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H. Depredation (p. 11)
Depredation of private croplands is an ongoing challenge and, in some areas, can be a significant
problem for deer to reach their management objectives. DWR has committed substantial
resources to address depredation concerns, and there are numerous programs designed to assist
landowners with depredation situations. Depredation problems need to be addressed within the
sideboards of state code, rule, and policy, and in a timely and efficient manner so that
landowners will better tolerate migratory mule deer populations on their lands.

L. Deer-Vehicle Collisions (p. 13)
[bookmark: _GoBack]Of all the causes of mule deer mortality, vehicle collisions may be the most apparent because
carcasses are highly visible on roads, and the public are directly affected. As such, it is often
perceived that vehicle collisions are having the most significant impact on mule deer populations
in Utah. Assessing direct impacts from vehicle collisions to deer populations, however, is
complex and difficult to quantify.
Deer-vehicle collisions occur most often during spring migrations from winter to summer ranges
and during winter. Bissonnette and Olson (2013) found more deer were hit by vehicles during
winters with higher amounts of snowfall compared to light winters. They also reported that
vehicle collisions had a limited impact on the deer population in Utah at a statewide level (2-5%
of deer population killed by vehicles annually); however, local populations (migration areas or
specific winter ranges) may be substantially impacted by vehicle collisions. Additionally, of the
estimated 10,500 deer killed annually on roadways, 65% were female which may limit
population growth depending on where the population is relative to its carrying capacity.
Vehicle collisions may be viewed as adding another predator to the landscape because of their
similarities in percentage of deer killed annually and impacts on population demographics
(Bissonnette and Olson 2013).
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To address deer/vehicle collisions, DWR and our partners have worked to identify deer
migration routes and locations where deer are commonly hit on roadways. This information has
allowed us to know where to place underpasses and fences to increase deer survival. These
studies have also provided data on the types of underpass structures these animals will use
(Cramer 2014). Although costly, these efforts are helping to prevent future collisions, increase
public safety, and minimize deer mortalities.

M. Translocations (p. 14)
One of the more recent areas of debate with respect to mule deer management in Utah is the
potential merits of translocating mule deer. Translocation projects are an increasingly common
strategy for managing wildlife populations on modified landscapes (e.g., bighorn sheep (Ovis
canadensis), pronghorn (Antilocapra americana), and mountain goats (Oreamnos americanus)),
but only limited information is available on the translocation of mule deer. Several previous
attempts have produced equivocal results (McCulloch 1968, Wakeling 2003, Martinez-Garcia
2009). Preliminary information from a large study in Utah suggests approximately 50% survival
of adults during the first year, high site fidelity (most surviving deer return to winter range where
they were released during the second year), and reproduction similar to that of resident deer.
This same study found no difference in survival for deer captured and released in early (January)
compared to late (March) winter suggesting that translocation could occur throughout the winter.
Survival of deer in their second year following translocation is much higher and appears similar
to that of resident deer.
Deer translocation can be an expensive and time-intensive management activity. Costs can range
from roughly $100 to $1,000 per animal based on the number of animals involved, capture
method used, and duration of the project. Additional costs can include purchasing radio-collars,
disease testing, and monitoring of translocated animals. Partnering with local governments,
conservation groups, and other interested parties can help defray some of the costs associated
with mule deer translocations.
Choosing an appropriate release site is important and should afford the greatest potential for
success. The best areas generally contain winter ranges that are below carrying capacity,
historically held more deer, and have adequate forage, water, and cover (Figure 7, Table 5).
Additionally, releases may be more successful in areas with low predator abundance and should
exclude areas that will create future depredation problems in agricultural areas. The impacts
deer may have on other species such as bighorn sheep and elk should also be considered when
selecting release sites. Deer that reside in CWD positive areas should not be considered for
translocation, and special consideration should be taken when transplanting deer into CWD
positive areas due to increased risks of large-scale deer movements and disease transmission.
Translocated deer should be moved a minimum of 50 km (30 miles) to limit the return of translocated 
animals (Eberhardt and Pickens 1979). Finally, efforts should be made to reduce handling time
and stress on animals during capture and translocation.

VI. STATEWIDE MANAGEMENT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
Population Management Goal: Expand and improve mule deer populations throughout
the state within the carrying capacity of available habitats and in consideration of other
land uses.
Population Objective: By 2019, increase mule deer populations within the state as conditions
allow and bring all populations to their unit objective (currently (2014) 425,400).
Implications: This objective can be accomplished if favorable environmental conditions exist
and through the implementation of the strategies in this plan.
Strategies:
h. Use antlerless harvest as the primary tool to manage deer populations in specific areas
where habitat concerns or depredation problems exist.
i. Continue to explore using translocation as a management strategy.
q. Support incentive programs for landowners that will increase tolerance and promote
deer populations on private lands such as the CWMU, landowner permit, and the
Walk-In Access programs.
r. Educate the public on the value of private landowner incentive programs.
s. Address all depredation problems in a timely and efficient manner to increase
landowner tolerance of deer populations.
t. Work with municipalities to promote zoning that benefits mule deer on crucial mule
deer habitats that have the potential to be developed.
