- Heisout in the hall. Do wereach that 4,600? Do we sell out all of the
Bob Cat Tags?

John Shivik- Very quickly

DerrisJones- Isit first come-first serve? Or do you do a drawing?

John Shivik- It isfirst come-first serve. Onething that was brought up by the
trappersassociation and if thereisaway that we can do it that they mentioned if
that do like we do with cougars and check in your animals and do that way, but we
just don’t have theresourcesto check in 4,000 bobcats. We can check in our 300
cougars and do a quota. It would be niceto make bobcat into a quota. So peoplethat
are good trapperscould get out and try to divideit up. Again we aretrying to divide
up the good trapperswith the people that are coming and whatever. Thisisthe best
that we can doright now. But they go quick. Thereisalot of demand for them. The
pelts are quite high right now.

Questions from the Public

Commentsfrom the Public

Carl Kimmerle- | will try and makethisshort. | guess| am the only trapper here. |
just got reading through the Bobcat management plan thereis something that |
would like to pick with. Your making decisions based upon something that | really
want to pick on. It the set days per bobcat. Meaning, you know | can under stand at
the end of the year you total up how many cats areKkilled. If so many of them are
females, kittensit can show that they we have a problem that too many femalesare
getting killed. That makes senseto me, | want to pick the set-days per bobcat on the
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management plan because | think you’re setting your self to belied to and have
skewed data. Tomeit isaterrible management practice and hereiswhy. Trappers
will go out and heisgoingto set histrapsin December and then in May some poor
lady isgoing to call them up on the phoneand say “ How many trapsdid you have
back in December?” and it’slike areyou kidding me ? And so you'reimmediately
setting your self to being lied to. Because the trappersare going to figureit out and
so it isgoing to go either way. It iseither going to hurt you or it isgoing to hurt you
no matter what. You're never going to get reliableinformation. Either someoneis
going tosay | set threetraps| caught three bigtomson thefirst day. Therearetons
of bobcats. Thereisonebehind every bush. We want mor e bobcat tags or they will
say that they wererunning 300 traps. Either way you’re going to get lied too. To me
it isa poor, poor, poor management practice. That islike setting the fishing limit
based on how close you got to land the biggest fish in the boat. Terrible management
plan doesn’t make any sense. Again you're making your prime based upon harvest.
How many are harvest and then setting the dates from December 1% to February 3
which theworst possibletimeto be trapping. The ground isfrozen, it’s snowy, and
they are stuck on the south slope away from theroad. That would be like doing your
deer count in June and July when thereis canopy on thetrees and you can’t see any
deer. To methe bobcat management plan needstorevise so that it isaccurate. And
if thereisa possibility to go through something’'sin thefurbearer thingthat |
would really liketo see changed is snare break away devices need to be lighter with
a 300 Ib. break away on your snaresit istoo heavy. Snares need to be connected to a
fence post.

RAC Discussion

Kevin Albrecht- Commentsor entertain a motion?

Jeff Horrocks- Motion that we accept the division’srecommendations on furbear er
and bobcat harvest as presented.

Darrel Mecham- | second it.
Kevin Albrecht-1’ll then call for a vote. Thosein favor? Motion passed with
opposing votes cast by Blair Eastman and Wayne Hoskisson.

VOTING
Motion was made by Jeff Horrocks to accept the furbearer and bobcat harvest
recommendations as presented.
Seconded by Darrel Mecham
Motion passed 8 to 2 with opposing votes cast by Blair Eastman and Wayne
Hoskisson

Meeting adjourned at 11:46 p.m.
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Publicin attendance: Approximately 50

The next Wildlife Board meeting will take place on August 21-22 at 9 a.m. at the
DNR Board Room at 1594 W. North Temple, SLC

The next southeast regional RAC meeting will take place on September 11 at 6:30
p.m. at the John Wesley Powell Museum in Green River.
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NORTHEASTERN RAC MEETING SUMMARY OF MOTIONS
Utah Wildlife Resour ces Office, 318 N Vernal Ave, Vernal
August 1, 2013

6. WATERFOWL GUIDEBOOK AND RULE R657-09
MOTION to approve the Divison's recommendation as presented
Passed unanimously

7. R657-66 MILITARY INSTALLATIONSPERMIT PROGRAM
MOTION to accept the Division's recommendation as pr oposed
Passed unanimously

8. PROPOSED FEE SCHEDULE FY 2015
MOTION to accept fee schedule change
Passed 5-4

9. R657-60 AISRULE AMENDMENTS
MOTION to approve Division's recommendation as presented
Passed unanimously

10. COUGAR RECOMMENDATIONS
MOTION to accept the Division's proposal as presented, adding the Utah Houndsmen's
Association Book Cliffsrecommendation and a mandatory orientation coursefor all cougar
hunter s (see attachment)

Passed 7-2

- I'm brand new and | don't see adifferenceif itisasplit or aharvest objective. My concern
isthat residents have the opportunity. There are alot of residents who don't draw out and maybe
they'd like an opportunity also. Everyone who draws out is going to hire a hounds man to go.
- If you have alimited entry instead of harvest objective, if you draw atag, there areless people
in the field and it's more of a quality hunt.
- | feel we need to take afew more lion and this proposal is not going to do that.

11. FURBEARER AND BOBCAT HARVEST RECOMMENDATIONS
MOTION to accept as presented by the Division
Passed unanimously

12. GOAT MANAGEMENT PLANS-MT DUTTON AND LA SAL
SUBSTITUTE MOTION to accept the Division's proposal and also to incor poratethe Farm
Bureau'srecommendation to incor porate on Mt Dutton
Passed 7-1
1 Abstention
- The Forest Service supports the plan for Mt Dutton, but is against putting goatsinto the La Sals
at this point based on information from paperwork from the Forest Service.



NORTHEASTERN RAC MEETING SUMMARY
Utah Wildlife Resour ces Office, 318 N Vernal Ave, Vernal
August 1, 2013

RAC MEMBERS PRESENT: UDWR PERSONNEL PRESENT:

Randy Dearth, Sportsmen Jason Robinson, Upland Coordinator

Andrea Merrell, Non consumptive Blair Stringham, Waterfowl Coordinator

John Mathis, Public Official Jordan Nielson, AIS Coordinator

Wayne McAllister, At Large John Shivik, Mammals Coordinator

Mitch Hacking, Agriculture (Acting Chair) Guy Wallace, Wildlife Biologist

Boyde Blackwell, NER Supervisor Dustin Schaible, Wildlife Biologist

Joe Batty, Agriculture Kenny Johnson, Admin Services Sect Chief

Dan Abeyta, Forest Service Derrick Ewell, NER Wildlife Biologist

Carrie Messerly, At Large Randall Thacker, NER Wildlife Biologist

Rod Morrison, Sportsmen Dax Mangus, NER Wildlife Manager

David Gordon, BLM Amy VandeVoort, NER Wildlife Biologist
Gayle Allred, NER Office Manager

RAC MEMBERS EXCUSED: Ron Stewart, NER Conservation Outreach

Beth Hamann, Non consumptive John Owen, NER Law Enforcement

WILDLIFE BOARD MEMBER:
Kirk Woodward

1. WELCOME, RAC INTRODUCTIONS AND RAC PROCEDURE: Mitch Hacking,
Acting Chair

2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA AND MINUTES
3. WILDLIFE BOARD MEETING UPDATE: Boyde Blackwell
4. REGIONAL UPDATE: Boyde Blackwell

Law Enforcement:

Besides checking anglers on the local reservoirs, CO's have been chasing down rumors of
poached mountain goats and dead eagles in the high country. Both were natural causes. The
shuffling of hats has continued. Torrey took aone year position in Salt Lake, Sean has moved to
take the open Lieutenants position, Dan will fill in the investigators position and Randy has
moved into a newly created Sergeants' position.



Habitat

They finished up on amajor fencing project in Willow Creek and have been spending time
monitoring pj removal projects, mostly lop and scatter, in the Book Cliffs. Along with biologists
from other sections they have been planning/walking or riding over areas for more projects this
fall and next year. They were also able to send a biologist or two to some advanced training on
restoration ecology and habitat enhancement.

Wildlife

Pronghorn surveys have started which will be followed by bighorn sheep and black-footed ferret
surveys. The sensitive species crew has been working on bats, yellow-billed cuckoos, and a
prairie dog disease study.

Aquatics

Biologists have finished their early season trend netting surveys and have moved into the High
Uintas working on Colorado cut and amphibian surveys. Along with outreach and law
enforcement, they helped scouts catch fish at the High Uinta Scout Camp. They have aso
started preparations for the second Middle Fork of Sheep Creek treatment. They have surveyed
most of the lakes and lower streams, with just afew upper connecting streams to go they have
found no fish in the upper lakes and only afew fish in areasin the lower streams. Most of those
fish were tiger trout found near Spirit Lake, so they likely came from the summer stocking effort
there. Unfortunately they did find afew brook trout in some heavily braided stream areas so they
will have to concentrate efforts there to get a complete removal.

Outreach

Outreach held the annual Osprey Watch, awatchable wildlife event, intherain at Flaming
Gorge and has been working with Aquatics on their lake surveys, scout camp fishing, and new
signs in between news releases and fishing reports.

5. TURKEY DEPREDATION: Jason Robinson, Upland Coordinator
(INFORMATIONAL)

(see handout)

Questionsfrom RAC:

Rod Morrison: How are the populations doing?

Jason Robinson: Better

Dan Abeyta: Are some regions doing better than others?



Jason Robinson: the Northern Region had to have some removed. 370 were moved to other
places where they won't cause be a nuisance. In other regionsit's not so much of an issue.

Carrie Messerly: What is the transplant success rate?

Jason Robinson: Very high. Pretty much every turkey in the state was transplanted.
Carrie Messerly: So what is the actual success rate?

Jason Robinson: | don't have specific numbers but it's quite high.

Questions from Public:
None

Commentsfrom Public
None

Commentsfrom RAC:
None

6. WATERFOWL GUIDEBOOK AND RULE R657-09: Blair Stringham, Waterfowl
Coordinator (ACTION)

(see handout)

Questions from RAC:

Joe Batty: I'm new. Why is the sand hill crane not addressed as a hunt?

Blair Stringham: We do that in the May meeting with upland game recommendations because we
have to have the dates published in the registrar before the hunt starts.

Mitch Hacking: We did that in our last meeting, Joe.

Questions from Public:
None

Commentsfrom Public:
None



Commentsfrom RAC:
None

MOTION:
Joe Batty motion to approve the Division's recommendation as presented
Carrie Messerly second

Motion passed unanimously

7. R657-66 MILITARY INSTALLATIONSPERMIT PROGRAM : Kenny Johnson,
Administrative Services Section Chief (ACTION)

(see handout)

Allows access to areas for hunting previously closed for military personnel and members of
public at Camp Williams, Hill Air Force Base and Dugway Proving Grounds (mainly for deer,
elk and pronghorn).

Questions from RAC:

John Mathis: Initially there was talk about disabled veteran use. Where are we at on that?

Kenny Johnson: It's part of what they will consider in the initial MOU. They can tell us that they
plan on offering some to disabled veterans.

John Mathis: We should continue to push for this.

Kenny Johnson: Yes

Joe Batty: How much interest has been shown to hunt on these lands?

Kenny Johnson: We talked to the commander at Hill Air Force Base and they're excited and
looking forward to it. Thisis new, so the public might not know but alot of the public who do

know seem interested.

Dan Abeyta: These base commanders, do they have trained staff in biology or big game hunting
management or will this be a close relationship between DWR and base commander?

Kenny Johnson: They have trained staff. It will be ajoint effort but they have atrained staff.

Questions from Public:
None



Commentsfrom Public:
None

Commentsfrom RAC:

Boyde Blackwell: When | was recently in Salt Lake, | began to work with Dugway Proving
Grounds for pronghorn and there was awhole lot of interest for military personnel and retired
personnel. There'salot of land out there that has been off limits for the public and we felt like
this was an excellent opportunity to give the public additional opportunity.

MOTION:

Wayne M cAllister motion to accept the Division'srecommendation as proposed.

Carrie Messerly second

Motion passed unanimously

8. PROPOSED FEE SCHEDULE FY 2015: Kenny Johnson, Administrative Services
Section Chief (ACTION)

(see handout)

Questionsfrom RAC:
None

Questions from Public:
Jared Workman: Why wasn't bear and cougar listed?
Kenny Johnson: We're not proposing to touch them right now. | can get statistics later.

Commentsfrom Public:
None

Commentsfrom RAC:
John Mathis: | think it's appropriate. I'd like to look at the details alittle bit more. Severa areas

in DWR are supporting themselves quite well, others are falling short. We have alittle reservein
the Fish and Game. | understand that we've started to eat into that and the time to start discussing



that is now because it's a slow process to get through. Some areas | can support tonight, some |
can't support tonight. | would like to talk to my constituents before | can blanket support this.

Joe Batty: With the change in administration there are some old tools that have been reinstated to
help with depredation wherein those depredating animals are carrying their share of costs. I'm
really impressed with what's taken place this year.

John Mathis: That's part of the reason I'm holding off.

Mitch Hacking: We've taken baby steps but they've been in the right direction.

MOTION:

Dan Abeyta motion to accept fee schedule change.

David Gordon second

Favor: David Gordon, Rod Morrison, Carrie Messerly, Dan Abeyta, Joe Batty

Opposed: Wayne McAllister, John Mathis, Andrea Merrell, Randy Dearth

Motion passed 5-4.

9. R657-60 AISRULE AMENDMENTS: Jordan Nielson, AlS Coordinator (ACTION)
(see handout)

Questions from RAC:

John Mathis: How long does a quagga mussel live on aboat once they're out of the water?
Jordan Nielson: It changes. Boaters can clean and drain it. During the summer months, dry
condition for seven days should kill quagga. It takes 18 daysin the fall and spring, and 13 days
inwinter. Itisillegal in the State of Utah to transport quagga mussels on any type of conveyance
whether aive or dead, so boaters should inspect and make sure they don't have any. If so, contact
us and we'll decontaminate.

John Mathis: Which other waters?

Jordan Nielson: In Electric Lake, veligers were discovered five years ago but we haven't had
positive sampling yet. If we continue with negative sampling, they will be declassified this year.



In Sand Hollow Reservoir, 2010 found one adult quagga, currently coming back with negative
samples. It's atribute to the boaters who care and are helping take care of the problem. Lake
Powell is sampling positive though.

Carrie Messerly: There are alot of people who don't understand why quaggais a problem. Can
you explain?

Jordan Nielson: If you look at it from Economics: In the state of Utah, we move water through
pipelines and canals. etc. Quagga mussels colonize rapidly on top of each other and reduce the
ability to move water. They aso clog dam structures, etc. 2 million dollarsis spent yearly to
prevent them. If we get them, it will cost 15-16 million to treat them and keep our waters open.
From an Ecologica standpoint: Quagga mussels are filter feeders and eat the zooplankton which
will starve the fish. From an Aesthetics point of view: When the mussels die, they go on
shorelines, They are sharp to walk on, and smelly when they decompose.

Mitch Hacking: How do you keep track of the daysto dry boat?

Jordan Nielson: We've implemented atagging program. As boats |eave waters, they can be
inspected to make sure they're cleaned and drained. Get a date that they have been inspected, so
as they go to another water, the technician can look at the boat and see the information. Red
Fleet, Electric Lake and Sand Hollow are participating very well in that program. Lake Powell is
working on that program but currently they don't have the resources to catch everybody's boat
but we're working on a program.

Questions from Public:
None

Commentsfrom Public:
None

Commentsfrom RAC:

Wayne McAllister: Quaggain Lake Mead is horrendous. It's so ugly you can't believeit.
Monitoring and having people clean their boatsis a challenge.

Jordan Nielson: Boats running down the Colorado River have to decontaminate every time. Any
boats coming up north from Lake Mead are being stopped at the port of entry to make sure
they're not bringing quaggainto the state.

Dan Abeyta: Are the shoulder seasons defined?



Jordan Nielson: Summer: June, July, August. Shoulder season: March, April, May, September,
October, and November

MOTION

Carrie Messerly motion to approve the Division'srecommendation as presented
Wayne M cAllister second

Motion passed unanimously

10. COUGAR RECOMMENDATIONS: John Shivik, Mammals Program Coordinator
(ACTION)

(see handout)

Questions from RAC:

Randy Dearth: Looking at the predator management criteriaslide. Most of us are interested in the
Book Cliffs and the Nine Mile area. Are we saying that we're less than 90% of objective?

John Shivik: It's less than that. It's more like 50% of objective. If it'sfawn surviva that's low, we
target coyotes. If it's adult survival that's low, we target cougars.

Rod Morrison: Has the Book Cliffs ever filled its quota without the harvest objective?
John Shivik: I'm thinking areas. The average is 20. The quota has been 26, so it typically doesn't.

Dax Mangus: In 2009 which isthe last year before we combined, we reached the quota, but that's
the only time that we have since | have data back to 1990.

Carrie Messerly: What kind of handle to you have on population numbers for cougars?

John Shivik: The plan’'s an educated guess of 3000 for the state. Those kinds of numbers are
based on average density and areas. Those aren't really good, and so what we do with large
carnivoresisindices, thingsto indicate whether the population's going up or down. The percent
of females tells you something. Based on research from Idaho, it's the same with bear. If you hit
females hard, you drive the population down. If you're not hitting the females hard, your
population grows better.



Carrie Messerly: And that information is completed post harvest and that data could be
analyzed?

John Shivik: That's another reason we do that in athree-year cycle. What's a percent if you've
harvested five animals? So welll take athree- year block and use that so we're always looking in
the rear view mirror and nudge the system.

Carrie Messerly: There's not away to find actual numbers, 1'm guessing there are some hounds
men who would be willing to take an adult female vs. some people who would not. It depends on
the hunter and lack of research. Thisisall kind of political.

John Shivik: It's not all political but not al biological.. Sociology, weighing deer, with people,
with hounds men who have varying opinions. Everyone has a different opinion. We weigh these
and come out with recommendations. We don't have arigorous way to get populations. We do
want people to know the difference between atom and afemale. We are encouraging that. And
people choose the right thing, then they can keep more femal es and keep the population more
robust. It's more complicated than that but those are the guidelines.

Carrie Messerly: Are we going to wipe out the population of cougars on Nine Mile and the Book
Cliffs?

John Shivik: When something goes under the predator management plan, the goal is to impact
that population. The goal isto have source areas and sink areas, where cougars go to die. Thisis
the balancing of deer, cougar, people, whether or not they're going to be wiped out completely.
Probably not because there are sources areas around it, but the populations are likely to be
impacted in that unit.

Carrie Messerly: So interms of quality of the cougar?

John Shivik: The way the plan was designed, that areais designed to impact the cougar
populations based on what's going on with deer.

Carrie Messerly: On thelist of what impacts deer herd, where is the cougar?

John Shivik: Y ou can have situations where you can kill as many cougars or coyotes or anything,
and you're not going to see any more deer. Y ou can remove cougar and coyotes and you can help
deer herds. The difficulties are, if we see deer really being hit, in terms of pressure, there's
pressure to do something. And if killing a cougar saves one deer, in people's minds, that's
enough. Next cycle, did that deer herd rebound? If the predator management plan didn't work we
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need to rethink it. Right now we're still in the three-year cycle so | can't answer that question. It
will depend on winter weather conditions as well.

Carrie Messerly: How much impact does predation have on a deer herd based on historical data?

John Shivik: It depends on who's historical data. Half the plans show predation helps, half show
it doesn't help. Now that we've got 50% survival it could be a predation issue, maybe not.

Carrie Messerly: When did the deer herd really start to decline?

John Shivik: Statewide, we've been stable for 10 years now, but on any given unit, they're going
up and down.

Carrie Messerly: When did we start seeing a deceleration trend?

Dax Mangus: | have deer population numbers for the last dozen years. The Book Cliffs should be
15,000. It was 6,200 last year. The highest in 2006 was 8,500, or 57% of objective. The largest
drive has been weather conditions. Adult survival are what are concerning us right now. Our
target isto be above 85%. Mortality has occurred in the summer, which is an indication of
predation whereas mortality in winter is more weather. As far as reaching 15,000 deer in the
Book Cliffs, alot of things are going to have to line up. The predator management planis
probably a piece of that.

Carrie Messerly: Of 20% mortality you've had, do any necropsies suggest it's nutritional
deficiencies:?

Dax Mangus: Our people aren't here tonight. The marrow will be red if an animal is nutritionally
stressed, but they still could have been killed by a predator. Our Habitat section is taking the lead
on this due to the paving.

Carrie Messerly: Can you speak on the benefits of predators to a deer herd?

John Shivik: That depends on your perspective. Some of the hard data | can think of is a study
out of Colorado regarding CWD, indicates deer are much more likely to be taken by cougars
than general hunters. In the Lindsay stuff in Utah, cougars tend to take the older animals,
specializing in those things that are on their way out anyway. Those would be potential benefits.
If you have a healthy deer herd an al elseisequal,. If deer arein trouble for other reasons, it
could be counterproductive.
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Randy Dearth: I'm not much of acougar hunter, but | assume sinceit's alimited entry area that
there's a preference point system. If we go to this, will they lose out on their preference points?

John Shivik: People have assured me that they've been saving for years and years. If they were
trying to save for this year, by themselves, they could be impacted, but they could be impacted if
they had 40 permits, or 20 permits, or 10 permits. So the quality of the hunt and whether it's time
to cashin their hunts, is up to them. If it's split but they wanted to hunt it at the same time, they
could hunt it as a harvest objective. It'sareal fine point as far as which way you want to choose,
to make that alimited entry or a harvest objective.

Randy Dearth: So they could use the points elsewhere, but at harvest objective, they could get
one over the counter.

John Shivik: A concern would be, where someone saved up and saved up and then there are no
cougars in three years from now. The decision we make now could make a difference three years
from now.

Questions from Public:

Daniel Davis. Regarding the three- year cycle. Isthere apossibility of harvesting 40 lionsin the
next three years?

John Shivik: Thisisan area, so if nobody hunts Nine Mile and they all go to the Book Cliffs
Bitter Creek, you would remove 40 cougars per year.

Brad Evans: (Local sportsman, outfitter, Utah Hounds man Association): If the division cougar
proposal passes will there be any split unitsin the NE region?

John Shivik: No

Michael Merrill: (Concerned citizen): On the cougar management area slide, is the one on the
right the proposed?

John Shivik: This shows Book Cliffs as split entry, which isincorrect.

Michael Merrill: Only two are limited entry to supply a source. What about the bighorn sheep
areain Daggett County?

Amy VandeVoort: It's a bighorn sheep area, so it's been in a cougar predation management area.
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Michael Merrill : Has it worked?
Dax Mangus: It's pretty close to objective for deer.

Amy VandeVoort: Approximately 6 to 8000 for the North Slope and combined with South Slope
it's 12,000.

Michael Merrill: Isit based on deer percentage?

Dax Mangus: No. The North Slope would not qualify based on deer percentage but because of
bighorn sheep it does.

Michael Merrill: How many kittens do you think you're going to be taking in the Bitter Creek
unit?

Dax Mangus: Legally none.
John, do you know how many kittens you've been taken?
John Owen: No. but if they are taken, we want to know about it.

Aaron Johnson: (Utah Hounds man Association): The regional biologists give you
recommendations on whether it stays limited entry or harvest objective, correct?

John Shivik: Yes
Aaron Johnson: Did they talk to hounds men?

Dax Mangus: Clint Sampson's the biologist in that area. He is not here tonight. | know that he
communicates with hounds men regularly but | don't know if there was aformal meeting.

Aaron Johnson: In the future, is it possible that before these recommendations are made, that
those communications can be done with hounds men, so that we could have avoice and it doesn't
become an issue?

John Shivik: Yes. That's my protocol, when | do furbearer, | sit down with UTA and the hounds
men as well. What I'm finding though isit's hard to communicate with everybody in the entire
state. Even with the Hounds men Association, things weren't getting to my contacts. That's the
reason for these RACstoo, so you have ask your questions and give your input.
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Aaron Johnson: According to the plan, if the Book Cliffs Bitter Creek were to stay a split unit,
that falls completely within the parameters of the plan?

John Shivik: Yes.
Commentsfrom Public:

Brad Evans (Utah Hounds men Association): As members of Utah Hounds men Association, we
would like to help the Division bring deer numbers up in the Book Cliffs Bitter Creek unit. We
agree with cougars proposed to harvest but |eft as a split unit. For the past years 15 tags have
been available. We would like to see an increase of 33%, increase tags to 20, to help reach 40
between the two units. We would like to give sportsmen an opportunity to harvest. We don't like
to have units combined. We would like to amend the Book Cliffs Bitter Creek back to a split
unit.

Aaron Johnson: First: the Hounds man Association in the State of Utah support the local hounds
men and their clubs and what they want to see happen here. We support the Division's proposal.
It closely follows the plan. Going forward ,would like to revisit the plan in the future and make
the plan easier for everyone to follow and understand.

Second: We agree with GPS coordinates.

Third: The volunteer orientation course we would like to be made mandatory . Many people will
only shoot one animal in their life. Making it mandatory makes it possibility that they have a
trophy animal or at least has the knowledge to tell.

Fourth: The best way to harvest amountain lion isalimited entry to make people feel better
about the deer and to provide the best hunting opportunity in the state. There has to be a balance,
and here we're asking to leave the Book Cliffs a split unit, so people can draw to shoot atrophy
animal. The concern is that we can overharvest the Bitter Creek unit and hurt the population. It
happened on a different areain Utah. The houndsmen have followed the process by sending
emails and contacting people. We strongly encourage the RAC to acknowledge that.

Mitch Hacking: Would al the hounds men who have written comment cards raise their hands?
If you're okay with it, we won't have each of you get up and state the same thing over and over
again. Can we say that what has been stated so far represents al of the hounds men and then

well have anyone who has any comments that have not already been addressed come to the
front?

Agreement from hounds men.

Individuals:
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Dennis Ingram: In 95-96 we went to a harvest objective. The split season came the last three
years. We did not wipe out the population of the Book Cliffs. | support letting people hunt and
controlling the harvest by the limit you take, not by limited entry. | support opportunity of
harvest objective. | don't support the lottery system. If those people want to kill atom, they
should train adog. But to make me stay home so they can go, | don't support. | support the
Division's recommendation for harvest objective if that's what they want. I'll support a split unit
if that's what they recommend. | support harvest objective on South Slope. And people haven't
been putting in for years and have six-points or more, because it's been harvest objective until the
last three years.

Steve Mahler: (Sportsman): | support the Hounds man Association

Clay McKeachnie: (Book Cliffs Landowner Association): We support the Division and harvest
objective. Even when this thing was open, we weren't getting the job done. Lion hunting is a
couple decent days a year when the snow's right. The more people you have out there, the more
chance you have to get them. If we had mentioned that this affected the deer herd we'd have had
alot more people here tonight, but just based on a cougar agendaitem, alot of people
overlooked it.

Morgan Birchell: (NE Utah chapter of SCI): | support the Hounds men Association in keeping it
asplit unit.

Kent Fowden: (Utah Trappers Association): I'm here in support of the plan. Every plan has afew
holes that will have to be worked out in the process, but we support plan as proposed. With the
support of hounds men, these holes could befilled in.

Byron Batemen: (President of Sportsmen for Fish and Wildlife-SFW). We support the Division's
recommendation on the Book Cliffs because when we go to deer and elk we're losing our youth
and our opportunity for our youth to have a good deer hunt. Our deer herd was shut down for a
number of years and we don't want to go there again. We got past the Mule Deer Protection Act
which put money toward coyote predation on mule deer and amajor effort was done on the north
part of the Book Cliffs to help predation on mule deer. I'm also a houndsman. If you look in the
guidebook, my pictureis by al the picturesin the guidebook. Also alot of peer-related papers
published on Monroe lion study with sync and source populations. Book Cliffs have 1.4 million
acres of Tribal lands, national monuments, and parks, where no hunting is allowed. When you
take out alion, there's several lions waiting to take their place. There has been along study of
lions on Monroe and Kennecott Copper, so we have alot of information on how we determine
populations. If you read those papers, it'll give you a better understanding of how lionsfill in
populations. Sportsmen for Fish and Wildlife want to see the deer populations come back. We
can't even get deer populations up to 60%. | think the Division has a good plan. Only one year
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have we hit the population objective. We might knock the lions back for afew years, but they
rebound real fast and those females start to breed at 1 1/2 to 2 1/2 years. Let's look at the long-
term benefit for hounds men and sportsmen. If we get the deer herd back, we can increase permit
numbers.

Mitch Hacking: Where do you stand on the hounds man's amendment?

Byron Bateman: We didn't discuss that, but numbers can be tweaked to reach goals. Y ou might
have to increase numbers. those numbers are not to attain 100% success rate. What is the
number?

Boyde Blackwell: It depends on whether it's alimited entry, harvest objective, or predator
management plan. That's why | leave the big bucks to John.

Byron Bateman: That's why we do have that female quotain there, so there are triggersin there
to make sure we don't overharvest, so there are safeguards.

Jared Workman: | support the hounds men proposal. Byron said there are areas where other
cougars can move in but there's not. Unit 21 is a harvest objective where they're wiped out and
other units don't have areas cougars can movein.

Aaron Johnson: We respect SFW's position on this, but lions are hunted by hounds men. Hounds
men are in support of the proposal and numbers going up so more lions are harvested and more
deer will survive. That's what the Division wants. We're merely asking for a split unit to give
hounds men in Utah to havefirst choice. It'll go to a harvest objectivein March and at that time,
that quotais possible to be filled.

Boyde Blackwell: John, define a Split Unit.

John Shivik:

Split Units: Limited entry draw, closesin spring.

Harvest objective, closes in summer or quota achieved. Has resident and non-resident tags. So if
there were 20 tags, there would be 2 nonresident tags. Then once that closes on February 26, then
that unit would open up as a harvest objective unit and anybody can buy a harvest objective tag,
which isgood for any unit in the state.

AndreaMerrell: Do you have any data taken by residents vs. nonresidents? Why do you think no

one's going to hunt on Nine Mile and all cougars will be taken in the Bitter Creek unit. and why
do you think nonresidents will get the tags?
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Daniel Davis. Nine Mile has alot of private property and Bitter Creek has an abundance of
access. The reason we feel nonresidents would step in is because it's open over the counter. for a
harvest objective. That's why we express the concern because it's open to nonresidents, and
outfitters from outside the state with no concern for our backyard.

AndreaMerrell: Thereis no private land in the Book Cliffs?
Very little

Daniel Davis. We're also afraid of people who have disregard for resources just to be the first
one to harvest the trophy male.

Mitch Hacking: Colorado's so closeit's going to be easier access to come over here.

John Shivik: On the Wasatch-Manti we wanted them to hit some of them, but they wanted to hit
on the easily accessible units and we couldn't get people to go where we wanted them to go.
Thisis ascenario we constantly struggle with.

Daniel Davis: We want opportunity. We're not asking anybody to stay home. It would be the
only split season in our region.

Clint McKeachnie: I've heard the Henry Mountains. Is Book Cliffs a cougar Henry Mountains
equivaent?If it is, why isthat good?

Jared Evans: If we had the data available with the Boone and Crockett book, | could assure you
there's not been any Boone and Crockett toms taken off this northern unit in the past five to six
years, where | can say there are Boone and Crockets coming out of the Book Cliffs each year. |
personally have taken some of those toms. On ayearly basis there's at |east one Boone and
Crockett tom taken out of the area.

Aaron Johnson (Hounds men): For me to drive out here in the winter is hard. | do most of my
hunting in the spring and hunt and | believe the Book Cliffsis atrophy cougar unit. | don't want
to kill acougar up north because there's not very many. The Booksis still a pretty good unit .

Dax Mangus: In cougar management, we don't have a designation of premium limited entry, etc.
for lions. The Book Cliffsisalimited entry unit for mule deer. It wasn't that long ago in Apiril
RAC meeting we had alot of sportsmen show up and they recommended this recommendation.
The number one recommendation was the overall number of deer and then buck quality. The
Division changed from split unit to harvest objective. Our recommendation is designed to reduce
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numbers of lions and would reduce the quality of cougars. That is a deliberate recommendation
we made in response to sportsmen concerns and the predator management plan.

Commentsfrom RAC:

Joe Batty: Are any cougars harvested on Tribal land?

Dax Mangus: The Tribe does some hunting on Tribal 1ands but they're a sovereign nation and
they manage their own. It'safairly limited harvest based on Roland Cook. These

recommendations don't apply to Tribal lands.

John Mathis: If you go strictly harvest objective. or split and up the number of tags aren't you
going to be killing the same amount of cougars?

Dax Mangus: There could be debate on that. It 's not going to make a big difference one way or
the other though.

MOTION:

Carriemoveto accept as presented as hounds man recommendation, to maintain a split
unit with 33% increase, and include a mandatory orientation class.

Andrea Merrél: second
Favor: David Gordon, Carrie Messerly

Joe Batty: According to Roberts Rules of Order, there must be a motion moved and seconded,
then adiscussion, then the vote. | would like to know exactly what the motion was. Come spring,
if the numbers haven't been met, they open it back up and then more hunting until the numbers
are met?

John Shivik:

Book Cliffs Predator Management Units

Split Unit Book Cliffs, Bitter Creek, 20 permits for limited entry portion

Nine mile would be under a Harvest Objective unit with afemale sub quota of 20
with atotal harvest quota of 40

MOTION:
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Carrie Messerly motion to accept the Division's proposal as presented, adding the Utah
Houndsmen's Association Book Cliffs recommendation and a mandatory orientation coursefor all
cougar hunters (see attachment)

Approved: David Carrie, Dan Abeyta

Favor: David Gordon, Carrie Messerly, Dan Abeyta, Joe Batty, Wayne M cAllister, Andrea
Merrell, Randy Dearth

Opposed Rod Morrison, John Mathis
Comments:

John Mathis: I'm brand new and | don't seea differenceif it isa split or a harvest
objective. My concern istheresidents have the opportunity. Thereare alot of residents
who don't draw out and maybe they'd like a n opportunity also. Everyone who draws out is
going to hirea hounds man to go.

Mitch Hacking: If you havealimited entry instead of harvest objective, if you draw atag,
therearelesspeoplein thefield and it's more of a quality hunt.

Josh Horrocks: There'sLimited Entry, and Split Entry. Then the Harvest Objectiveislike
the general season, so whoever wants a tag can go and hunt.

Rod Morrison: | feel we need to take a few morelion and this proposal isnot going to do
that.

UTAH HOUNDSMEN ASSOCIATION PROPOSAL

As members of the Utah Houndsmen Association we would like to help the division in achieving
their goal of bringing the deer herd numbers up in the book cliffs bitter creek unit. We also
would like to see the number of cougar tags in the book cliffs bitter creek areaincreased. We
agree with the number of cougars the division wants to harvest, but we would like to see the
book cliffs bitter creek unit left as a split unit. For the past 3 years this unit has had 15 tags
available. We would like to see this number increased by 33 percent, allowing sportsmen 20 tags
for harvesting. By increasing the amount of tags to 20 we feel thiswill help the division reach
their goal of 40 cougars between the two units. The reason we would like this arealeft a split unit
isto give the sportsmen residents of Utah the mgjority of opportunity to harvest these cougars.
We would like the DWR to consider leaving this unit open until the goal of 20 has been reached.
If the division was to open this area to a harvest objective unit we feel the majority of harvesting
would be done by non residents and outfitters from other areas. We are also concerned with the

19



two units being united as one; there is the potential of over harvesting the book cliffs bitter creek
unit in the first couple of years. Thiswould directly affect the quality of hunt for houndsmen for
years to come.

11. FURBEARER AND BOBCAT HARVEST RECOMMENDATIONS: John Shivik,
Mammals Coor dinator

(see handout)

Questions from RAC:
None

Questions from Public:
None

Commentsfrom Public:
Byron Batemen SFW: Support Division's recommendation

Kent Fowden (Utah Trappers Assoc.): We support the program submitted by Fish and Game and
ask the RAC to do the same.

Commentsfrom RAC:

MOTION:

Randy Dearth motion to accept as presented by the Division

Wayne M cAllister second

Passed unanimously

12. GOAT MANAGEMENT PLANS-MT DUTTON AND LA SAL: Guy Wallace, Dustin
Schaible, Wildlife Biologists (ACTION)

see handout

Questions from RAC:
None

Questions from Public:
None

20



Comments from Public:

Byron Bateman (SFW): We commend the Division for taking the lead to bring forth this
transplant on La Sals and on Mt Dutton. A lot of people love to hike and watch mountain goats.
Minimal impacts with grazers and livestock operators. We are willing to work with them if there
are any. Mountain goats are a great success story in this state and we want this to continue. Other
surrounding states have had popul ations diminish. We've been able to maintain and grow deer
elk, mountain goats, etc.

Kent Fowden (Sportsman): Any time we have the opportunity for atransplant and augmentation
it should be applauded. | support this 100%.

Garrick Hall (Utah Farm Bureau): We are aways concerned with mountain goats and conflict
with domestic livestock. We hope there are no conflicts but history has shown this can exist.
Southern RAC recommended a mountain goat committee be formed to watch the goats. | would
recommend that something similar be recommended by this RAC to watch that popul ation of
mountain goats, to make sure they stay in the area they're supposed to be in so we don't have the
conflicts with sheep and cattle. We're not opposed to them being in there as long as they stay in
those parameters. We've had problems with a population that was supposed to be a certain size
and then they got out of control.

Mitch Hacking: Whao'd put this committee together?

Boyde Blackwell: If it's like the bison committee, it would be the Division and they would pull
together, landowners and sportsmen. That's what they've done in the past, to go over concerns
annually to try to make sure they are addressed. They recommend things that need to be done.

Garrick Hall: Yes. A group to look at this yearly and make sure we keep that population within
the parameters that are adequate. Our fear isif we get too many animals, they will move down
the mountain.

John Mathis: How does that committee work on the Henries? Has it been effective at all?
Garrick Hall: | don't cover that at al. It's not my area. I've heard it's effective.

Byron Bateman: I'm on that committee. | believe in multiple use. Actually the bison committeeis
down there right now. Today we're doing our flights to track the population and fly until we've
found them to verify the counts. We work hand in hand with permittees on the mountains. It'sa

good working relationship between different users for the resource. We would totally welcome
something like that in this situation. Some goats will be radio-collared of some sort, so if thereis
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aproblem we can locate the animal and take care of it. Any time we can work together with
different committees it's a great opportunity to learn and cooperate.

Mitch Hacking: Without these committees, as an agricultural person, you have problems. With
these committees you get problems solved.

Byron Bateman: They do.

Dave Olsen (comment card sent in earlier: representing himself): He'sin favor of the military
installation permits (which was already voted on). He's also in favor on the mountain goat
proposal because it will provide a great new resource for public recreation and is awestern icon.
Dave hasreviewed the management plan. Supports it and hopes the Division will as well.

Joe Batty: How many dollars per animal will they spend to collar, monitor, and transplant?
Randall Thacker: About $1,000 per animal for capture and radio collar. Transplant is not too
expensive. Follow-up flights are about $200 per hour and five or six hours once a month for a

total of about $35,000, al of which was going to come for Conservation Permit money.

Byron Bateman: We put up the money to cover it. Sportsmen for Fish and wildlife. The money is
donated back to be used for this transplant.

Commentsfrom RAC:
None

MOTION:

Wayne M cAllister to approve astwo separate unitson LaSal and Mt Dutton
Carrie Messerly second

SUBSTITUTE MOTION:

John Mathis: | would like also to incor porate the Farm Bureau's recommendation
toincorporate on Mt Dutton Joe Batty

Favor:

Abstain David Gordon
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Opposed Dan Abeyta. Forest Service supportsthe plan for Mt Dutton, but isagainst
putting goatsinto the La Sals at this point based on information from paperwork from the
Forest Service.

Del Brady (Former Wildlife Board Chairman): It should have been divided into two motions so
Dan's concerns could have been addressed separately.

Meeting adjourned 10:15 pm

NER RAC Chairman nominations:

Mitch Hacking: | would liketo nominate Wayne M cAllister

Wayne M cAllister: | would accept the nomination

Andrea Merrell second

Randy Dearth: Soundslike Joe Batty knows Roberts Rule of Order. | nominate him.
Joe Batty: | respectfully decline

Mitch Hacking: Nominations cease?

Randy Dearth: Second

Wayne McAllister elected as RAC chair

Passed unanimously

NER RAC Vice-chair nominations:

Randy Dearth: | would like to nominate Carrie Messerly as Vice-chair
Mitch Hacking second

Carrie Messerly: | would accept that

Passed unanimously
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Summer BBQ:

NER RAC Social will be held:

Sept 10, 2013 Tuesday

at 6:00 or 6:30

at Randy Dearth's backyard
1999 W 2500 N

Vernal UT

RAC dismissed 10:30 pm
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Central Region Advisory Council
Springville Public Library
45 S Main Street, Springville
August 6, 2013 « 6:30 p.m.

Motion Summary

Approval of Agenda and Minutes
MOTION: To accept the agenda and minutes as written
Passed unanimously

Waterfowl Guidebook and Rule R657-09
MOTION: To support the Division’s proposal as presented
Passed unanimously

Military Installations Permit Program R657-66
MOTION: To support the recommendation as presented
Passed unanimously

Proposed Fee Schedule FY 2015
MOTION: To support the recommendations as presented
Passed unanimously

R657-60 Al S Rule Amendments
MOTION: To support the recommendations as proposed
Passed unanimously

Cougar Recommendations
MOTION: To change the Manti units back to limited entry (Northeast Manti, Northwest Manti,
Southeast Manti)
Passed 7to 1
MOTION: To require GPS coordinates for harvested cougars and make the cougar orientation course
mandatory
Passed unanimously
MOTON: To support the balance of the recommendations as presented
Passed unanimously
MOTION: To state an interest in seeing the plan in future years be on a deer unit basis
Motion dies for lack of second

Furbearer and Bobcat Harvest Recommendations
MOTION: To support the Division’s recommendations as presented
Passed unanimously

Goat M anagement Plans—Mt. Dutton and L a Sal

MOTION: To support the goat management plan for the La Sal
Passed 6 to 2, 1 abstention

MOTION: To support the goat management plan for Mt. Dutton
Passed 7 in favor, 1 abstention

R657-52 Brine Shrimp Rule Amendments
MOTION: To support the recommendations as presented
Passed unanimously




Northern Regional Advisory Council Meeting Motions
Wednesday Aug 7, 2013
Brigham City Community Center

Meeting Begins: 6 p.m.
Approval of the Agenda

Motion: Move to approve the agenda.
Motion Passes: Unanimous

Review and Acceptance of May 15, 2013 Minutes
Motion: Approve the minutes of the May 15, 2013 meeting.
Motion Passes: Unanimous

Waterfowl Guidebook and Rule R657-09

Motion: Recommend the Wildlife Board accept the Waterfowl Guidebook and rule R657-09 as presented
with the youth hunt starting 9-21-13.

Motion Passes: Unanimous

R657-66 Military Installations Permit Program

Motion: Recommend the Wildlife Board approved R657-66 Military Installations Permit Program as
presented with the suggestion to explore additional hunting opportunities on Military Installations.
Motion Passes: For: 10 Abstain: 1, Lawrence

Proposed Fee Schedule FY 2015
Motion: Recommend the Wildlife Board approve the proposed fee schedule FY 2015 as presented.
Motion Passes: Unanimous

R657-60 AIS Rule Amendments
Motion: Recommend the Wildlife Board approve R657-60 AlS Rule Amendments as presented.
Motion Passes: Unanimous

Cougar Recommendations

Motion: Recommend the Wildlife Board adopt the Cougar recommendations as presented
with the DWR working to alleviate depredation on livestock

Motion Passes: For: 10 Against: 1, Hicks

Furbearer and Bobcat Harvest Recommendations

Motion: Recommend the Wildlife Board approve the Furbearer and Bobcat Harvest Recommendations as
presented.

Motion Passes: Unanimous

Goat Management Plan-Mt Dutton and La Sal

Motion: Recommend the Wildlife Board approve the Mt Dutton Mountain Goat Management as
presented

Motion Passes: Unanimous

Motion: Recommend the Wildlife Board approve the La Sal Mountain Goat Management Plan as
presented.
Motion Passes: For: 9 Against: 2, Cowley and Purdy



R657-52 Brine Shrimp Rule Amendment

Motion: - Recommend the Wildlife Board approve R657-52 Brine Shrimp Rule Amendments as
presented.

Motion Passes: Unanimous

Election of RAC Chair and Vice Chair

Motion: Suspend the rules and re-elect the current chair and vice chair for an additiona term of two
years.

Motion Passes: Unanimous

Meeting Adjournment
Motion- Move we adjourn.
Motion Passes: Acclamation by RAC Chair

Meeting Ends:11:30 p.m.
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Dear Director Sheehan and Wildlife Board Members,

In accordance with Rule R657-55, an audit of the Convention Permit
series program has been conducted. This audit is attached for your
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Internal Audit of the 2013 Convention Permit Program

Dated August 5, 2013

Background

In accordance with R657-55, an annual audit of the convention permit program has been
conducted in 2013. This audit was not performed using generally accepted auditing standards,
but is an internal audit designed by the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources Administrative
Services Section. Our report focuses on verifying that the drawing processes used were proper
and fair for the permits that were issued. Additionally, we reviewed data regarding number of
applicants, success rates and other efforts related to the drawing procedures issuance of the
permits. New this year is the amendment accounting for the use of application funds on division
approved projects, this is the first year of this requirement and is included in this audit.

Overview

The contract for the wildlife convention permits was awarded to the Mule Deer
Foundation in 2010. The award was for a five year contract period that runs from 2012 through
2016. This report covers 2013, but does have some comparative data from the initial convention
contract period of 2007 through 2012.

This report refers to the contract and event as the “Convention”, but the Mule Deer
Foundation and the co-sponsor, Sportsman for Fish and Wildlife, refer to this event as the “Hunt
Expo.”

Findings and Recommendations

This audit was performed by the Division of Wildlife Resources to provide information to
the Utah Wildlife Board in order to help make an assessment of program compliance and other
general information about the 2013 convention. The Division has closely monitored the
processes of data collection and input, securing of personal and confidential data received, and
performance of the actual computer drawing. Additionally, the Division has performed
eligibility checks of successful applicants, and alternates that may have been assigned a permit.
Applicants that do not have a valid hunting permit at the conclusion of the convention
application period are removed from consideration for permits. This audit verified the amended
use of application revenue, and that the Division did receive the related permit funds in full from
each successful applicant before issuance of the permit.

Information gathered herein is intended to assist the Division and the Wildlife Board as
they ensure contract compliance and allocate permits for the 2014 convention.



Review of handling of personal and sensitive data

The division considers the handling of personal data and information a top priority.
Because the contractor conducting the draw is allowed to access DWR data for populating the
hunt applications we have required adherence to protocols that will safeguard that data.

The contractor has two process components regarding sensitive and confidential data from
the applicants. For these purposes sensitive and confidential data is defined as social security
number, drivers license information, height, weight, gender, hair/eye color.

First, is the handling of sensitive information given by applicants at the convention to
apply for the drawing. This is done on a paper form completed by the applicant. Once
completed and submitted these forms are cross-shredded on site. No paper applications are
retained by the contractor.

Second, is the handling of electronic data that is used in the electronic application process.
Sensitive data is used by the application for customer lookups into the Division database. This
data transmission is through a secure socket layer using 128 bit encryption. Once the customer
information is retrieved no sensitive information is stored on the contractor database.

No compliance issues were identified by the Division.

Review of the drawing process

Division of Wildlife personnel go through an extensive review of the draw processes used
by GraySky Technologies, the drawing contractor selected to conduct the convention permit
drawing. The Division is represented by Greg Evans and Kirk Poulsen of the Utah Department of
Technology Services, who reviewed the following:

1) The process of the draw is reviewed for its soundness.

2) The database structure is reviewed to make sure that a customer can’t flood a certain hunt by
making multiple entries for that hunt.

3) A review of the code is conducted to make sure that there is no chance that a seeded record
could exist in the database prior to the assignment of random numbers. This is done to
ensure that the result table is empty and no records can be inserted independently of the
drawing code. This ensures that a record with an abnormally low random number isn’t
placed in the table thereby guaranteeing a permit to that record.

4) The code is reviewed to ensure that all records are treated equally in the process that assigns
random numbers to the entries. Care is given to make sure that when the random numbers
are being assigned no records are identified to get a number other than a random number
which is generated by the system. In 2012 the Division requested a change in the handling of
duplicate random numbers. Although the likelihood of two people being assigned the same
random number is extremely remote it was felt that if a duplication occurred it was best to
add one to the second duplicate number rather than reassign a new random number, thereby



maintaining as closely as possible that parties position in the draw. This process occurred
again in 2013.

5) The code is then reviewed for inserts that may occur after the drawing to make sure that a
winning record is not placed in the result table after the assignment of random numbers takes
place.

This was an exhaustive and thorough review, no compliance issues were identified by the
Division.

Conducting the Draw

The actual drawing is conducted at Division Offices in Salt Lake City. Attendees that are
present at the drawing are required to sign a login sheet as shown on Attachment 2. The public
are invited to attend the drawing and at least one individual that was unrelated to the Division or
contractors did attend. The draw is then conducted by GraySky Technologies whereupon the
following occurs:

1) An impromptu passphrase “Greg loves Hillside” was given to the GraySky representative
and was witnessed written into the code prior to beginning the draw process. Later this same
passphrase was verified to display on the result page to ensure the code reviewed by the
Division was the actual code used during the draw.

2) The draw was then run assigning random numbers to applicants hunt choice entries and then
sorted in descending order.

3) The results of the draw were printed and immediately given to a Division representative to
ensure that there were no edits to the results table.

4) This list was then given to the Division Law Enforcement and Licensing sections to validate
eligibility before any results were posted.

5) Any applicants selected through the draw that receive multiple permits for the same species
are contacted by the Division and asked to select their preferred hunt choice. The unclaimed
permits are issued to alternates.

The passphrase was witnessed being added to the code, and the same passphrase
verified at the conclusion of the draw. Results were instantly printed and the process to
validate began immediately.

No compliance issues were identified by the Division.

Note about Random Drawings

In any truly random drawing there always seems to be a few “lucky” individuals.
Statistically when randomness is discussed it is always possible to view the final result and pick
out certain trends, especially with few historical data sets to observe. The key to these trends is
that they cannot be predicted prior to the event or drawing. This is the very essence of
randomness. Random is not an assurance that an event will be spread evenly across a
population, or distributed equally among participants. There were not any abnormalities
observed in the 2013 drawing, whether random or otherwise.



Draw Related Information

The Division reviewed data from the convention regarding application numbers and
success rates of the convention. Applicant numbers verified that at least 10,000 individual were
attending the convention each year as was established as a basis for applying for the permit
series. The reported number of attendees at the 2013 convention was approximately 30,000 with
more than 10,000 being formally registered for activities.

No compliance issues were identified by the Division.

Applicant data for vears 2007-2013 is as follows:

Average
Year Applicants Applications G«;O;g See::g:e Applg:g:nons
Applicant
2007 10,527 205,462 $ 1,027,310 19.52
2008 8,745 138,988 $ 694,940 16.89
2009 9,827 168,123 $ 845,970 17.04
2010 9,700 165,866 $ 847,285 17.10
2011 12,154 196,360 $ 981,800 16.16
2012 13,388 207,870 $ 1,039,350 15.53
2013 14,043 197,312 $986,560 14.05
Informational Applicant Demographics by State
State Applicants State Applicants
Alabama 1 New Jersey 1
Arkansas 1 New Mexico 7
Arizona 39 New York 2
Arkansas 18 North Dakota 3
California 110 Ohio 1
Colorado 126 QOklahoma 3
Connecticut 1 Oregon 23
Florida 1 Pennsylvania 2
Georgia 5 South Carolina 3
idaho 204 South Dakota 9
lllinois 3 Texas 13
Massachusetts 1 Utah 13,040
Maryland 1 Washington 32
Michigan 2 Washington, D.C. 2
Minnesota 4 Wisconsin 2
Missouri 3 Wyoming 205
Montana 70 Non-USA 8
Nevada 9N VA 1
Nebraska 5 Total 14303




Resident versus Nonresident Success

Data was reviewed comparing the number of resident applicants versus the nonresident
applicants. The detailed data is shown on Attachment 6, but to summarize, in the 2013
application period 87.7% of the applications for the 200 permit series were residents and 88% of
the permits drawn were awarded to residents, and 12% to nonresidents. The numbers are similar
for the cumulative six years of the convention with 83.3% residents applying and 84.8% of
successful applicants being residents.

Other data related to draw success by hunt number and numbers of permits issued by
species are attached to this report. These findings are consistent and in line with previous
comparisons.

Historical Comparison of Convention Permit Applications and Success Rates

Average 2007-2012 2013
Total Resident Applications 152,571 173,192
Total Nonresident Applications 29,131 24,120
181,702 197,312
Percent of Resident Applications 83.97% 87.78%
Percent of Nonresident Applications 16.03% 12.22%
100% 100%
Permits Issued to Residents 171 176
Permits Issued to Nonresidents 29 24
200 200
Percent of Permits Resident 85.64% 88.00%
Percent of Permits Nonresident 14.36% 12.00%
100% 100%

License Sales

The Division requires that anyone applying for a permit at the Hunt Expo must have a
valid hunting or combination license at the time of application. To ensure this compliance the
programming will not allow applicants to apply without a valid license in the system. For the
Hunt Expo in 2013 there were 1,036 combination and hunting licenses sold on site. The
resulting license revenue generated was $40,120.00. The entirety of these funds are owed to the
division with the same reporting stipulations as other third party license vendors; the invoice was
paid in full promptly.

There were no compliance issues with license sales, reporting, or payment.



Application Revenue Amendment

In October of 2012 the Division of Wildlife, Mule Deer Foundation and their partner
Sportsmen for Fish and Wildlife, amended the contract to more clearly account for application
revenue. It was agreed that the party awarded the Convention contract retain the same draw
administration fee that is provided to the division’s current big game draw contractor. The
approved application fee based on the 2012 big game drawing was $3.12 per application. The
amendment provides for this portion to be used for administrative costs incurred by the
Convention contractor. The remaining $1.88 shall be used for division approved projects within
2 years of receipt.

In 2013 the Convention draw processed 197,312 applications, generating $986,560 in
gross application revenue. The retained portion allowable under the amendment for
administrative expenses was $615,613.44; the remaining $1.88 per application dedicated to
division approved projects totaled $370,946.56. These fund balances were clearly identifiable,
verified, and held separate from other funds in federally insured bank accounts per the
amendment. No compliance issues were identified by the Division.

Of note, this being the first of 2 years to expend project revenue, the progress on beneficial
projects has begun in earnest. The division has approved 3 projects, one of which was complete
awaiting invoices, and 3 additional projects are in the planning stages. More detail can be found
in attachment 5.

Draw Probability Statistics

The Convention offers a limited number of permits annually and attracts exponentially
more applicants who compete for them through the draw process. It should be noted that this
dynamic implies a statistically low probability of obtaining a permit. While the draw odds are
not a controllable variable or concern of the division, we want to acknowledge the expediency
with which this information is made available to the public. The convention contractor publishes
these statistics annually on their website prior to the next year application period; more detail can
be found in this review in attachment 6.

Conclusions

This audit was expanded slightly from last year. It retains findings related to processes
involved in the handling of applications and data. We believe that with the procedures set in
place by MDF, SFW, and GraySky, that the data was properly secured at the convention, and the
drawing was conducted in a fair, transparent, and consistent manner.

New for 2013 is the amendment authorizing the convention contractor to retain a portion
of application revenue for administrative purposes, and to expend a portion on specific division
approved projects. These funds were verified and accounted for in the prescribed manner, kept
separate from other account funds in federally insured bank accounts, and utilized to plan for and
complete division approved projects.

The Division will perform another audit of the 2014 convention and will provide a report
including any findings to the Utah Wildlife Board.



We would like to thank the Mule Deer Foundation and Sportsmen for Fish and Wildlife
for their time, prompt response and their willingness to provide the information requested for the
preparation of the audit. Their information was clearly presented and very much appreciated. If
there are questions regarding this report, please contact me at 801-538-7437.

Kenneth Johnson
Administrative Services Chief
Utah Division of Wildlife Resources

CC:  QGregory Sheehan, Director
Jake Albrecht, Board Chair
Bill Fenimore, Board Vice Chair
Utah Wildlife Board Members
Miles Moretti, Mule Deer Foundation
Byron Bateman, Sportsmen for Fish and Wildlife

ATCH:

1. Current Convention Rule R647-55

2. Attendance log at the computer drawing for permits
3. Convention Permit Application form — Paper

4. Approved projects list

5. Application success rates by hunt

6. Listing of specific permits issued by species
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R657-55-1. Purpose and Authority.

(1) Under the authority of Sections 23-14-18 and 23-14-19 of the Utah Code, this rule provides the standards
and requirements for issuing wildlife convention permits.

(2) wildlife convention permits are authorized by the Wildlife Board and issued by the division to a
qualified conservation organization for purposes of generating revenue to fund wildlife conservation activities
and attracting a regional or national wildlife convention to Utah.

(3) The selected conservation organization will conduct a random drawing at a convention held in Utah to
distribute the opportunity to receive wildlife convention permits.

(4) This rule is intended as authorization to issue one series of wildlife convention permits per year
beginning in 2012 through 2016 to one qualified conservation organization.

R657-55~2. Definitions.

(1) Terms used in this rule are defined in Section 23-13-2.

(2) In addition:

(a) "Conservation organization" means a nonprofit chartered institution, corporation, foundation, or
association founded for the purpose of promoting wildlife conservation.

(b) "Special nonresident convention permit" means one wildlife convention permit for each once-in-a-
lifetime species that is only available to a nonresident hunter legally eligible to hunt in Utah.

(c) "Wildlife Convention" means a multi-day event held within the state of Utah that is sponsored by
multiple wildlife conservation organizations as their national or regional convention or event that is open to
the general public and designed to draw nationwide attendance of more than 10,000 individuals. The wildlife
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convention may include wildlife conservation fund raising activities, outdoor exhibits, retail marketing of
outdoor products and services, public awareness programs, and other similar activities.

(d) "Wildlife Convention Audit" means an annual review by the division of the conservation organization's
processes used to handle applications for convention permits and conduct the drawing, and the protocols
associated with collecting and using client data.

(e) "Wildlife Convention Permit" means a permit which:

(1) is authorized by the Wildlife Board to be issued to successful applicants through a drawing or random
selection process conducted at a Utah wildlife convention; and

(ii) allows the permittee to hunt for the designated species on the designated unit during the respective
season for each species as authorized by the Wildlife Board.

(f) "Wildlife Convention Permit series” means a single package of permits to be determined by the Wildlife
Board for:

(i) deer;

(ii) elk;

(iii) pronghorn;

(iv) moose;

(v) bison;

(vi) rocky mountain goat;
(vii) desert bighorn sheep;
(viii) rocky mountain bighorn sheep;
(ix) wild turkey;

(x) cougar; or

(xi) black bear.

(g) "Secured Opportunity” means the opportunity to participate in a specified hunt that is secured by an
eligible applicant through the drawing process.

(h) "Successful Applicant” means an individual selected to receive a wildlife convention permit through the
drawing process.

R657-55-3. Wildlife Convention Permit Allocation.

(1) The Wildlife Board may allocate wildlife convention permits by May 1 of the year preceding the wildlife
convention.

(2) wildlife convention permits shall be issued as a single series to one conservation organization.

(3) The number of wildlife convention permits authorized by the Wildlife Board shall be based on:

(a) the species population trend, size, and distribution to protect the long-term health of the population;
(b) the hunting and viewing opportunity for the general public, both short and long term; and

(c) a percentage of the permits available to nonresidents in the annual big game drawings matched by a
proportionate number of resident permits.

(4) wildlife convention permits, including special nonresident convention permits, shall not exceed 200
total permits.

(5) Wildlife convention permits designated for the convention each year shall be deducted from the number
of public drawing permits.

R657-55-4. Obtaining Authority to Distribute Wildlife Convention Permit Series.

(1) The wildlife convention permit series is issued for a period of five years as provided in Section R657-55-
1(4).

(2) The wildlife convention permit series is available to eligible conservation organizations for distribution
through a drawing or other random selection process held at a wildlife convention in Utah open to the public.

(3) Conservation organizations may apply for the wildlife convention permit series by sending an application
to the division between August 1 and September 1, 2010.

(4) Each application must include:
(a) the name, address and telephone number of the conservation organization;
(b) a description of the conservation organization's mission statement;

(c) the name of the president or other individual responsible for the administrative operations of the
conservation organization; and

(d) a detailed business plan describing how the wildlife convention will take place and how the wildlife
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convention permit drawing procedures will be carried out.
(5) An incomplete or incorrect application may be rejected.

(6) The division shall recommend to the Wildlife Board which conservation organization may receive the
wildlife convention permit series based on:

(a) the business plan for the convention and drawing procedures contained in the application; and

(b) the conservation organization's, including its constituent entities, ability, including past performance in
marketing conservation permits under Rule R657-41, to effectively plan and complete the wildlife convention.

(7) The Wildlife Board shall make the final assignment of the wildlife convention permit series based on the:
(a) division's recommendation;

(b) applicant conservation organization's commitment to use convention permit handling fee revenue to
benefit protected wildlife in Utah;

(c) historical contribution of the applicant conservation organization, including its constituent entities, to
the conservation of wildlife in Utah; and

(d) previous performance of the applicant conservation organization, including its constituent entities.
(8) The conservation organization receiving the wildlife convention permit series must:

(a) require each wildlife convention permit applicant to verify they possess a current Utah hunting or
combination license before allowing them to apply for a convention permit;

(b) select successful applicants for the wildlife convention permits by drawing or other random selection
process in accordance with law, provisions of this rule, proclamation, and order of the Wildlife Board;

(c) allow applicants to apply for the wildlife convention permits without purchasing admission to the
wildlife convention;

(d) notify the division of the successful applicant of each wildlife convention permit within 10 days of the
applicant's selection;

(e) maintain records demonstrating that the drawing was conducted fairly; and
(f) submit to an annual wildlife convention audit by a division-appointed auditor.

(9) The division shall issue the appropriate wildlife convention permit to the designated successful applicant
after:

(a) completion of the random selection process;
(b) verification of the recipient being found eligible for the permit; and
(c) payment of the appropriate permit fee is received by the division.

(10) The division and the conservation organization receiving the wildlife convention permit series shall
enter into a contract, including the provisions outlined in this rule.

(11) If the conservation organization awarded the wildlife convention permit series withdraws before the end
of the 5 year period, any remaining co-participants with the conservation organization may be given an
opportunity to assume the contract and to distribute the convention permit series consistent with the contract
and this rule for the remaining years left in the 5 year period, provided:

(a) The original contracted conservation organization submits a certified letter to the division identifying
that it will no longer be participating in the convention.

(b) The partner or successor conservation organization files an application with the division as provided in
subsection 4 for the remaining period.

(¢) The successor conservation organization submits its application request at least 60 days prior to the next
scheduled convention so that the wildlife board can evaluate the request under the criteria in this section.

(d) The Wildlife Board authorizes the successor conservation organization to assume the contract and
complete the balance of the 5 year convention permit period.

(12) The division may suspend or terminate the conservation organization's authority to distribute wildlife
canvention permits at any time during the five year award term for:

(a) violating any of the requirements set forth in this rule or the contract; or

(b) failing to bring or organize a wildlife convention in Utah, as described in the business plan under R657-
55-4(4)(d), in any given year.
R657-55-5. Hunter Application Procedures.

(1) Any hunter legally eligible to hunt in Utah may apply for a wildlife convention permit except that only a
nonresident of Utah may apply for a special nonresident convention permit.

(2) Any handling fee assessed by the conservation organization to process applications shall not exceed $5
per application submitted at the convention.

(3)(a) Except as provided in Subsection (3)(b), applicants must validate their application in person at the

www.rules.utah.govipublicat/code/r657/r657-055.htm
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wildlife convention to be eligible to participate in the random drawing process, for wildlife convention
permits, and no person may submit an application in behalf of another.

(b) An applicant that is a member of the United States Armed Forces and unable to attend the wildlife
convention as a result of being deployed or mobilized in the interest of national defense or a national
emergency is not required to validate their application in person; provided convention administrators are
furnished a copy of the written deployment or mobilization orders and the orders identify:

(i) the branch of the United States Armed forces from which the applicant is deployed or mobilized;
(ii) the location where the applicant is deployed or mobilized;

(iii) the date the applicant is required to report to duty; and

(iv) the nature and length of the applicant's deployment or mobilization.

(c) The conservation organization shall maintain a record, including copies of military orders, of all
applicants that are not required to validate their applications in person pursuant to Subsection (3)(b), and
submit to a Division audit of these records as part of its annual audit under R657-55-4(8)(f).

(4) Applicants may apply for each individual hunt for which they are eligible.

(5) Applicants may apply only once for each hunt, regardless of the number of permits for that hunt.

(6) Applicants must submit an application for each desired hunt.

(7) Applicants must possess a current Utah hunting or combination license in order to apply for a permit.

(8) The conservation organization shall advertise, accept, and process applications for wildlife convention
permits and conduct the drawing in compliance with this rule and all other applicable laws.

R657-55-6. Drawing Procedures.

(1) A random drawing or selection process must be conducted for each wildlife convention permit.
(2) No preference or bonus points shall be awarded in the drawings.

(3) Waiting periods do not apply, except any person who obtains a wildlife convention permit for a once-in-
a-lifetime species is subject to the once-in-a-lifetime restrictions applicable to obtaining a subsequent permit
for the same species through a division application and drawing process, as provided in Rule R657-5 and the
proclamation of the Wildlife Board for taking big game.

(4) No predetermined quotas or restrictions shall be imposed in the application or selection process for
wildlife convention permits between resident and nonresident applicants, except that special nonresident
convention permits may only be awarded to a nonresident of Utah.

(5) Drawings will be conducted within five days of the close of the convention.
(6) Applicants do not have to be present at the drawing to be awarded a wildlife convention permit.

(7) The conservation organization shall identify all eligible alternates for each wildlife convention permit
and provide the division with a finalized list. This list will be maintained by the conservation organization
until all permits are issued.

(8) The division shall contact successful applicants by phone or mail, and the conservation organization
shall post the name of all successful applicants on a designated website.

R657-55-7. Issuance of Permits.

(1) The division shall provide a wildlife convention permit to the successful applicant as designated by the
conservation organization.

(2) The division must provide a wildlife convention permit to each successful applicant, except as otherwise
provided in this rule.

(3) The division shall provide each successful applicant a letter indicating the permit secured in the
drawing, the appropriate fee owed the division, and the date the fee is due.

(4) Successful applicants must provide the permit fee payment in full to the division and will be issued the
designated wildlife convention permit upon receipt of the appropriate permit fee and providing proof they
possess a current Utah hunting or combination license.

(5) Residents will pay resident permit fees and nonresidents will pay nonresident permit fees.

(6) Applicants are eligible to obtain only one permit per species, except as provided in Rule R657-5, but no
restrictions apply on obtaining permits for multiple species.

(7) In an applicant is selected for more than one convention permit for the same species, the Division will
contact the applicant to determine which permit the applicant selects.

(a) The applicant must select the permit of choice within five days of receiving notification.

(b) If the Division is unable to contact the applicant within 5 days, the Division will issue to the applicant
the permit with the most difficult drawings odds based on drawing results from the Division's Big Game
drawing for the preceding year.

waww.rules.utah.govipublicat/code/r657/r657-055.htm
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() Permits not issued to the applicant will go fo the next person on the alternate drawing list for that
permit.

{8) Any suceessful applicant who fails to satisfy the following requirements will be ineligible to receive the
wildlife convention permit and the next drawing alternate for that permit will be selected.

{a) The applicant fails to return the appropriate permit fee in full by the date provided in Subsection (3) or

{(b) The applicant did not possess a valid Utah hunting or combination license at the time the convention
permit application was submitted and the permit received.

R657-55-8. Surrender or Transfer of Wildlife Convention Permits.

{1)(a) If a person selected to receive a wildlife convention permit is also successful in obtaining a Utah
limited entry permit for the same species in the same year or obtaining a general permit for a male animal of
the same species in the same year, that person cannot possess both permits and must seleet the permit of
choice.

(b) In the event the secured opportunity is willingly surrendered before the permit is issued, the next eligible
applicant on the alternate drawing list will be selected to receive the secured opportunity.

{c} In the event the wildlife convention permit is surrendered, the next eligible applicant on the alternate
drawing list for that permit will be selected {o receive the permit, and the permit fee may be refunded, as
provided in Sections 23-19-38, 23-19-38.2, and R657-42-5.

{2) A person selected by a conservation organization to receive a wildlife convention permit, may not sell or
transfer the permit, or any rights thereunder to another person in accordance with Section 23-19-1.

{3) If a person is successful in obtaining a wildlife convention permit but is legally ineligible to hunt in Utah
the next eligible applicant on the alternate drawing list for that permit will be selected to receive the permit.

R657-55-9. Using a Wildlife Convention Permit.

(1) A wildlife convention permit allows the recipient to:

{a) take only the species for which the permit is issued;

{b) take only the species and sex printed on the permit; and

{c) take the species only in the area and during the season specified on the permit.

{2) The recipient of a wildlife convention permit is subject to all of the provisions of Title 23, Wildlife
Resources Code, and the rules and proclamations of the Wildlife Board for taking and pursuing wildlife.

KEY
wildlife, wildlife permits

Date of Enactment or Last Substantive Amendment
February 7, 2011

Notice of Continuation

May 26, 2010

Aunthorizing, Implemented, or Interpreted Law

23-14-18; 23-14-19

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION
CONTACT
For questions regarding the content or application of rules under Title R657, please contact the promulgating agency (Naturai Resources,

Wildlife Resources). A list of agencies with links o their homepages is available at hitp/iwww.utah.govigovernmentfagencylist himi or from
hitp-fwwwrules.utah.govicontaclagencycontacts. hitm

www.rules.utah.govipublicat/codelr6574657-055.him
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On Tuesday February 26% 2013 the electronic random drawing for the 200 convention
permits will take place at the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources located at 1594 West
North Temple, Salt Lake City, Utah. These permits were awarded to the Western Hunting &
Conservation Expo by the Utah Wildlife Board.

The following are witnesses of the drawing and were present during the entire process.
Once the winners have been drawn all names will be given Law Enforcement for the DWR.
The names will be checked for any compact violations and will be deemed eligible by the
DWR and notified by mail.

Start Time_ \0 - 24 am
End Time \0' Zﬂ\ AN .

Print Name
o ZAazepan)
4 /// A ////}/’7%/‘717/
Py bo oo/l e
Mo Rdosson - KL\ 2-3613
Wiles 7y re t 2270 Z200 2263
3ill_Phter Gl L1 2-20-(3
ng . Ty Maon Mj; 2 (fUL\ 22173

1/{/}4\ /\)udﬁwx

2013 Western Hunting & Conservation Expo
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2013 Western Hunting & Conservation Expo
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ALL APPLICANTS must have a valid Utah Hunting License at Yes, | would like to purchase a license along with this application.
the time of application in order for the application to be valid. Utah HUNTING License
Utah COMBINATION License

Application for 200 Permits Drawing  |umeo

i icati f perjury that to th
As the person who prepar?d this a;.)pllcauo.n. ! d‘ecml:e und?r ll'!e p'enalty of perjury tha © Hunting License Feas: Resident $26, Resident Youth (13 and under) $11
best of my knowledge the information provided in this application is true and correct, and that Non-Resident Any Age $65
the applicant under all prevailing laws and statutes to apply for and possess this license/permit Combination Fishing/Hunting: Resident (12¢) $30, Non-Resident (12+) $80
or tag if drawn as defined in Utah Code 23-13-2.

(]

{for those born after 12/31/1965)

Applicant’s Signature:
1 have read the foregoing statement and agree with its terms. I have also read and understand the regulations in the rules pertaining to this application.

Customer ID: (found on your Utah hunting license) Date of Birth: / / (MM/DD/YEAR)
{You do not need to write your SSN and Address if you know you Customer ID and DOB. You can skip to the Hunt Selection portion if you have completed the Customer ID and DOB)

SS#: o e .. (YourSS*isnotrequired but will be used to expedite the hunt application process.)

First Name: Middle Initial:.____ Last Name:

Address:

City: State: Zip:

Email Address: Daytime Phone: ( ) -

A —
Spend $100 in application fees and receive 3 chances to win prizes valued at thousands of dollars. Spend $150 in application fees
and receive 6 chances. Spend $200 in application fees and receive 10 chances. No applicant can receive more that 10 chances.
I R O o e ——

PLEASE SELECT FROM THE FOLLOWING PRE-SET PACKAGES A THROUGH K. OR, CUSTOMIZE YOUR OWN PERMIT SELECTIONS.

Hunt Packages SPECIES DETAILS FEE
() Package A, Residents . All Species . All Buck, Bulls, Moose, Bison, Goat, Desert Bighorn, Rocky Mtn Bighorn, Antelope, Cougar, Bear & Turkey . . $420 NR
=2 [} Package A, Non-Utah Residents . . . All Buck, Bulls, Moose, Bison, Goat, Desert Bighorn, Rocky Mtn Bighorn, Antelope, Cougar, Bear & Turkey. . .$445 <tpemmmm
[ Package B, Residents . Select Species . . All Bucks, All Bulls, All Moose, Al Bison, All Goat, All Desert Bighorn, All Rocky Mtn. Bighorn . . $265 NR
= [_} Package B, Non-Utah Residents....... All Bucks, All Bulls, All Moose, Al Bison, All Goat, All Desert Bighorn, All Rocky Mtn. Bighorn. . . $290 ~=——
QO PackageC.... Lo AEKR .
{J Package D . . All Archery Elk. . .
(O PackageE.... All Muzzleloader Elk . . . .
(QPackageF.... e AL RIHE FIK . oot e e e e e
QQPackageG........ JR N 3 5T 2 O I
(QPackage H........ ALAICHEry DEer . .. ..\t e e et e
(QPackage L....... AllMuzzleloader Deer. .. ... ... .. .ttt et et $15
OPackage J.......... ALRIHIEDEEr . ... .ot e e $40
[0 Pkg K, Residents. Once-in-a-Lifetime Hunts . . . All Moose, Bison, Desert Bighorn, and Rocky Mtn. Bighorn, and Mtn. Goat, ............. $40 NR
QAPkg K, Nom-Utah ResSIAeNIS . . . ... .. .. . it et e $65 et
NON-RESIDENTS! THE 5 HUNTS LISTED BELOW ARE AVAILABLE TO NON-RESIDENTS OF UTAH ONLY. NR
Non-Residents of Utah Only — Put an “X” in the box on the left of any and all hunt selections you choose to apply for.
X _SPECIES HUNT / UNIT, FEE X _SPECIES HUNT / UNIT. EEE
0O Oncedn-adifetime Utah Bull Moose Wasatch Mountains 35 O Oncedinadlifetime UT Rocky Mtn. Bighorn Sheep  Nine Mile, Range Creek 35
L Oncein-alifetime Utah Bison Henry Mountains - Hunters Cholce (late) $5 O Oncedinadifetime UT Rocky Mtn. Goat Ogden, Willard Peak (late)} $5
O  Oncedn-alifetime UT Desert Bighom Sheep  Zion 35

ALL APPLICANTS Customized Selections — Put an “X” in the box on the left of any and all hunt selections you choose to apply for.

X__SPECIES WEAPON HUNT / UNIT FEE X SPECIES WEAPON HUNT / UNIT FEE

1 O BuckDeer  Any Weapon Book Cliffs 35 430) BullElk Any Weapon Wasatch Mountains (early) 35

2 [0 Buck Deer Archery Book Cliffs 35 44 Bull Elk Archery Wasatch Mountains 35

3 Q0 Buck Deer Muzzleloader Book Cliffs 35 451 BullElk Muzzleloader Wasatch Mountains 45

4 00 BuckDeer Premium Any Weapon Henry Mountains $5 46 () Pronghorn Any Weapon Cache, North Rich 35

5 {1 BuckDeer Management Buck Henry Mountains $5 47 Pronghorn Any Weapon Mt Dutton/Paunsaugunt 35

6 O BuckDeer Premium Any Weapon Paunsaugunt 35 48[ Pronghorn Any Weapon Plateau 35

7 O BuckDeer  Premium Archery Paunsaugunt 35 49 (] Pronghorn  Archery Plateau 35

8 O BuckDeer  Premfum Muzzleloader Paunsaugunt 35 50 Pronghorn  Muzzteloader Plateau 35

9 [ BuckDeer Buck ¥ $5 51{] Pronghom  AnyWeapon San Rafael, North 35
10 O Buck Deer Any Weapon San Juan, Elk Ridge 85 523 Pronghom Any Weapon West Desert, Riverbed 35
11 O BuckDeer Any Weapon South Slope, Diamond Mtn 35 53] Pronghorn Any Weapon SW Desert 35
12 OO Buck Deer Any Weapon West Desert, Vernon 35 540 Buli Moose Wasatch Mountains $5
13 O BuckDeer  Archery West Deserl, Vernon 35 56 (0 Bison Henry Mountains, Hunter's Choice (early) 35
14 O BuckBPeer Muzzleloader West Desert, Vernon 35 58 Bison Henry Mountatns, Cow Only 35
15 O BullEik Any Weapon Book Cliffs, Bitter Creek, South (late) 35 590 Black Bear Wasatch Mtns West (Spring) 35
16 O BulEk Any Weapon Book Cliffs, Bitter Creek, South (early) 35 66 (] Black Bear La $al, La Sal Mountains-Dolores Triangle (Spring) 35
17 O BullEk Archery Book Clilfs, Bitter Creek, South 35 611 Black Bear Nine Mine, Anthro-Range Creek (Spring) $5
18 O BultElk Any Weapon Book Clilfs, Little Creek (roadless) 35 62} Black Bear Bookcliffs (Spring) 35
19 O BuliEk Any Weapon Cache, South (early) 35 630 Black Bear Plateau, Boulder/Kalparowitz (Spring) 35
20 (3 BullEik Archery Cache, South 35 64 Black Bear Nine Mile (Fall) 35
2t O BullEik Any Weapon Cache, South (late) $5 65 ] Black Bear South Slope Bonanza/Dlamond Mtn (Spring) 35
22 O BullEk Any Weapon Cache, North (early) 35 66 (] Black Bear Central Mountains, Manti North (Spring) 35
23 O BullElk Any Weapon Central Mountains, Manti (early) $5 67 ] Black Bear San Juan (Spring) $5
24 (3 Buil Elk Any Weapon Central Mountalns, Manti (fate) 35 68 (] Cougar Book Cliffs, Bitter Creek $5
25 O Bull Bk Archery Central Mountains, Manti $5 891 Cougar Ogden 35
26 O Bull Bk Muzzleloader Central Mountains, Manti 35 7010 Cougar Plateau-Boulder 35
27 O BullEk Archery Central Mountains, Nebo 35 71 Cougar Cache 35
28 O BullEk Any Weapon Central Mountains, Nebo 35 721 Cougar Central Mountalns, Nebo 35
29 0 BulEKX Any Weapon La Sal, La Sal Mountalns (early) 35 7300 Cougar Central Mountains, Northwest Manti $5
30 OO BulEX Any Weapon Mt Dutton (late) 35 74 Cougar Central Mountains, Nebo-West Face 35
31 O BulEk Any Weapon Mt Dutton (early) 35 75 Cougar Pine Valley $5
32 O BullElk Archery Mt Dutton $5 76 Cougar Mt. Dutton $5
33 O BullEk Any Weapon Panguitch Lake (early) 35 78 0 Desert Bighorn Sheep San Rafael, South 35
34 O BullElk Any Weapon Plateau, Boulder/Kaiparowits (early) 35 79 (0 Rocky Min Bighom Sheep Box Elder, Newfoundiand Mtn. 35
35 1 BullElk Any Weapon Plateau, Fishlake-Thousand Lakes (early) 35 810 Rocky Mtn Goat Ogden-Willard Peak (Female Only) 35
36 {1 BullEk Any Weapon Plateau, Fishlake-Thousand Lake (late) 35 820} Rocky Mtn Goat Beaver (early) 35
37 O BullEk Archery Plateau, Fishlake-Thousand Lake 35 831} Rocky Min Goat No. Slope/So. Slope, High Umtahs West 35
38 [0 BullEk Muzzleloader Plateau, Fishlake-Thousand Lake $5 851 Turkey Northern Region 35
39 O Bull ik Any Weapon S.W. Desert (early) 35 86 Turkey Northeast Reglon 35
40 O BullEk Any Weapon SW. Desert (late) 35 87T Turkey Central Region 35
41 0 BullEk Archery SW. Desert 35 88 [ Turkey Southern Region 35
42 O BullEk Any Weapon San Juan (early) 45 89 Turkey Southeast Reglon 35

WHCE is not responsible for incomplete, missing, or illegible information on this paper application. =~ TOTAL A t Due: $

NOTES:
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Convention Funds
Project Approval Cover Sheet

Database No.:
Habitat Project No.:
Billing Agency: DWR

Project Title: David Edwards Fence Project
Region: SRO
Type of Project: Depredation Prevention: Fencing

Organization: Sportsmen for Fish & Wildlife, Inc.
Contact: Byron Bateman
-Phone: 801-725-8526

Email: brbateman@comcast.net
Amount: $48,220.00

Division Contact:  Scott McFarlane
Phone: 801-538-4776 Email: scottmcfarlane@utah.gov

Project Conditions: Provide funding to construct a big game-procof fence to eliminate
big game damage to agricultural fields owned and operated by David Edwards. See
attached for additional information regarding the agreement with David Edwards.

SFW Signature: ‘
///V/Z/gq«k T-7G- 2O/ B
Authorizing Agent Date
DWR Signatures:
NJA
Hdbitat Section Chief Date

,@”ct('q @A/Q 2/[29 /(3

Wildlife Section Chief ACTING DIRECTOR D7
AT/ Z/30/13,
; Vo : >

Director, Utah Division of Witdlife Reéb;rces Date

(

N,

i

Copy: 1-Database File (Anita) 2-Mail to organization 3-Division Contact

zd



Convention Funds
Project Approval Cover Sheet

wilhL |

Database No.:
Habitat Project No.:
Billing Agency: DWR

Project Title: David Edwards Fence Project
Region: SRO
Type of Project: Depredation Prevention: Fencing

Organization: Mule Deer Foundation

Contact: Miles Moretti

Phone: B01-747-3344 Email: miles@muledeer.org
Amount; $48,220.00

Division Contact:  Scott McFarlane
Phone: 801-538-4778 Email: scottmcfarlane@utah.gov

Project Conditions:  Provide funding to construct a big game-proof fence to eliminate
big game damage to agricultural fields owned and operated by David Edwards. See
attached for additional information regarding the agreement with David Edwards.

MDF Signature:

W%/Vmﬁ' Z-25-/ 7

Authorizing Agent Date

DWR Signatures:

e

Hablftat Section Chief Date
P (f BV 2127
Wildlife Sectton Chlef Date

% ACT!NG DIRECTOR

- /x
X/?W i ;/fj § /M */ % gjg()g i"é

Director, Utah Division of Wildlife f esources Dafe

\3

Copy: 1-Database File {Anita) 2-Mail to organization 3-Division Contact



Convention Funds
Project Approval Cover Sheet

WILDLIE

Habitat Project No.: 284’
Billing Agency: Diri wm‘[

Project Title: Youth Qutdoor Experience
Region: SL
Type of Project: Education

Organization: Mule Deer Foundation

Contact: Miles Moretti

Phone; 801-747-3344 Email: miles@muledeer.org
Amount; $2,500.00

Division Contact:  Gary Cook
Phone: 801-538-4719 Email: ‘garycook@utah.gov

Project Conditions: See attached.

MDF Signature:
Tt Pt =77
Authorizing Agent ' Date
DWR Signatures: W
T oy b
€§ \ T/ F[\3
Sectlon Chlef

Dat
éz (3] (3
W!dhfe Seij;hlef Af ING DmECTOR Date

tector, Utah Division of Wildlife Re

Copy:  1-Database File (Anita) 2-Mail to organization 3-Division Contact



Convention Funds | ) DNR
Project Approval Cover Sheet COPY

Habitat Project No.: 2675
Biling Agency: DWR

Project Title: McMillan Springs Phase 2
Region: SE
Type of Project: Habitat

Organization: Mule Deer Foundation
Contact; Miles Moretii
Phone: 801-747-3344 Email: miles@muledeer.org \{\[&

\
Amount: &@O\MOU&ML % C\)/\WMWQ‘/Q/Q/‘

Division Contact:  Tyler Thompson
Phone: 801-538-4766 Email: tylerthompson@utah.gov

Project Conditions: See attached.

MDF Signature:

Authorizing Agent Date
DWR Signatures:

Habitat Section Chief Date
Wildlife Section Chief Date
Director, Utah Division of Wildlife Resources Date

Copy: 1-Database File {Anita) 2-Mail to organization 3-Division Contact



Convention Funds

Project Approval Cover Sheet

Habitat Project No.. 2808
Billing Agency: DWR

Project Title: Stockton Shrub Planting
Region: CR
Type of Project: Habitat

Organization: Mule Deer Foundation

Contact: Miles Moretti
Phone: 801-747-3344
Amount: $1,740.77

Division Contact:  Tyler Thompson
Phone: 801-538-4766

Project Conditions: See attached.

MDF Signature:
Authorizing Agent

DWR Signatures:

il ) Ay

Habitat Sectidh CHief
Wildlife SW{# /:}CTING DIRECTOR

Director, Utah Division of Wildiife Reg

Copy: 1-Database File {Anita)

COPY

wiLDLPE |

Email: miles@muledeer.org

Email: tylerthompson@utah.gov

2-Mail to organization

=747

Date

i’M/s
Date

8/12//3

Date

3-Division Contact
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2013 Odds Report

Applicant by Area Statistics

. . - Tags

Species Location Type Weapon Applicants Avail.
Buck Deer Book Cliffs Limited Entry Any Weapon 6871 10
Buck Deer Book Cliffs Limited Entry Archery 2832 4
Buck Deer Book Cliffs Limited Entry Muzzleloader 3302 4
Buck Deer Henry Mountains Premium Limited Entry Premium Any 8722 1
Buck Deer Henry Mountains Premium Limited Entry Management 4449 2
Buck Deer Paunsaugunt Premium Limited Entry Premium Any 6660 3
Buck Deer Paunsaugunt Premium Limited Entry Premium 2987 2
Buck Deer Paunsaugunt Premium Limited Entry Premium 3360 1
Buck Deer Paunsaugunt Premium Limited Entry Management 2641 1
Buck Deer San Juan, Elk Ridge Premium Limited Entry Any Weapon 4091 1
Buck Deer South Slope, Diamond Mtn. Limited Entry Any Weapon 3064 2
Buck Deer West Desert, Vernon Limited Entry Any Weapon 5134 5
Buck Deer West Desert, Vernon Limited Entry Archery 2025 2
Buck Deer West Desert, Vernon Limited Entry Muzzleloader 2554 2
Bull Elk Book Cliffs, Bitter Creek - South Limited Entry Any Weapon 2824 1
Bull Elk Book Cliffs, Bitter Creek - South Limited Entry Any Weapon 4253 2
Bull Elk Book Cliffs, Bitter Creek - South Limited Entry Archery 2042 1
Bull Elk Book Cliffs, Little Creek (roadless) Limited Entry Any Weapon 2649 1
Bull Elk Cache, South Limited Entry Any Weapon 2580 2
Bull Elk Cache, South Limited Entry Archery 1477 1
Bull Elk Cache, South Limited Entry Any Weapon 1972 1
Bull Elk Cache, North Limited Entry Any Weapon 2115 1
Bull Elk Central Mountains, Manti Limited Entry Any Weapon 4870 6
Bull Elk Central Mountains, Manti Limited Entry Any Weapon 2856 3
Bull Elk Central Mountains, Manti Limited Entry Archery 2301 4
Bull Elk Central Mountains, Manti Limited Entry Muzzleloader 2316 2
Bull Elk Central Mountains, Nebo Limited Entry Archery 1580 1
Bull Elk Central Mountains, Nebo Limited Entry Any Weapon 2515 2
Bull Elk La Sal, La Sal Mountains Limited Entry Any Weapon 2647 1
Bull Elk Mt. Dutton Limited Entry Any Weapon 2449 1
Bull Elk Mt. Dutton Limited Entry Any Weapon 3427 1
Bull Elk Mt. Dutton Limited Entry Archery 1813 1
Bull Elk Panguitch Lake Limited Entry Any Weapon 2729 1
Bull Elk Plateau, Boulder/Kaiparowits Limited Entry Any Weapon 2988 1
Bull Elk Plateau, Fishlake-Thousand Lake Limited Entry Any Weapon 3434 3
Bull Elk Plateau, Fishlake-Thousand Lake Limited Entry Any Weapon 2256 1
Bull Elk Plateau, Fishlake-Thousand Lake Limited Entry Archery 1836 2
Bull Elk Plateau, Fishlake-Thousand Lake Limited Entry Muzzleloader 1845 1
Bull Elk S.W. Desert Limited Entry Any Weapon 3149 2
Bull Elk S.W. Desert Limited Entry Any Weapon 2273 2
Bull Elk S.W. Desert Limited Entry Archery 1677 1
Bull Elk San Juan Limited Entry Any Weapon 5067 1




Bull Elk Wasatch Mountains Limited Entry Any Weapon 6482 10
Bull Elk Wasatch Mountains Limited Entry Archery 3001 8
Bull Elk Wasatch Mountains Limited Entry Muzzleloader 3118 5
Prongharn Cache, North Rich Limited Entry Any Weapon 1216 3
Pronghorn Mt. Dutton/Paunsaugunt Limited Entry Any Weapon 671 1
Pronghorn Plateau Limited Entry Any Weapon 854 2
Pronghorn Plateau Limited Entry Archery 285 1
Pronghorn Plateau Limited Entry Muzzleloader 298 1
Pronghorn San Rafael, North Limited Entry Any Weapon 914 1
Pronghorn West Desert, Riverbed Limited Entry Any Weapon 1135 1
Pronghorn SW Desert Limited Entry Any Weapon 1232 3
Bull Moose Wasatch Mountains Once in a Lifetime 5895 1
Bull Moose Non-  |Wasatch Mountains Once in a Lifetime 752 1
Bison Henry Mountains - Hunters Choice Once in a Lifetime 5159 1
Bison Non-Resident|Henry Mountains - Hunters Choice Once in a Lifetime 707 1
Bison Henry Mountains - Cow Only Once in a Lifetime 2155 1
Black Bear Wasatch Mtns West (Spring) Limited Entry 765 2
Black Bear La Sal, La Sal Mountains-Dolores Limited Entry 567 2
Black Bear Nine Mine, Anthro-Range Creek Limited Entry 286 1
Black Bear Bookcliffs (Spring) Limited Entry 819 1
Black Bear Plateau, Boulder/Kaiparowitz (Spring) |Limited Entry 306 1
Black Bear Nine Mile (fall) Limited Entry 295 1
Black Bear S. Slope Bonanza/Diamond Mtn Limited Entry 336 1
Black Bear Central Mountains, Manti North Limited Entry 426 1
Black Bear San Juan (Spring) Limited Entry 720 2
Cougar Book Cliffs, Bitter Creek Limited Entry 460 1
Cougar Ogden Limited Entry 321 1
Cougar Plateau-Boulder Limited Entry 232 1
Cougar Cache Limited Entry 298 1
Cougar Central Mountains, Nebo Limited Entry 305 2
Cougar Central Mountains, Northwest Manti |Limited Entry 344 2
Cougar Central Mountains, Nebo-West Face |Limited Entry 208 2
Cougar Pine Valley Limited Entry 199 1
Cougar Mt Dutton Limited Entry 206 1
Desert Bighorn Zion Once in a Lifetime 823 1
Desert Bighorn San Rafel, South Once in a Lifetime 5056 1
Rocky Mtn. Box Elder, Newfoundland Mtn. Once in a Lifetime 5038 1
Rocky Mtn. Nine Mile, Range Creek Once in a Lifetime 803 1
Rocky Mtn. Goat |Ogden, Willard Peak (Female Goat Once in a Lifetime 2328 1
Rocky Mtn. Goat |Beaver (early) Once in a Lifetime 3563 1
Rocky Mtn. Goat |[No. Slope/So. Slope, High Uintahs Once in a Lifetime 3192 1
Rocky Mtn. Goat |Ogden, Willard Peak (late) Once in a Lifetime 707 1
Turkey Northern Region Public Lands 522 8
Turkey Northeast Region Public Lands 403 8
Turkey Central Region Public Lands 630 8
Turkey Southern Region Public Lands 391 8
Turkey Southeast Region Public Lands 257 8
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2013 Convention Permits by Species and Residency

Species Area Condition Res NonRes Total
Bison Henry Mountains Hunters Choice Early 1 0 1
Bison Henry Mountains Hunters Choice Late 0 1 1
Bison Henry Mountains Cow Only 1 0 1
Black Bear Wasatch Mins West Spring 1 1 2
Black Bear La Sal, La Sal Mountains-Dolores Trian{Spring 1 1 2
Black Bear Nine Mine, Anthro-Range Creek Spring 1 0 1
Black Bear Bookcliffs Spring 1 0 1
Black Bear Plateau, Boulder/Kaiparowitz Spring 1 0 1
Black Bear Nine Mile Fali 1 0 1
Black Bear S. Slope, Bonanza/Diamond Min, Spring 1 0 1
Black Bear Central Mountains, Manti North Spring 1 0 1
Black Bear San Juan Spring 1 1 2
Buck Deer Book Ciliffs Any Weapon 7 3 10
Buck Deer Book Cliffs Archery 3 1 4
Buck Deer Book Cliffs Muzzleloader 3 1 4
Buck Deer Henry Mountains Premium Any Weapon 1 0 1
Buck Deer Henry Mountains Management Buck 1 1 2
Buck Deer Paunsaugunt Premium Any Weapon 2 1 3
Buck Deer Paunsaugunt Premium Archery 1 1 2
Buck Deer Paunsaugunt Premium Muzzleloader 1 0 1
Buck Deer Paunsaugunt Management Buck 1 0 1
Buck Deer San Juan, Elk Ridge Any Weapon 1 0 1
Buck Deer South Slope, Diamond Mtn. Any Weapon 1 1 2
Buck Deer West Desert, Vernon Any Weapon 4 1 5
Buck Deer West Desert, Vernon Archery 1 1 2
Buck Deer West Desert, Vernon Muzzleloader 1 1 2
Bull Elk Book Cliffs, Bitter Creek-South Any Weapon (late) 1 0 1
Bull Elk Book Cliffs, Bitter Creek, South Any Weapon (early) 1 1 2
Bull Elk Book Cliffs, Bitter Creek, South Archery 1 0 1
Bull Elk Book Cliffs, Little Creek (roadless) Any Weapon 1 0 1
Bull Elk Cache, South Any Weapon (early) 1 1 2
Bull Elk Cache, South Archery 1 0 1
Bull Elk Cache, South Any Weapon (late) 1 0 1
Bull Elk Cache, North Any Weapon (early) 1 0 1
Bull Elk Central Mountains, Manti Any Weapon (early) 4 2 6
Bull Elk Central Mountains, Manti Any Weapon (late) 2 1 3
Bull Elk Central Mountains, Manti Archery 2 2 4
Bull Elk Central Mountains, Manti Muzzleloader 1 1 2
Bull Elk Central Mountains, Nebo Archery 1 0 1
Bull EIk Central Mountains, Nebo Any Weapon 1 1 2
Bull Elk La Sal, La Sal Mountains Any Weapon (early) 1 0 1
Buli Elk Mt. Dutton Any Weapon (late) 1 0 1
Bull Elk Mt. Dutton Any Weapon (early) 1 0 1
Bull Elk Mt. Dutton Archery 1 0 1




Bull Elk

Panguitch Lake

Any Weapon (early)

—_

—_

Bull Eik Plateau, Boulder/Kaiparowits Any Weapon (early) 1 0 1

Bull Elk Plateau, Fishlake-Thousand Lake Any Weapon (early) 2 3
Bull EIk Plateau, Fishlake-Thousand Lake Any Weapon (late) 1 0 1

Bull Elk Plateau, Fishlake-Thousand Lake Archery 1 1 2
Bull Elk Plateau, Fishlake-Thousand Lake Muzzleloader 0 1

Bull Elk S.W. Desert v Any Weapon (early) 1 2
Bull Elk S.W. Desert Any Weapon (late) 2
Bull EIk S.W. Desert Archery 0 1

Bull Elk San Juan Any Weapon (early) 0 1

Bull Elk Wasatch Mountains Any Weapon (early) 4 10
Bull Elk Wasatch Mountains Archery 3 8
Buil EIk Wasatch Mountains Muzzleloader 2 5
Bull Moose Wasatch Mountains 1 2
Cougar Book Cliffs, Bitter Creek 0 1

Cougar Ogden 0 1

Cougar Plateau-Boulder 0 1

Cougar Cache 0 1

GCougar Central Mountain, Nebo 1 1

Cougar Central Mountains, Northwest Manti 2
Cougar Central Mountains, Nebo-West Face 1 2
Cougar Pine Valley 1 1

Cougar Mt. Dutton 0 1 1

Desert Bighorn Sheep Zion 0 1 1

Desert Bighorn Sheep San Rafael, South 1 0 1

Pronghorn Cache, North Rich Any Weapon 2 1 3
Pronghorn Mt. Dutton/Paunsaugunt Any Weapon 1 0 1

Pronghorn Plateau Archery 1 0 1

Pronghorn Plateau Muzzleloader 1 0 1

Pronghorn Plateau Any Weapon 1 1 2
Pronghorn San Rafael, North Any Weapon 1 0 1

Pronghorn West Desert, Riverbed Any Weapon 1 0 1

Pronghorn SW Desert Any Weapon 2 1 3
Rocky Mtn. Bighorn Sheep  |Box Elder, Newfoundland Min. i 0 1

Rocky Mtn. Bighorn Sheep  |Nine Mile, Range Creek 0 1 1

Rocky Mtn. Goat Ogden, Willard Peak (Female Goat Only) 0 1 1

Rocky Mtn. Goat Beaver (early) 1 0 1

Rocky Mtn. Goat No. Slope/So. Slope, High Uintahs West 1 0 1

Rocky Mtn. Goat Ogden, Willard Peak (late) 0 1 1

Turkey Northern Region 7 1 8
Turkey Northeast Region 7 8
Turkey Central Region 7 8
Turkey Southern Region 7 8
Turkey Southeast Region 7 8
Total 45

200




2014 Convention Permits by Species and Residency

Board Approved:

TOTAL PERMITS

Res NonRes | Total
Grand Total 141 59 200
PERMITS
Species Area Condition Res NonRes | Total
Bison Henry Mountains Hunters Choice Early 1 0 1
Bison Henry Mountains Hunters Choice Late (Non Resident Only) 0 1 1
Bison Henry Mountains Cow Only Early 1 0 1
Bison Henry Mountains Cow Only Late 0 1 1
TOTAL 2 2 4
PERMITS
Species Area Condition Res NonRes | Total
Black Bear Wasatch Mtns West Spring 1 1 2
Black Bear La Sal, La Sal Mountains-Dolores Triangle Spring 1 1 2
Black Bear Nine Mine, Anthro-Range Creek Spring 1 0 1
Black Bear Plateau, Boulder/Kaiparowitz Spring 1 0 1
Black Bear Nine Mile Fall 1 0 1
Black Bear S. Slope, Bonanza/Diamond Mtn. Spring 1 0 1
Black Bear Central Mountains, Manti North Spring 1 0 1
Black Bear San Juan Spring 1 1 2
TOTAL 8 3 11
PERMITS
Species Area Condition Res NonRes | Total
Buck Deer Book Cliffs Any Weapon 7 3 10
Buck Deer Book Cliffs Archery 3 1 4
Buck Deer Book Cliffs Muzzleloader 3 1 4
Buck Deer Fillmore, Oakcreek Any Weapon 1 0 1
Buck Deer Henry Mountains Premium Any Weapon 1 0 1
Buck Deer Henry Mountains Management Buck 1 1 2
Buck Deer Paunsaugunt Premium Any Weapon 2 1 3
Buck Deer Paunsaugunt Premium Archery 1 1 2
Buck Deer Paunsaugunt Premium Muzzleloader 1 0 1
Buck Deer Paunsaugunt Management Buck 1 0 1
Buck Deer San Juan, Elk Ridge Any Weapon 1 0 1
Buck Deer South Slope, Diamond Mtn. Any Weapon 1 1 2
Buck Deer West Desert, Vernon Any Weapon 4 1 5
Buck Deer West Desert, Vernon Archery 1 1 2
Buck Deer West Desert, Vernon Muzzleloader 1 1 2
TOTAL 29 12 41
PERMITS
Species Area Condition Res NonRes | Total
Bull Elk Book Cliffs, Bitter Creek-South Any Weapon (late) 1 0 1
Bull Elk Book Cliffs, Bitter Creek, South Any Weapon (early) 1 1 2
Bull Elk Book Cliffs, Bitter Creek, South Archery 1 0 1
Bull Elk Book Cliffs, Bitter Creek, South Muzzleloader 1 0 1
Bull Elk Book Cliffs, Little Creek (roadless) Any Weapon 1 0 1
Bull Elk Cache, South Any Weapon (early) 1 1 2
Bull Elk Cache, South Any Weapon (late) 1 0 1
Bull Elk Cache, South Archery 1 0 1
Bull Elk Cache, South Muzzleloader 1 0 1
Bull Elk Cache, Meadowville Any Weapon (early) 1 0 1
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Bull Elk

Cache, North

Any Weapon (early)

1 0 1
Bull Elk Central Mountains, Manti Any Weapon (early) 5 2 7
Bull Elk Central Mountains, Manti Any Weapon (late) 3 1 4
Bull Elk Central Mountains, Manti Archery 3 2 5
Bull Elk Central Mountains, Manti Muzzleloader 2 1 3
Bull Elk Central Mountains, Nebo Archery 1 0 1
Bull Elk Central Mountains, Nebo Any Weapon 1 1 2
Bull Elk Fillmore, Pahvant Any Weapon (late) 1 0 1
Bull Elk La Sal, La Sal Mountains Any Weapon (early) 1 0 1
Bull Elk La Sal, La Sal Mountains Archery 1 0 1
Bull Elk Mt. Dutton Any Weapon (late) 1 0 1
Bull Elk Mt. Dutton Any Weapon (early) 1 0 1
Bull Elk Mt. Dutton Archery 1 0 1
Bull Elk Panguitch Lake Archery 1 0 1
Bull Elk Panguitch Lake Any Weapon (early) 1 0 1
Bull Elk Panguitch Lake Any Weapon (late) 1 0 1
Bull Elk Paunsaugunt Any Weapon (early) 1 0 1
Bull Elk Plateau, Boulder/Kaiparowits Any Weapon (early) 1 0 1
Bull Elk Plateau, Boulder/Kaiparowits Archery 1 0 1
Bull Elk Plateau, Fishlake-Thousand Lake Any Weapon (early) 2 1 3
Bull Elk Plateau, Fishlake-Thousand Lake Any Weapon (late) 1 0 1
Bull Elk Plateau, Fishlake-Thousand Lake Archery 1 1 2
Bull Elk Plateau, Fishlake-Thousand Lake Muzzleloader 1 0 1
Bull Elk S.W. Desert Any Weapon (early) 1 1 2
Bull Elk S.W. Desert Any Weapon (late) 1 1 2
Bull Elk S.W. Desert Archery 1 0 1
Bull Elk S.W. Desert Muzzleloader 1 0 1
Bull Elk San Juan Archery 1 0 1
Bull Elk San Juan Any Weapon (early) 1 0 1
Bull Elk South Slope, Diamond Mountain Any Weapon (early) 1 0 1
Bull Elk Wasatch Mountains Any Weapon (early) 5 3 8
Bull Elk Wasatch Mountains Any Weapon (late) 3 1 4
Bull Elk Wasatch Mountains Archery 6 3 9
Bull Elk Wasatch Mountains Muzzleloader 3 2 5
Bull Elk Wasatch Mountains Premium Limited Entry, All Weapon Hunts 1 0 1
TOTAL] 68 22 90
PERMITS
Species Area Condition Res NonRes | Total
Bull Moose Wasatch Mountains 1 0 1
Bull Moose Wasatch Mountains Non Resident Only 0 1 1
TOTAL 1 2
PERMITS
Species Area Condition Res NonRes | Total
Cougar Oak Creek, Kamas 1 0 1
Cougar Ogden 1 0 1
Cougar Plateau-Boulder 1 1 2
Cougar Cache 1 0 1
Cougar Central Mountain, Nebo 1 0 1
Cougar Central Mountains, Northwest Manti 1 0 1
Cougar Central Mountains, Nebo-West Face 1 1 2
Cougar Pine Valley 1 0 1
Cougar Mt. Dutton 0 1 1
TOTAL 8 3 11
PERMITS
Species Area Condition Res NonRes | Total
Desert Bighorn Sheep Zion Non Resident Only 0 1 1

20f3




IDesert Bighorn Sheep San Rafael, South 1 0 1
TOTAL 1 1 2
PERMITS
Species Area Condition Res NonRes | Total
Pronghorn Cache, North Rich Any Weapon 3 1 4
Pronghorn Cache, North Rich Archery 1 0 1
Pronghorn Mt. Dutton/Paunsaugunt Any Weapon 1 0 1
Pronghorn Plateau Archery 1 1 2
Pronghorn Plateau Muzzleloader 1 1 2
Pronghorn Plateau Any Weapon 3 2 5
Pronghorn Pine Valley Any Weapon 1 0 1
Pronghorn San Rafael, North Any Weapon 1 0 1
Pronghorn West Desert, Riverbed Any Weapon 1 0 1
Pronghorn SW Desert Any Weapon 2 1 3
TOTAL 15 6 21
PERMITS
Species Area Condition Res NonRes | Total
Rocky Mtn. Bighorn Sheep |Box Elder, Newfoundland Mtn. 1 0 1
Rocky Mtn. Bighorn Sheep |Nine Mile, Range Creek Non Resident Only 0 1 1
TOTAL 1 2
PERMITS
Species Area Condition Res NonRes | Total
Rocky Mtn. Goat Ogden, Willard Peak (Female Goat Only) 0 1 1
Rocky Mtn. Goat Beaver (early) 1 0 1
Rocky Mtn. Goat Beaver (Female Goat Only) 0 1 1
Rocky Mtn. Goat No. Slope/So. Slope, High Uintahs West 1 0 1
Rocky Mtn. Goat Ogden, Willard Peak (early) Non Resident Only 0 1 1
Rocky Mtn. Goat Ogden, Willard Peak (late) 1 0 1
TOTAL 3 3 6
PERMITS
Species Area Condition Res NonRes | Total
Turkey Northern Region 1 1 2
Turkey Northeast Region 1 1 2
Turkey Central Region 1 1 2
Turkey Southern Region 1 1 2
Turkey Southeast Region 1 1 2
TOTAL 5 5 10
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State of Utah

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

MICHAEL R. STYLER
Executive Director

GARY R. HERBERT

Governor Division of Wildlife Resources
GREGORY S. BELL GREGORY SHEEHAN
Lieutenant Governor Division Director

MEMORANDUM

DATE: August 1, 2013
TO: Utah Wildlife Board
FROM: Staci Coons, Chair

Certification Review Committee

RE: Variance Request from Mr. David Jensen, Wasatch Snake Removal for the
possession of rattlesnakes.

The Certification Review Committee met July 29, 2013, to discuss the above-mentioned variance
request to Rule R657-53, for the possession of rattlesnakes.

In attendance were: Bill Bates, Wildlife Section Chief; Roger Wilson, Aquatic Section Chief;
Kenny Johnson, Administrative Services Chief; Tony Wood, Law Enforcement Chief; Jodee Baker for
Robert Rolfs, Department of Health; Bruce King, State Veterinarian, Suzanne McMullin, COR Licensing
Specidist; and Staci Coons, Administrative Rules Coordinator.

ANALYSIS

The committee evaluated the merits of the request based on the criteria established by the
Wildlife Board in R657-53-11. Based upon the criteria established by the Wildlife Board, the analyses
and recommendations of the committee are as follows:

1. The health, welfare, and safety of the public - The committee expressed no
concerns over heath, welfare, and safety of the public.

2. The health, welfare, safety and genetic integrity of wildlife, domestic livestock,
poultry and other animals - The committee had no significant concerns with
impacts on wildlife or domestic animals.

3. The ecological and environmental impacts - The committee had no concerns with
ecological or environmental impacts.

4. The suitability of the facilities - The committee had no significant concerns with the
suitability of the facilities.

UTAH

DNR
ks
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August 1, 2013
Subject: Certification Request

5. Experience of the applicant for the proposed activity - The committee had no
concerns regarding the experience of the applicant for the proposed activity.

6. The ecological and environmental impacts on other states - The committee
had no significant concerns with impacts of this request on other states.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The committee, after careful evaluation, recommends that the request be approved and that the
following stipul ations be made part of the Certificate of Registration:

1. The committee recommends approval for Mr. Jensen to remove nuisance rattlesnakes
from areas along the Wasatch Front that have the potential to come in contact with
the public and to relocate them to other areas.

2. The committee recommends that Mr. Jensen not alow public contact with the
rattlesnakes that he relocates. It isrumored that Mr. Jensen would allow photosto be
taken with the snake by the homeowners.

3. The committee recommends that the Certificate of Registration issued to Mr. Jensen

is not transferable and cannot be sold with the business.

cC: Certification Review Committee Members
Jensen, David, Wasatch Snake Remova



State of Utah

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

MICHAEL R. STYLER
Executive Director

GARY R, HERBERT

Governor Division of Wildlife Resources
GREGORY S. BELL GREGORY SHEEHAN
Lieutenant Governor Division Director

MEMORANDUM

DATE: August 1, 2013

TO: Utah Wildlife Board

FROM: Staci Coons, Chair
Certification Review Committee

RE: Variance Request from Mr. Tim Rowberry for the personal possession of a Two
Toed Sloth.

The Certification Review Committee met July 29, 2013, to discuss the above-mentioned variance
request to Rule R657-53, for the possession of atoe-toed sloth.

In attendance were: Bill Bates, Wildlife Section Chief; Roger Wilson, Aquatic Section Chief;
Kenny Johnson, Administrative Services Chief; Tony Wood, Law Enforcement Chief; Jodee Baker for
Robert Rolfs, Department of Health; Bruce King, State V eterinarian, Suzanne McMullin, COR Licensing
Specidist; and Staci Coons, Administrative Rules Coordinator.

ANALYSIS

The committee evaluated the merits of the request based on the criteria established by the
Wildlife Board in R657-53-11. Based upon the criteria established by the Wildlife Board, the analyses
and recommendations of the committee are as follows:

1. The health, welfare, and safety of the public - The committee expressed no
concerns over heath, welfare, and safety of the public.

2. The health, welfare, safety and genetic integrity of wildlife, domestic livestock,
poultry and other animals - The committee had no significant concerns with
impacts on wildlife or domestic animals.

3. The ecological and environmental impacts - The committee had no concerns with
ecological or environmental impacts.

4. The suitability of the facilities - The committee had concerns with the suitability of
the facilities and whether or not Mr. Rowberry could provide the type of environment
that the sloth would require to live in Utah. The committeeis adding
a stipulation to the recommendation that Mr. Rowberry’ s facilities be
approved by the Division prior to purchasing the sloth. DNR

fﬁfﬁ :
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August 12, 2013
Subject: Certification Request

CC:

5. Experience of the applicant for the proposed activity - The committee understands

that Mr. Rowberry has little to no actual experience in raising atwo toed sloth,
however, the committee has a so taken into consideration the inability to gain
firsthand experience because of the prohibited status of the species. The committee
did not feel that Mr. Rowberry would be in physical danger as he gained hands on
experience with the sloth.

The ecological and environmental impacts on other states - The committee had no
significant concerns with impacts of this request on other states.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The committee, after careful evaluation, recommends that the request be approved with the
following stipulations:

The committee recommends that appropriate documentation be provided to both the
Division of Wildlife Resources and the US Fish and Wildlife Service proving the
dloth purchased is captive-bred and legally acquired from areputable dealer.

The committee recommends that Mr. Rowberry’s COR be limited to the possession
of one sloth. In the event that the sloth does not acclimate to the new climate, Mr.
Rowberry would be required to petition the Certification Review Committee again
before a new soth could be obtained.

The committee further recommends that the Certificate of Registration issued to Mr.
Rowberry prohibit the breeding and selling of offspring.

The committee recommends that Mr. Rowberry also obtain approval from the Salt
Lake County Animal Control Agency prior to the possession of the doth.

The committee recommends that a Health Certificate from the Department of
Agriculture be issued from the originating state of purchase and that atest for both
internal and external parasites be completed.

The committee expressed significant concerns about the environment that would be
required for agloth to live. The Utah desert does not offer the humidity or steady
temperature that a sloth would require, therefore, the committee recommends that
Mr. Rowberry’ s facilities be approved by the Division prior to purchasing asloth. In
addition, any outside enclosure must be fully enclosed to protect the doth from other
animals.

Certification Review Committee Members

Tim Rowberry



MARTIN B. BUSHMAN # 5594

Assistant Attorney General

GREGORY B. HANSEN # 13731

Assistant Attorney General

UTAH ATTORNEY GENERAL’S OFFICE
1594 West North Temple, Suite 2110

Salt Lake City, Utah 84114

Telephone : (801) 538-4703

BEFORE THE UTAH WILDLIFE BOARD

IN THE MATTER OF THE . STIPULATION AND ORDER
PRIVILEGES OF :
Jose L. Garcia s Case No. 2011-000980

TO HUNT IN THE STATE OF UTAH

The DIVISION OF WILDLIFE RESOURCES (“Division”) and JOSE L. GARCIA
(“Petitioner”) as evidenced by their signatures to this Stipulation agree as follows:

1. Petitioner admits the jurisdiction of the Division over him and over the subject
matter of this action.

24 Petitioner acknowledges that he enters into this Stipulation voluntarily and other
than that which is contained in this Stipulation, no promise or threat whatsoever has been made
by the Division, or any member, officer, agent or representative of the Division to induce him to
enter into this Stipulation.

3. Petitioner acknowledges he has been informed of his right to be represented by
legal counsel and has voluntarily chosen not to pursue legal representation in this matter.

4. Petitioner has been afforded the opportunity to read this Stipulation, to seek

clarification from the Division, and to seek counsel from a legal advisor; and Petitioner



acknowledges that he knowingly executes this Stipulation fully understanding its terms,
conditions and consequences.

SY Petitioner acknowledges and understands that any suspension of hunting
privileges imposed in this Stipulation is given reciprocal recognition in other states participating
in the Interstate Wildlife Violator Compact.

6. Petitioner understands that he is entitled to a formal hearing before the Utah
Wildlife Board, at which time he may present to the Board evidence on his behalf, present his
own witnesses, and confront adverse witnesses. Petitioner acknowledges that by executing this
document he waives his right to: (1) a hearing before the Board; (2) present evidence on his
behalf; (3) present his own witnesses; and (4) confront adverse witnesses, together with such
other rights as to which he may be entitled in connection with said hearing.

7. Petitioner understands and agrees that by executing this Stipulation he waives his
rights to further administrative and judicial review.

8. Petitioner admits as follows:

a. For the entirety of the year 2011, Petitioner’s primary residence was in

California, his family lived in that primary residence, and he intended to
make the California residence his permanent home.

b. In 2011, Petitioner purchased California Resident permits for bear, two
permits for deer, a California hunting license, and a California Upland
Bird Stamp.

c. In 2011, Petitioner also purchased a Utah Resident Control Antlerless Elk

permit (#133100038), a Utah Resident Buck Deer permit (#825142), and a
Utah Resident Combination license (#497153078).

d. Petitioner knew that he qualified as a resident of California, yet he
intentionally purchased resident licenses and hunting permits in Utah.

d. On October 26, 2011, Petitioner and four other individuals were hunting
near Grassy Lake, Sanpete County, Utah.



e. Utah Division of Wildlife Resources Investigator Schlappi and
Conservation Officer Topham located Petitioner and his hunting party at
their camp and found two 2-point buck deer in their possession.

f. Petitioner intentionally took at least one of the buck deer found in his
possession by Utah Division of Wildlife Resources law enforcement
personnel.

g. Petitioner unlawfully obtained a Utah Resident hunting license and permit

because he was actually a resident of California.

h. Petitioner unlawfully took and possessed protected wildlife because his
associated permit was invalid.

ki On January 27, 2012, Petitioner pleaded guilty in the Sixth District Court
of Sanpete County, State of Utah (Case No. 111600139) to Wanton
Destruction of Protected Wildlife, in violation of Utah Code Section 23-
20-4, a Class A Misdemeanor, and Fraudulently Obtaining a License,
Permit, Tag, or Certificate of Registration, in violation of Utah Code
Section 23-19-5, a Class B Misdemeanor.

J A Notice of Agency Action was issued to Petitioner via certified mail on
February 22, 2012, notifying him of the Division’s intent to initiate
suspension proceedings against his hunting privileges based on his
wildlife violations.

k. At Petitioner’s request, the Division conducted an informal administrative
hearing on May 2, 2012 at Petitioner’s request. Petitioner participated in
the hearing via telephone, but did not have counsel present. Petitioner was
afforded the opportunity to present evidence and to controvert the
Division’s evidence on the issue of suspension. Interpreters were used in
order to translate between English and Spanish.

1. The Division issued a Decision and Order on May 22, 2012, ordering the
suspension of Petitioner’s big game hunting license and permit privileges
for a period of five (5) years, effective from May 3, 2012 until May 2,
2017.

m. Petitioner appealed the Division’s Decision and Order to the Wildlife
Board on June 14, 2012.

9. Petitioner acknowledges that the acts admitted in paragraph 8 were committed

knowingly, intentionally, or recklessly and they constitute violations of the Wildlife Code to



which he pleaded guilty. Accordingly, a basis exists under Utah Code § 23-19-9 for the Division

to suspend Petitioner’s big game hunting privileges in Utah.

10.  Based on the acts admitted in paragraphs 8 and 9, Petitioner accepts and agrees to

the following terms and conditions:

a.

Petitioner’s big game license and permit privileges are suspended for
One Thousand Three Hundred Sixty-Nine (1,369) days, beginning
May 3, 2012 and ending January 31, 2016. The remaining Four
Hundred Fifty-Eight (458) days of suspension imposed in the Division’s
May 2, 2012 Decision and Order are set aside and vacated.

During the period of suspension, Petitioner may not hunt big game, apply
for, obtain, or attempt to obtain any permit or license issued for taking big
game. Any licenses or permits obtained by Petitioner in violation of this
Stipulation and Order are invalid.

During the period of suspension, Petitioner may not apply for, obtain, or
attempt to obtain any big game bonus points or preference points issued
through the big game drawings. Any big game bonus points or preference
points obtained during the period of suspension are invalid.

Petitioner shall immediately surrender to the Division of Wildlife
Resources any license, permit or tag currently held in his possession that
is suspended by virtue of this Stipulation and Order.

Any subsequent violation that occurs within the period of suspension may
result in a doubled suspension period imposed consecutively with any
existing unexpired suspension period, and may further result in the
suspension of all hunting and fishing privileges.

The suspension imposed in this Stipulation and Order are reciprocally
recognized in all states participating in the Interstate Wildlife Violator
Compact, including Alabama, Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado,
Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, lowa, Kansas, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri,
Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, New York, North Dakota, Ohio,
Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas,
Washington, and Wyoming.



11.  Petitioner acknowledges that, in the event he is unable to read English, this
agreement has been interpreted and fully explained in Spanish by an individual fluent in both
English and Spanish, and that he understands the Stipulation’s contents.

12.  This agreement, upon approval by the Wildlife Board, shall be the final
compromise and settlement of this matter. Petitioner acknowledges the Wildlife Board is not
required to accept the terms of this Stipulation, and if the Wildlife Board does not do so, this
Stipulation and the representations contained herein shall be null and void, except that the
Division and Petitioner waive any claim of bias or prejudgment they might have regarding the
Wildlife Board by virtue of it having reviewed this Stipulation.

13.  Petitioner acknowledges that this Stipulation, once accepted by the Wildlife
Board, will be classified by the Division as a “public” record under the Utah Governmental
Records Access Management Act.

14.  This document constitutes the entire agreement between the parties and
supersedes and cancels any and all prior negotiations, representations, understandings or
agreements between the parties. There are no verbal agreements which modify, interpret,

construe or affect this Stipulation and Order.



CERTIFICATION

I, / ‘/%’l vre! &0{/ (/ J/, can read, write, and speak English and Spanish

fluently. Ihave read the foregoing Stipulation and fully understand its contents, restrictions, and

ramifications. I understand how to translate the contents, restrictions, and ramifications into
Spanish. I certify that I have accurately translated the Stipulation in its entirety from English
into Spanish, provided the Spanish translation to Petitioner, and answered all language
interpretation questions he may have regarding the terms and conditions of the Stipulation.

Petitioner fully understands the Stipulation’s contents, restrictions, and ramifications.

Sworn this 7 / day of u%"f v ,2013

Lltrero (%&//C &

Name (printed)
-/
p / .
a = 3 (/ /;&‘_x "
Signatu((c//' _ e



ORDER
The above Stipulation in the matter of JOSE L. GARCIA, which is approved by the
Division of Wildlife Resources, constitutes the Wildlife Board’s Findings of Fact and
Conclusions of Law in this matter. The terms and conditions of the Stipulation are incorporated

herein and constitute the Wildlife Board’s final Order in this case.

DATED this || _day of ﬂUYLQ : ,2013.

DEL BRADY, Chairman
Utah Wildlife Board
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