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Consumptive Uses of Wildlife

An analysis of consumptive wildlife uses and theioagged economic benefits in the Greater
Yellowstone Region of Montana and Wyoming was conductetth® basis of the annual hunting effort
and harvest reports by the states of Montana and Whypamd the US Fish and Wildlife Service’s 2001
National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife Assoe@Recreation. The data in these reports
constrained the analysis in several ways:

« Only the following big game species were included in the aiglglk, deer, antelope, moose,
bighorn sheep, and black bear. This limitation was due phyntardata availability and
complexity. Mountain goats, for example, are also ictemed a big game species; but reporting
differences with respect to residency of hunters mtieslata incompatible with that of the other,
major species.

+ Information contained in this section of the report wasfficient to calculate estimate variances
or provide confidence intervals for the results. This repses the wordalculated to distinguish
results from statistically valid estimates with asponding measures of variance and confidence
intervals.

« US Fish and Wildlife Service reports do not specify wisiplcies are considered big game
species; the species included in the analysis are\atgflhed as big game in the states of
Montana and Wyoming, and generally considered big game elseWwhee assumption is that
these species are included in the US Fish and Wildlifei&es definition.

Highlights of Results
The analysis resulted in the following calculated values:
1. Percent obig game hunters hunting in the Great Yellowstone Region:

Wyoming
LS [0 1= 0] T 13.7%
[NT0] g1 (=351 (0 (=] | £ 9.3%
All - Residents and NONreSIAENES .............ommmmnereereeierieeieeeeneennes 11.7%
Montana
LSS [0 1= 0] T 18.7%
[NT0] g1 (=351 (0 [ g | £ 21.5%
All - Residents and NONreSIdENES ........... . ummwmn e eeeneeneeneeeeneeneens 19.5%
2. Number obig game hunters hunting in the Great Yellowstone Region:
Wyoming
ST [0 1= 0] £ 8,220
[INL0] g1 (=351 (0[S 1€ 4,650
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All - Residents and NONreSIdENES .............commwmn e eeeeneeneeneeneeneeneens 12,870
Montana
LS [0 1= 0] 29,359
[NT0] g1 (=351 (0 [ g | £ 10,320
All - Residents and NONreSIdENES ........... . ommwmn e eeeneeneeneeieeneeneens 39,679

3. 2001 Hunting trip and equipment expendituresigfyame hunters hunting in the Great
Yellowstone Region:
Wyoming
All - Residents and Nonresidents .............coummmneeeeeeevnnnnn.... $12,107,780
Montana
All - Residents and Nonresidents .............coemmmnseeeeeeennnnn.... $40,284,853

4. 2001 Hunting trip expenditures lify game hunters hunting in the Great Yellowstone Region:
Wyoming
All - Residents and Nonresidents .............coemmmneeeeeeeennnnn..... $5,216,576
Montana
All - Residents and Nonresidents .............coemmmnseeeeeeennnnn.... $21,255,081

5. Percent of total state harvestoaf game that comes from the Great Yellowstone Region:

Wyoming
[ LTS [0 1= 0 8.7%
[NTo] g1 (=351 (0 (=] | £ 5.5%
Montana
LS [0 1= 0] 14.9%
[NT0] g1 (=351 (0 [ g | £ 10.8%
6. Total number of hunters (big game, small game, bird) tgimithe Great Yellowstone
Region:
Wyoming
ST [0 L= 0] 8,905
[INL0] g1 (=351 (0 [ 1€ 6,324
All - Residents and NONreSIdENES ........... . commmmn e eeeeneeneeneieeneeneens 15,229
Montana
RESIHENES .. et 31,790
[NT0] o1 (=351 (0 [ g | £ 12,685
All - Residents and NONreSIdENES .............commwmn e eeeneeneeeeeeneeneens 44,475
7. 2001 Hunting trip and equipment expenditures of huntersniguintthe Great Yellowstone
Region:
Wyoming
RESIHENES ...ovieiiii e $11,330,376
N[0T 41 =T (0 [T 1 £ $5,002,284
All - Residents and Nonresidents ............. coumereeevneennn...... $16,332,660
Montana
RESIHENES .. ovieiieii e $37,225,575
NONIESIAENTS . .eeiieiii e eaas $13,433,415

All - Residents and Nonresidents .............coeemeeeeeeneennn......$50,658,990
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8. 2001 Hunting trip and equipment expenditures of huntergniguintthe Great Yellowstone

Region:

Wyoming
RESIHENES .. ovieiiii e $4,879,137
[NT0] g1 (=351 (0 [ | £ $4,656,789
All - Residents and Nonresidents .............comeeeeeneenneenn..... 39,535,926

Montana
(R LEES (0[S ] £ $12,776,098
[NL0] g1 (=351 (0 [ 1€ $12,520,955
All - Residents and Nonresidents .............cowneeeevneennne.... $25,297,053

Calculating Consumptive Uses and Economic Benefitsin the Greater Yellowstone Region
State Collected Information

Harvest and hunting statistics are routinely coli@dtg the states of Wyoming and Montana. Both
states use similar methods to manage big game hunting asiihtate the harvest and hunting effort:

« Each state is geographically divided into hunt areasatieagienerally unique to each species
and can change from time to time.

« Hunt areas do not correspond to political boundaries, suohuesies.

« Total harvest and hunting effort is estimated by rand@aiypling license holders for each
species. Estimates are made for the number of animalsdted and the number of hunters by
residency — state residents and nonresidents - huntisgnheint area.

+ Because the sample unit for the states’ harvest artthgueports is the license holder,
individual hunters may be counted several times if tlzeyehmore than one license or hunt for
a species in more than one area.

Both Wyoming and Montana have periodically conducted studliespenditures and net economic
values of hunting for various speciesférences 1, 2, and.3These studies are problematic for
several reasons:

« The sample unit is a license holder for a specific speam@ the economic information
pertains only to trip expenses associated with huntigigsiecies. The studies do not account
for hunting equipment or other non trip related expenelstur

« The studies cover a 10 year span. While expendituresa¢stiroan be standardized by
adjusting for inflation over the time period, it is natssible to account for differences in
hunting regulations, technology, or hunting patterns.

US Fish and Wildlife Service Collected Information

The US Fish and Wildlife Service periodically conductsamal surveys of fish, hunting, and wildlife
associated recreation. The latest version of theegusmas conducted in the year 20@df¢rences 10
and 11:

« The number of resident and nonresident hunters and big lyamers are estimated for each
state, and are broken down into big game, deer, elk, Wadturkey, and other big game.
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Estimates are also made for small game and migratahhbmting which was not considered
in this analysis.

« The survey also collects estimates on the annual expersitnade by all resident and
nonresident hunters, and by all big game hunters.

« The sample unit for the survey is an individual who ieas$t 16 years old.

+ Reports and data from the survey are available onlyet¢etlel of the state — information at
the county or regional levels is not available.

Combining State and US Fish and Wildlife Service Inforamati

The states provide the only information for estimatingéstrand hunting effort in the Greater
Yellowstone Region, while the US Fish and Wildlife\Bee’s information provides better economic
estimates. Thus, the decision was made to combine thdat&sources to analyze consumptive uses.

Several steps were required to estimate the amounntihgubig game harvest, and number of
hunters that can be attributed to the Great Yellovwestegion:

1. Determine which hunt areas are located in the Gréatkowstone Regions.

Hunt area maps for elk, deer, antelope, bighorn sheeapsanand black bear obtained from both
Montana and Wyomingé¢ferences 4 and )3vere overlaid with state county maps to identify the
specific hunt areas located each Greater Yellowst@ggoR county.

2. Estimate the proportion of each hunt area within theaGy ellowstone Region

Wyoming Game and Fish provided an Excel spread sheet thatieteeach hunt area and the
proportion of overlap with Park and Teton Counties. Tdlaes in the spreadsheet were generated
by electronically overlaying the hunt area maps withsthée county map. Similar information

was not available from Montana Fish, Wildlife, andi8aso the proportion of overlap of the hunt
areas was estimated by eye for the Montana Counti€arttbn, Gallatin, Madison, and Park.

3. Estimate the annual hunting effort and harvest by spémi¢ke Greater Yellowstone Regions.

Both states publish annual big game harvest and hunting effamtts and post them on their
internet web siteg¢ferences 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and)1ihformation from 2004 was available from
Wyoming, while the most recent information from Montaves for the years 2003 and 2002. To
estimate the annual hunting effort and harvest, thengstson was made that harvest and effort
were distributed uniformly across each hunt area. €perted harvest and effort was multiplied
by the proportion of the hunt area overlapping the countiksn Greater Yellowstone Region,
and summed up to estimate the annual big game effort andgsharve

4. Estimate total number of big game hunters utilizing thea@r Yellowstone Region.

The number of license holders reported statewide andagstl for the Greater Yellowstone
Region for each considered species (elk, deer, antddapern sheep, moose, and black bear)
was summed. Using these totals requires three assusption

« The totals include the double counting that occurs whermonier hunts more than one
species or in more than one area. The assumptionb@usade that the proportion of
double reporting for hunters utilizing the Greater Yellowst&®egion is the same as for
the states as a whole.
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The states’ data spans three years: 2004 in Wyoming, and 20@D@3 in Montana. In
order to use these totals, the assumption was made tmaaivd’'s 2002 and 2003 is an
accurate estimate of the 2004 harvest in that statesandecadded to Wyoming’s 2004
estimate to obtain a 2004 estimate of big game hunterstioishates.

As earlier indicated, not all wildlife considered a bigngaspecies were included in the
analysis. In order to use the estimated total, it inesissumed that those species not
included are negligible.
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Calculated Uses and Economic Benefitsin the Greater Yellowstone Region

Source:

Table 1 - Big Game Hunters

Wyoming Game and Fish and Montana Fish, Wildlife, and &ks

Wyoming - 2004 Population = 506,529

Montana - 2004 Population = 926,865

Teton and Park Counties
2004 Population = 45,480 = 9.0% of State
Square Miles = 10,950 = 11.2% of State

Madison, Gallatin, Park, & Carbon Counties
2004 population = 108,262 = 11.7% of State
Square Miles = 11,043 = 7.6%

Calculated Calculated
# License % of License # License % of License
# Hunting Holders Holders # Hunting Holders Holders
License Hunting in Hunting in License Hunting in Hunting in
Type of Year | Holders for | Yellowstone Yellowstone Year Holders for | Yellowstone Yellowstone
Species Hunter Species Region Region Species Region Region
Elk Resident | 2004 42,140 8,732 20.7% 2002 97,895 23,847 24.4%
Non
Resident 10,106 3,318 32.89 17,149 6,315 36.89
Mule Deer Resident | 2004 37,085 4,865 13.19
Non
Resident 26,015 2,259 8.79
White Tail
Deer Resident | 2004 14,253 1,224 8.69
Non
Resident 7,528 235 3.1%
Deer Resident 2003 128,292 23,314 18.2%
Non
Resident 24,963 3,599 14.49
Antelope Resident | 2004 17,063 152 0.99% 2003 29,528 1,438 4.99
Non
Resident 20,701 39 0.2% 3,848 116 3.0%
Moose Resident | 2004 753 131 17.4% 2003 625 133 21.3%
Non
Resident 142 40 28.5%) 25 8 31.2%
Big Horn
Sheep Resident | 2004 171 110 64.1% 2003 237 39 16.6%
Non
Resident 60 36 60.8% 25 13 52.0%
Black Bear Resident | 2004 1,132 266 23.59% 2002 9,848 936 9.5%
Non
Resident 103 91 88.8% 915 20 2.2%
Total Licenses Resident | 2004 112,597 15,480 13.7% | 2004 266,425 49,707 18.7%
Non
Resident 64,655 6,019 9.3% 46,925 10,070 21.5%

Source: US Fish and Wildlife Service
2001 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife Recreation

Calculated # Calculated % Calculated# | Calculated %
Hunters Hunters Hunters Hunters
Hunting in Hunting in Hunting in Hunting in
Type of Year # Hunters Yellowstone Yellowstone Year | #Huntersin | Yellowstone Yellowstone
Category Hunter in State Region Region State Region Region
Big Game
Hunters Resident | 2001 60,000 8,220 13.7% | 2001 157,000 29,359 18.7%
Non
Resident 50,000 4,650 9.3% 48,000 10,320 21.5%
All 110,000 12,870 11.7% 205,000 39,679 19.5%
All Hunters Resident | 2001 65,000 8,905 13.7% | 2001 170,000 31,790 18.7%
Non
Resident 68,000 6,324 9.3% 59,000 12,685 21.5%
All 133,000 15,229 11.4% 229,000 44,475 19.4%

Calculated numbers appear in BLUE
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Table 2A - Big Game Hunting Trip and Equipment Expenditures

Source: US Fish and Wildlife Service

2001 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife Recreation

Montana Greater
Wyoming Greater Yellowstone
Yellowstone Region Region
Information Residency Wyoming Calculated Montana Calculated
All Hunters
Resident 65,000 8,905 170,000 31,790
Non Resident 68,000 6,324 59,000 12,685
All 133,000 15,229 229,000 44,475
2001 Trip and Related Equipment Expenditures - AlHunters
Total Resident $48,431,000 $11,330,376 $141,968,000 $37,225,575
Average/hunter - reported Resident $744 $144 $B37 8379
Total Non Resident $57,945,000 $5,002,284 $63,771,000 $13,433,415
Average/hunter - reported Non Resident $791 $791 $1,059 $1,05p
Total All $106,376,000 $16,332,660 $205,739,000) $50,658,990
Big Game Hunters
Resident 60,000 8,220 157,000 29,359
Non Resident 50,000 4,650 48,000 10,320
All 110,000 12,870 205,000 39,679
2001 Trip and Related Equipment Expenditures — Bigsame Hunters
Total All $78,859,000 $12,107,780 $163,607,000] $40,284,853
% of All Hunters All 79.5% 79.5% 74.1% 74.1%
Calculated numbers appear in BLUE

Table 2B - Big Game Hunting Trip Expenditures

Source: US Fish and Wildlife Service

2001 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and Wildlife Recreation

Montana Greater
Wyoming Greater Yellowstone
Yellowstone Region Region
Information Residency Wyoming Calculated Montana Calculated
All Hunters
Resident 65,000 8,905 170,000 31,790
Non Resident 68,000 6,324 59,000 12,685
All 133,000 15,229 229,000 44,475
2001 Trip and Related Equipment Expenditures - AlHunters
Total Resident $20,825,000 $4,879,137 $48,835,000 $12,776,098
Average/hunter - reported Resident $3R0 $320 $p87 2879
Total Non Resident $50,073,000 $4,656,789 $58,237,000 $12,520,955
Average/hunter - reported Non Resident $736 $736 $987 $987
Total All $78,898,000 $9,535,926 $107,072,000] $25,297,053
Big Game Hunters
Resident 60,000 8,220 157,000 29,359
Non Resident 50,000 4,650 48,000 10,320
All 110,000 12,870 205,000 39,679
2001 Trip Expenditures — Big Game Hunters
Total All $58,173,000 $5,216,576 $89,964,000 $21,255,081
% of All Hunters All 54.7% 54.7% 84.0% 84.0%
Calculated numbers appear in BLUE
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Table 3 - Big Game Hunting and Harvest

Wyoming — Data Source — Wyoming Game and Fish

Teton and Park Counties

% of % of Number % of

Species Year Type of Hunter| Available Number State License License
Hunt Area | Harvested | Harvest Holders Holders

Elk 2004 Resident 9.5% 2,844 17.3% 8,732 20.7%

Non Resident 9.5% 1,480 30.5% 3,318 32.8%

Mule Deer 2004 Resident 7.5 1,585 8.2% 4,865 13.1%
Non Resident 7.5% 951 5.5% 2,259 8.7%

White Tail Deer 2004 Resident 7.5% 39 4.9% 1,224 8.6%
Non Resident 7.5% 37 0.9% 235 3.1%

Antelope 2004 Resident 4.0% 124  0.8% 152 0.9%
Non Resident 4.0% 39 0.2% 39 0.2%

Moose 2004 Resident 14.7% 120 19.3% 131 17.4%
Non Resident 14.7% 25 17.0% 40 28.5%

Big Horn Sheep 2004 Resident 33.6% 101 67.2% 110 64.1%
Non Resident 33.6% 32 59.5% 36 60.8%

Black Bear 2004 Resident 18.6%% 68 28.0% 266 23.5%
Non Resident 18.6% 27 51.6% 91 88.8%

Big Game - All 2004 Resident 10.4% 5,171 8.7% 15,480 13.7%
Non Resident 10.4% 2,591 5.5% 6,019 9.3%

Montana - Data Source — Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks
Madison, Gallatin, Park, & Carbon Counties
% of % of Number % of

Species Year Type of Hunter| Available Number State License License
Hunt Area | Harvested | Harvest Holders Holders
Elk 2002 Resident 8.7% 4,980 27.1% 23,847 24.4%
Non Resident 8.7% 1,358 33.6% 6,315 36.8%
Deer 2003 Resident 8.7% 17,007 15.9% 23,314 18.2%
Non Resident 8.7% 1,561 7.9% 3,599 14.4%

Antelope 2003 Resident 7.5% 788 2.8% 1,438 4.9%
Non Resident 7.5% o9 2.3% 116 3.0%
Moose 2003 Resident 16.6%%0 D0 17.8% 133 21.3%
Non Resident 16.6% 4 21.1% 8 31.2%
Big Horn Sheep 2003 Resident 18.4% 3 2.2% 39 16.6%
Non Resident 18.4% 3 23.1% 13 52.0%
Black Bear 2002 Resident 17.8% 61 6.1% 936 9.5%
Non Resident 17.8% P 1.0% 20 2.2%
Big Game - All 2003-04 Resident 8.6% 22,879 14.9% 49,707 18.7%
Non Resident 8.6% 3,020 10.8% 10,071 21.6%

BOLD numbers indicate that the % is greater than% of &stailable hunt area
RED numbers indicate that the % is less than the % ofaetilable hunt area
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Non Consumptive Uses of Wildlife

Data for an analysis of non consumptive wildlife used their associated economic benefits in the
Greater Yellowstone Region of Montana and Wyoming eza&lucted on the basis of the tourism and
travel industry statistics provided by the University ofritdna’s Institute of Tourism and Recreation
Research, Wyoming State Office of Travel and TourismpiMpg Business Council, and the US Fish
and Wildlife Service’s 2001 National Survey of Fishing, Humtiand Wildlife Associated Recreation.
The data in these reports constrained the analysesviral ways:

« Travel and tourism research in Montana has been akmwohisively focused on nonresident
visitors. Reports do not distinguish between domestic rtedniational visitors. In contrast,
Wyoming focuses on all travelers, including state resgjexst well as domestic and international
travelers. Data from the US Fish and Wildlife Seri@sirvey focuses on US residents and
included information on both in-state and out-of-stadedt for wildlife watching.

+ Information contained in this section of the report wasfficient to calculate estimate variances
or provide confidence intervals for the results. This repses the wordalculated to distinguish
results from statistically valid estimates with asponding measures of variance and confidence
intervals.

Highlights of Results
The analysis resulted in the following calculated values:
1. 34.6% of travelers’ expenditures in Wyoming occur in Park aatbii Counties.

2. 21.7% of nonresident expenditures in Montana occur in Car@afiatin, Madison, and Park.
Counties.

3. 8.6% of travelers’ expenditures in Wyoming can be attributeditdlife watching.
4. 8.9% of nonresident expenditures in Montana can be atébta wildlife watching.

5. Domestimonresident travelers spe$t4,706,648n the Wyoming'sPark and Teton Counties
in 2004.

6. Domestimonresident travelers spe$f7,814,442n the Montana'€arbon, Gallatin,
Madison, and Park. Counties in 2004.

Calculating Non Consumptive Uses and Economic Benefitsin the Greater Yellowstone Region
State Collected Information

The University of Montana’s Institute for Tourism and Ration Research and the Wyoming State
Office of Travel and Tourism’s Wyoming’s Business Courmitinely survey travelers in their states.
Both states collect information on amount and locatibexpenditures made by travelersférences
1,2, 3, 4,5, and)6

« Montana focuses on “non resident visitors” and screahMontana residents traveling in
state. Montana does not distinguish domestic from iatenmal visitors. Hence, Montana’s
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reported expenditures include those from both domestic aghational visitors. Montana
reports expenditures to the county level for some caiimtisome years.

+ Wyoming focuses on all travelers, including Wyoming redisiand domestic and
international non resident visitors. Hence, Wyomingjgorted expenditures include those
from Wyoming residents as well as both domestic andnat®nal travelers. Annual reports
present some information at the county level, whileli9@7 — 2004 summary report
(references Ppresents detailed information at the county level.

US Fish and Wildlife Service Collected Information

The US Fish and Wildlife Service periodically conductsamal surveys of fish, hunting, and wildlife
associated recreation. The latest version of theegumas conducted in the year 20@dférences 7
and §. The survey collects information on the amount acdtion of expenditures made by US
residents duringrimary purposewildlife watching trips. Aprimary purposewildlife watching trip in
one in which the traveler’s primary motive for makthg trip was to watch, photograph, or feed
wildlife. Reports distinguish between state residentsdarmestic nonresidents.

Combining State and US Fish and Wildlife Service Inforamati

In order to determine the expenditures occurring in that@érerellowstone Region that can be
attributable to non consumptive wildlife uses, the infation from the federal US Fish and Wildlife
Service survey must be combined with information on colevigl expenditures from the states.
Several issues arise in combining the three data sources:

- Differences in reporting with respect to residency nweshccommodated. In order to utilize
the US Fish and Wildlife Service’s information on Mifiel watching trips, expenditure
information from the states must reflect the saefndion of nonresidents — residents from
other US states.

- Data on residency and county level expenditures aravadtable for every year, and were not
available for the year in which the federal survey a@sucted, 2001. The assumption was
made that the there were no yearly differences \egbect to:

1. The proportion of total expenditures made by state retsgddomestic residents, and
international residents;

2. The proportion of total expenditures occurring withinreegunty within each state; and
3. The proportion of total expenditures attributable to iWédvatching.

« None of the sources of data provided sufficient infoiometto consider resident wildlife
watching expenditure within the Great Yellowstone Regide US Fish and Wildlife
Service information provides an estimate of expendituresdig residents, but does not
break down the state total by county. Montana’s surdeysot consider state residents at all.
Wyoming does include state residents in their surveys andisdpe percent of expenditures
on a statewide level that can be attributed to residdatsestic travelers, and international
travelers.

Tables 4 and 5 summarize the steps and calculations madgerhate 2004 expenditures attributable
to wildlife watching in the Great Yellowstone Regionbofth Wyoming and Montana.
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Table 4 - Calculating Wyoming 2004 Non Consumptive Wildlife Use Ependitures

in Greater Yellowstone Region

Geographic | Year Description of Data Data Data # = Source
Basis Formula
Step 1 — Calculate 2001 traveler expenditures for stattergsiand non residents from other US states
Total Travel Spending - State Residents, Residents
State 2001 from Other US States, and International $1,763,000,000 1 2
State 2004 % of Travelers from Other US States 75.0% 2 2
State 2001 Estimated spending - Travelers from Other U8sStat1,322,250,00( 3=1*2 Calculated
State 2004 % of State Resident Travelers 21.0% 4 2
State 2001 Estimated Travel Spending by State Residents $370,230,000Q 5=1*3 Calculated
Step 2 — Calculate 2001 traveler expenditures that occurf&ckater Yellowstone Counties
Total Travel Spending - State Residents, Travelers
Park County| 2001 from Other US States, and International $186,500,000 6 2
% Total Travel Spending - State Residents, Travelers
Park County| 2001 from Other US States, and International 10.6% 7=6/1 Calculated
Teton Total Travel Spending - State Residents, Travelers
County 2001| from Other US States, and International $424,000/,000 8 2
Teton % Total Travel Spending - State Residents, Travelers
County 2001| from Other US States, and International 24.0% 9=8/1 Calculated
Greater
Yellowstone Total Travel Spending - State Residents, Travelers
Counties 2001 from Other US States, and International $610,500,000Q 10=7+9 Calculated
Greater
Yellowstone % Total Travel Spending - State Residents, Travelers
Counties 2001 from Other US States, and International 34.6% 11=10/1 Calculated
Step 3 — Calculate % of 2001 traveler expenditures thatecattributed to wildlife watching
Wildlife Watching Trip Expenditures - State
State 2001 Residents $22,217,000 12 8
% of Travel Expenditures Related to Wildlife
State 2001 Watching - State Residents 6.0% 13=125 Calculated
Wildlife Watching Trip Expenditures — Travelers
State 2001 from Other US States $113,408,000 14 8
% of Travel Expenditures Related to Wildlife
State 2001 Watching - Travelers from Other US States 8.6% 15=143 Calculated
Wildlife Watching Trip Expenditures - State
State 2001 Residents and Residents from Other US States $135,626,000 16 8
% of Travel Expenditures Related to Wildlife
Watching — State Residents and Travelers from Other
State 2001 US States 7.7% 17=1601 Calculated
Step 4 — Calculate Wyoming’s 2004 expenditures that ocdheireater Yellowstone Counties by travelers fron
other US states that can be attributed to wildlife hiatg
Total Travel Spending - State Residents, Residents
State 2004 from Other US States, and International $2,007,000,000 18 8
Greater Calculated Expenditures from Residents from Other
Yellowstone US States Attributable to Wildlife Watching in Great 19 =
Counties 2004 Yellowstone Counties of Wyoming $44,706,648 18*15+11*2 | Calculated

Calculated numbers appear in BLUE
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Table 5 - Calculating Montana 2004 Non Consumptive Wildlife Use enditures

in Greater Yellowstone Region

Geographic | Year Description of Data Data Data # = Source
Basis Formula
Step 1 — Calculate % of Montana’s nonresident visitor expaedi occur in the Greater Yellowstone Counties
State 2002 Total Nonresident Expenditures $1,800,000,000 1 6
Carbon 2002 Nonresident Expenditures $35,599,000 2 3
Carbon 2002 Estimated % of State Nonresident Expenditures 2.093=2/1 Calculated
Gallatin 2002| Nonresident Expenditures $239,279,000 4 4
Gallatin 2002| Estimated % of State Nonresident Expenditures 13.3% 5=4/1 Calculated
Park 2002 Nonresident Expenditures $104,553,000 6 5
Park 2002| Estimated % of State Nonresident Expenditures 5.8%7=6/1 Calculated
Madison 1998 % Spending in County Based on Survey Data 0.6% 8 1
Great
Yellowstone
Counties 2002 Estimated % of state non resident expenditures 21.7%| 9=3+5+#A8 | Calculated
Step 2 — Calculate % of Montana’s nonresident visitor expaedithat can be attributed to wildlife watching
State 2001 Nonresident Expenditures $1,719,000,000 10 @
Wildlife Watching Trip Expenditures — Travelers
State 2001 from Other US States $153,134,000 11 7
% of Nonresident Trip Expenditures Attributable tq
Travelers from Other US States on Wildlife Watching
State 2001 Trips 8.9%| 12=11/10 | Calculated
Step 3 — Calculate Montana’s 2004 expenditures that occue iBritater Yellowstone Counties by travelers from

other US states that can be attributed to wildlife hiatg

State 2004 Nonresident Expenditures $1,958,000,000 13 @
Greater Estimated % of State Nonresident Expenditures
Yellowstone | 2001- | Attributable to Wildlife Watching in Great
Counties 2002 | Yellowstone Counties 1.9% 14=12*9 Calculated
Greater Estimated non resident expenditures attributable
Yellowstone to wildlife watching in Great Yellowstone
Counties 2004| Counties - E30 X E 29 $37,814,442 15=1413 | Calculated

Calculated numbers appear in BLUE

Page 13 of 35




Dunrovin Research

Report to National Parks Conservation Association February 2006

References Used in Analysis of Non Consumptive Ut¥¥ildlife

1.

Cheek, Kristen A. 1998. Visitors to Montana Counte®ilot Analysis for Madison and Lincoln Counties. Unsigy of
Montana Institute for Tourism and Recreation Reseavahv.itrr.umt.edu

Dean Runyan and Associates. 2005. The Economic Impaciw#l on Wyoming 1997 — 2004 Detailed State and County
Estimates. State Office of Travel and Tourism, WymgrBusiness Council.

University of Montana Institute for Tourism and Reti@n Research. 2004 Niche News — Carbon County.
www.itrr.umt.edu
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Commercial Use of Wildlife and Wilderness Images

There is no question that the use of the internet idlsaghanging the way businesses market their produdts@msumers
make their purchases. Consumers have come to expeot$ses to host a web site to present product infasmatnd
businesses are increasingly turning to the interniedtto service and attract customers. As the interm@bkcome main
stream part of business in all parts of the countryatges offer us an opportunity to investigate the wayhiich businesses
are present themselves. How do they “brand” theidyxets or services? What words or phrases do they usieact potential
customers? In an effort to answer these questionaputher investigated the association of words denotifdiife,
wilderness, and their uses with the names of commariiben across the states of Wyoming and Montana tordite those
community names most closely linked to the wildlifel avilderness within the commercial @omdomain of the internet.

To test the hypothesis that the occurrence of limgngords — words that cluster around a branding concag$eciate more
frequently on the internet pages of communities that moesk for those brands, the author conducted the foligwi
experiment:

» Four cities that are nationally known for a specific Hatawere selected and compared to each other ancheleve
other nationally know cities with the hypothesis tihat “branded” cities would have proportionally more
commercial pages on the internet in which both thengtye and the branding words occurred. The hypothesis
is that the pages resulting from a Google search acrossiimaercial occomdomain of the internet will
produce the following:

1. Anchorage, Alasksiill occur proportionally more often with the wordddlife andwildernesghan the
other eleven cities;

2. Denver, Coloradawill occur proportionally more often with the worslkiingandski (without the word
water occurring) than the other eleven cities;

3. Las Vegas, Nevadaill occur proportionally more often with the wordasino, gambling, gamming, poker,
androulettethan the other eleven cities; and

4. Orlando, Floridawill occur proportionally more often with the woRlsneythan the other eleven cities.
* Google searches were conducted in the following manner:

1. Searches were conducted on 1/7/06 and 1/9/05. The inteeneery dynamic entity. The exact results from
searches conducted at one time cannot be reproducedfatenttime. Results from the two different
search dates were statistically compared using a chiesfjitest. No significant differences were found
between the searched on the dates.

2. The search engine Google was used because of ity abthtilor the search in the following manner:
» Searches were limited to theom domain

» Searches eliminated the wdrdvel. Initial searches that included the waravel. Web pages from
travel site often combine many different cities #melr respective brands. For example, a travel
service’'s web page might advertise Colorado skiing paclag#ése same page as Florida beach
vacations and thus put Colorado on the same page withd®and Florida on the same page with
skiing.

» Searches were for tlexactwords of eacltity state. This was to eliminate references to other cities
with the same name in different states. An exception veaerfor New York, New York. The words
New York City were used instead. Only pages with the

» The range of searches covessty pagein the requested domain.

» Searches were fa@ny of the “branding” words — that is, a page was listex/&@n one of the branding
words was found.
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» Multiple searches were conducted for each city. The ptiopoof the number of pages resulting from a search
with the “branding” words to the number of pages resultiomfa search without the branding word was
calculated. A chi squared test was used to test fastgtat differences. Results of the searches andtstatiy
tests are given in Table 6.

Table 6 — Testing Use of Brands on Internet
City State % with % with % with % with
Branding Words| Branding Words | Branding Words| Branding Words
Wildlife Casino Disney
Wilderness Gambling
(without water) Gamming
Poker

Roulette
New York City 1.8% 1.3% 4.8% 5%
Anchorage Alaska *4.5% 3.0% 1.4% 1%
Los Angeles California 1.3% 1.1% 4.2% 4%
Miami Florida 1.4% 1.5% 5.5% 3%
2.7% 3.7% 2%
Salt Lake City Utah 2.0% 3.3% 8.2% 2%
Seattle Washington 1.9% 2.3% 13.7% 2%
Las Vegas Nevada 1.6% 1.7% *49.1% 3%
Orlando Florida 2.3% 1.6% 4.9% *17%
Chicago lllinois 1.3% 1.5% 10.3% 2%
Minneapolis Minnesota 1.3% 1.0% 1.7% 1%
Atlanta Georgia 1.5% 0.9% 12.6% 2%
Dallas Texas 1.5% 1.9% 4.4% 2%
Kansas City Missouri 1.2% 2.4% 2.6% 6%
Honolulu Hawaii 1.2% 1.1% 1.9% 1%

* chi squared significant p<.001

To apply this method of using internet searches toifgemntommunity’s business brand to the Wyoming and Mumtthe
same search techniques outlined above were applied naities of communities in those states together withrdreling
words that denote wildlife or wilderness. The words indudelf, wolves, grizzly, grizzlies, elk, deer, bear, wigdlHunting,
fishing,andwildernessSearches were conducted on 1/10/06. Table 7 presemésthits in order of association between the
branding words and the community name. Several gatewvagnanities from other states were include for compari$he
Greater Yellowstone Regional communities from botitest head the list of communities with names that ast ahosely
associated with the wildlife and wilderness branding words
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Table 7 — Internet Association of Branding Words and Commnity Names
Branding Words
wolf, wolves, grizzly, grizzlies, elk, deer, bear, \dlife, hunting, fishing, wilderness
Wyoming Community % with Montana Community % with Branding
Branding Words Words
Jackson Wyoming 50.7% | West Yellowstone Montana 61.9%
Lander Wyoming 43.6% | Red Lodge Montana 52.5%
Sheridan Wyoming 40.3% | Livingston Montana 47.6%
Cody Wyoming 39.7% | Dillon Montana 41.1%
Powell Wyoming 35.1% | Hamilton Montana 40.0%
Rock Springs Wyoming 32.8% | Anaconda Montana 36.1%
Thermopolis Wyoming 32.6% | Whitefish Montana 34.9%
Evanston Wyoming 32.5% | Billings Montana 34.4%
Green River Wyoming 28.4% | Lewistown Montana 32.7%
Buffalo Wyoming 25.2% | Missoula Montana 31.9%
Laramie Wyoming 25.1% | Bozeman Montana 31.6%
Cheyenne Wyoming 24.2% | Helena Montana 29.6%
Gillette Wyoming 23.4% | Miles City Montana 28.7%
Casper Wyoming 21.6% | Butte Montana 28.4%
Riverton Wyoming 18.5% | Havre Montana 28.1%
Douglas Wyoming 10.9% | Great Falls Montana 27.6%
Kemmerer Wyoming 2.9% | Kalispell Montana 26.1%
Wheatland Wyoming 2.8% | Glasgow Montana 4.0%
Torrington Wyoming 2.6% | Laurel Montana 3.1%
Belgrade Montana 3.0%
Glendive Montana 2.8%
Sidney Montana 2.8%
Communities in or near the Greater Yellowstone Region Communities in Red
Gateway Communities Outside of the Greater Yellowstone Region
Community % with Community % with Branding
Branding Words Words
Yucca Valley California 18.9% | Moab Utah 28.7%
Estes Park Colorado 36.1% | Bay Harbor Main 24.9%
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Pertinent Referencegannotated as available from original electronic source)

Arosteguy, Daniel. Jean. 1974. Socio-economic basgectioms of wildlife recreation in Colorado to 1985. Ph.D
dissertation. Colorado State University. 479 pages. ¢atioln Number: AAT 7427936.

Beeusaert, David Marcel. 1995. The non-consumptivgesadf wildlife in the Riding Mountain area. M.N.R.M. @igation,
Canada: The University of Manitoba. 147 pages. 1995. RtiblicNumber: AAT MM99093. ProQuest document
743295251.

The primary purpose of this study is to determine thedelllue of non-consumptive recreation specificallstes

to the large mammal species of the Riding Mountain BiogpReserve (RMBR), which includes Riding Mountain
National Park (RMNP) as its core area. The specifieatives are: to determine the level of non-consumptive
expenditures by RMNP visitors: to determine the levelarf-consumptive expenditures by permanent residents of
the RMBR,; to determine the level of non-consumptive edjiares by non-resident landowners of the RMBR; to
determine the level of consumer surplus that existseiiRMBR for non-consumptive large mammal recreational us
and to offer recommendations concerning RMNP and RMBR maragestrategies.

The results of this project indicate that large mammalsia important resource in the RMBR and societal benefits
are being derived from these animals. There are dersdle non-consumptive expenditures by both area residents
and Park visitors to enjoy these animals, as wel@ellevels of willingness-to-pay to further enjoy thasinals.

Brooks, R. 1990. Montana Bioeconomics Study-- A contihgeluation assessment of lake and reservoir fishinglea
attitudes and economic benefits. Montana Dept.sif,RVildlife and Parks, Helena, MT.

Brooks, R. 1991. Montana Bioeconomics Study-- A contihgeluation assessment of angler attitudes and edono
benefits for selected waters statewide. Montana &pish, Wildlife and Parks, Helena, MT.

Brooks, R. 1993. Montana Bioeconomics Study-- A contihgaluation assessment of black bear hunting: Hunigrdes
and economic benefits. Montana Dept. of Fish, Wildlifed Parks, Helena, MT.

Brooks, R. 1995. Montana Bioeconomics Study-- A contihgaluation assessment of mountain lion hunting.: étunt
attitudes and economic benefits. Montana Dept.sif,RVildlife and Parks, Helena, MT.

Brooks, R. 1996. Montana Bioeconomics Study-- A contihgaluation assessment of moose, bighorn sheep and mountain
goat hunting: Hunter attitudes and economic benefitsnt&ha Dept. of Fish, Wildlife and Parks, Helena, MT.

Cromley, Christina Maria. 2002. Beyond boundaries: Legrfiom bison management in Greater Yellowstone. Ph.D.
dissertation. Yale University. 283 pages. Publicatiomber: AAT 3046142. ProQuest document 726403191.

Bison stir controversy by doing what made them a legeidrniarican folk songs: roaming. Migrations over Park
boundaries make for complicated decision-making. When bisen gate, federal, or private land surrounding the
Park they wander unwittingly into overlapping jurisdintoof the U.S. Forest Service, state livestock depargment
and state wildlife and game agencies. The presence digbase brucellosis in bison also leave them subjéce
scrutiny of the U.S. Animal and Plant Health InspectiorviSe (APHIS), which has worked

decades to eradicate brucellosis from U.S. cattle herds

Flaws in current policy result largely from fragmensgalictures of governance; conflicting values and myths;rend t
failure of scientific management to resolve problemsdhafundamentally social and political. The numerous
agencies involved operate with conflicting goals, lgwssdictions, and expectations: some follow mandades t
protect livestock, others to protect wildlife. Conflicver these mandates have led to at least twelve tawsui
between 1985 and 1998 over policies affecting bison managemienicellosis. Decisions also increasingly involve
officials removed from the scene of action. Such fragatemt in decision making can exclude those directly aftecte
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by decisions from working with agency officials and otparticipants. Fragmentation also complicates thedfsk
managing resources in the common interest.

The outcome of bison management may tell us as much &lsoswdial and political reality of Western politicayi
management, and the ability of current structures of gameento meet the common interest as it does about
bison, brucellosis, or cattle. The dissertation dbssrthe history of the conflict, discusses openlytiigical nature

of the decision-making process in bison management aedses the process using common interest as sadaier
effectiveness. Common interest processes and dexisimuld be inclusive in their participation, should nieet

valid expectations of participants, and should remain ablept@ achieve goals in a changing context when put to a
practical test. The dissertation concludes with reconaatgons for improvements in the decision-making gece

Culver, Milton Lawrence, Jr. 1997. Resorting to tauri§he town and the valley of Jackson, Wyoming, throtigh 1950's.
M.A. dissertation. Utah State University. 134 pagek997. Publication Number: AAT 1387759. ProQuest
document 738229401.

Originally a ranching region, Jackson Hole, Wyoming, d@gastated by the agricultural depression that foliowe
World War |. Simultaneously, a political debate begaer @roposals to protect the Teton Range with naticaxdd p
designation. Compromises led to the creation of smalh&iT eton National Park in 1929. Philanthropist John D.
Rockefeller, Jr. commenced a land purchasing plan togen@arand Teton, leading to the creation of Jacksda Ho
National Monument in 1943 and a larger Grand Teton Nati®agdt in 1950.

While park debates continued, residents attempted to dimr@benic activities to replace ranching. They promoted
tourism, but not without ambivalence. Tourism prommotieet with some success during the 1930's. Travel boomed
after World War II. This led to a startling transfornoatiof the valley most evident in the town of Jacksonthig end

of the 1950's, burgeoning tourist activity led to new proisieforeshadowing Jackson Hole's future.

Dalton, Robert S Bastian, Chris T.Jacobs, James Wesche, Thomas A1998. Estimating the economic value of improved
trout fishing on Wyoming streams. North American Jouoh&isheries Management 18 (4): 786-797.

Abstract: Economic information that can be used tordete which management alternatives best meet public
demands within limited budgets is important to resource maregeagencies. The objective of this study was to
generate estimates of economic benefits of improvesr@n\Wyoming trout fishing streams that could be used to
evaluate different improvement projects. A mail syrwas conducted to determine characteristics and preé=eriic
anglers fishing Wyoming streams, and the contingent valuatethod (CVM) was used to estimate economic
benefits associated with fishing under improved conditiQuestions were associated with fishing for any oirait
species an angler might encounter on Wyoming streamsfigeof improvement were based on CVM questions
involving a hypothetical doubling of the chance of catgldararge trout and a hypothetical increase in trout
populations. Tourist and resident fishing license subgrdspsagere analyzed. Anglers in the tourist license group
traveled long distances, spent more days fishing geraind had higher incomes than resident anglers. Consumer
surplus estimates for the complete sample were USdigiaf01/d for increased trout populations and dollar
sign132/d for doubling the chance of catching a large tBartefits for the resident angler for the large trout
improvement and the population improvement were ddtig83/d and dollar sign64/d, respectively. Tourist angler
benefits were estimated at dollar sign227/d for the lanye improvement and dollar sign131/d for the population
improvement. The results of this type of study can be withéh a framework of net present value to evaluate and
prioritize potential improvement projects.

DeRuiter, Darla Sue. 2002. Wildlife value orientatidbsnstruct validity and a qualitative approach to meagurin
determinants. Ph.D. dissertation. 139 pages. Coloradi® Sniversity. Publication Number: AAT 3053417.
ProQuest document 726484061.

This dissertation reports the results from two relatediass, one quantitative in nature and one qualitativen Bot
studies revolve around the values people hold toward feildihapter | introduces the concepts

surrounding wildlife values, provides a literature revi#veoretical and methodological background, and
organizational information.
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The first study, found in Chapter Il, examines the constraldity of the wildlife value orientation scale. The
predictive ability of a new, single-item measure wamgared to the existing approach to measuring wildéfaes
orientations. A survey was administered which includietth measures. After reliability of the scale waslagthed,
correlations, cluster analysis, and structural equattim models were conducted. Results show that the
reliability of the existing scale is consistent wittevious studies. The two measures were significaotiselated and
had similar structure; however, the multi-item scale mage predictive of attitudes toward local wildlife issues
than the single-item measure. While the new measayepnove to be sufficient to replace the existing scélether
research is required, as well as refining that measalaity of the wildlife value orientation construct can

be tentatively confirmed.

The second study (Chapter Il1), takes an exploratory apiptoamderstanding the determinants of value orientations
toward wildlife. Four major dimensions (socializatiorperience, personal characteristics, and place) wereregplo
through in-depth interviews with 18 participants. Results saglgasthese dimensions are an appropriate way to
organize the determinants of wildlife value orientatidng,that the combination and importance of the various
dimension components fluctuated markedly for different paoglee study. Family members, particularly fathers,
were important influences common to nearly all respotsdétiace of upbringing (rural or urban) played a kéy ro

in shaping wildlife value orientations, as did cohort. §mme, direct experiences with wildlife were critical.
Religiosity and gender were very important to a few paditis, but articulation of these influences may be

difficult because they are so imbedded in a person's psyche.

The manuscript concludes with Chapter IV, which discusseththoretical, psychometric, and applied implicatidns o
the studies. By synthesizing the results from both teligpa program of future research is presented.

Duda, M.D., V.L. Wise, W. Tresterman, A. Lanier, T.NwfpS.J. Bissell, and P. Wang. 2000.Wyoming 1998 Fishijng t
expenditures. Responsive Management, Harrisonburg, VA.

Duda, M.D., P.E. DeMichele, S.J. Bissell, P. Wangfelrick, A. Lanier, W. Testerman, J. Yoder, and Caxgki. 2001.
Public Attitudes toward grizzly bear management in WyomiRgsponsive Management, Harrisonburg, VA.

Duda, M.D., P.E. DeMichele, C. Zurawski, M. Jone&/aHer, W. Testerman, A. Lanier, S.J. Bissell, P. @/amnd J.B.
Herrick. 2003. Wyoming residents’ attitudes toward and opsbn wolf mangement in Wyoming. Responsive
Management, Harrisonburg, VA.

Duda, M.D., P.E. DeMichele, M. Jones, C. ZurawskiAkken, C. Craun, A. Criscione, W. Testerman, J. MallstA. Lanier,
S.J. Biossell, Pl Wang, and J. B. Herrick. 2004. Wyomasglent and nonresident deer, elk, and antelope hunter
expenditure survey. Responsive Management, Harrisongarg,

Duffield, J., J. Loomis, and R. Brooks. 1987. The nehemic value of fishing in Montana. Montana Dept. of Fisfidlife
and Parks, Helena, MT.

Duffield, J. 1988. The net economic value of elk hunitnilontana. Montana Dept. of Fish, Wildlife and Pattslena,
MT.

Duffield, J. and C. Neher. 1990. Montana Bioeconomiadyst A contingent valuation assessment of Montanalue#ing:
Hunter attitudes and economic benefits. Montana &tish, Wildlife and Parks, Helena, MT.

Duffield, J. and C. Neher. 1991. Montana Bioeconomiadyst A contingent valuation assessment of Montanarfeate
h;unting: Hunter attitudes and economic benefits. Manf2ept. of Fish, Wildlife and Parks, Helena, MT.

Eubanks, Larry Stanton. 1980. Essays on non-market iealweith applications to valuing wildlife resources. [Ph.D
dissertation. University of Wyoming; 1980. 137 pages. li€atton Number: AAT 8111600. ProQuest document
751974821

This research develops a number of methods for valuiocpéive changes in non-market commaodities. In particular,
a general analytical framework for valuing non-marketmarities based on the household production model of the

Page 20 of 35




Dunrovin Research

Report to National Parks Conservation Association February 2006

consumer is developed. Three alternative estimation agpesavhich require differing assumptions and data
requirements are outlined. Two of the estimation appesaale illustrated using 1975 data on Wyoming resident deer
hunters. A survey approach is developed which is cajphlgathering information useful in estimating market
demand functions for hunting licenses which are contingigo characteristics of the hunting experience. Market
demand functions are estimated for Wyoming resident dderand antelope hunting licenses. In addition, option
values and existence values for grizzly bear and bigsloeep in Wyoming are estimated for a sample of Wiygmi
resident hunters. Information on option and existence vadgeghered via a mail survey questionnaire.

Friedsam, Barbara L. 1999. Running Wild: Moab, Utah, aokisdéa Hole, Wyoming. M.S. dissertation. University of
Nevada, Reno. 139 pages. Publication Number: AAT 139853Quiest document 732152871.

By the 20th century the National Park Service, the driieates Forest Service (USFS), and the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM), were shaping the American West waighing imprints. Controversies remain today among each
agency's agendas but an agency role in managing publicmdms influential and the impacts beyond debate. Two
towns in the American West highlight similar procesgesdivergent outcomes based on this land tenure. Moab,
Utah, sits between two National Parks, Canyonlands adue8, and much of the remaining property is managed by
the BLM. Jackson Hole, Wyoming is situated south of de#itone and Grand Teton National Parks, and much of the
remaining land is managed by the USFS. These two towmesdudlectively seen many land uses through time:
ranching, agriculture, mining, stewardship, and curydntirism and recreational travel. Because of the current
national popularity, the residents on the remaining dichirivate land are torn over meeting the needs of a

local or larger visiting population. These towns' legaeire visible on the economy, community, environtyemd
landscape and are also responsible for Moab's andodeldkde’s strong sense of place. At issue is evoldng Lise

and the up to the moment conflicts that result froendixrent tourism interaction.

Fritts, Steven H.Bangs, Edward EFontaine, Joseph AJohnson, Mark RPhillips, Michael K; Koch, Edward D.Gunson,
John R.1997. Planning and implementing a reintroduction of wolveseitoWstone National Park and Central
Idaho. Restoration Ecology 5 (1): 7-27.

Abstract: The Northern Rocky Mountain Wolf Recovery ptaoposed reintroduction of Canis lupus (gray wolf) to
Yellowstone National Park and central Idaho as paatwblf restoration plan for the northern Rocky Moumgaof

the United States. Strong opposition from some factisthsn the region forestalled the action for two decades
environmental impact statement, conducted in 1992-1994 wi#m&ve public input, culminated in a proposal to
reintroduce wolves designated as "non-essential-experimentgt Section 10 (j) of the federal Endangered Species
Act. This approach, approved by the Secretary of thedntie 1994, provided for wolf restoration while allowing
management flexibility to deal with concerns of the Igesblic. A reintroduction plan was developed in the summer
and fall of 1994. Acquiring, holding, transporting, ancasing suitable wolves for reintroduction presented &chyr
of technical and logistical challenges that required gffeglanning and coordination by all participants. In Japuar
1995, 29 wolves were captured in Alberta and transportéditowstone National Park (14) and central Idaho (15).
Idaho wolves were freed immediately upon arrival; Yeditmne wolves (three family groups) were held in
acclimation pens in the park until late March. Moshigavolves traveled extensively within the area intended fo
them, averaging 82 km net distance away from reletseafier 5 months (range = 30-220 km), and three male-
female pairs formed by July. After 5 months in the walidleast 13 of 15 Idaho-released wolves were alive mitie
intended area, as were 13 of 14 Yellowstone wolves; orfenaslknown to have been illegally killed in each area.
No livestock were killed. Wolves released into Yellowstd®ark continued to live as packs, stayed closer ito the
release sites ( hivin x = 22 km at end of June), ankkdétito home ranges; two packs produced a total of nine pups.
The progress of the reintroduction program in its ffesir far exceeded expectations. Reintroductions of about 15
wolves to each area for 2-4 more years are schedulethéproject may be shortened because of early suscesse
Future reintroduction planners can expect sociocultural issyesvade the effort, but they can be optimistic that,
from a biological standpoint, reintroduction of wolves kiasng potential as a restoration technique.

Greenquist, Connie Marie. 1983. The American pronghagl@e in Wyoming: A history of human influences and
management. Ph.D. dissertation, University of Oregon.pag2s. Publication Number: AAT 8408170.
Publication Number: AAT 8408170. ProQuest document 752123961
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In Wyoming the American pronghorn antelope (Antilocapreeidacana) is the most numerous and the most
conspicuous large mammal. Historically it was found tliretee hundreds of thousands, perhaps in the millions. By
the turn of the century the pronghorn was near exbinah the state. Today there are an estimated 400,008, threon
half of the entire North American population.

In this study | examine the history of human influencesand,management of, the American pronghorn antelope in
Wyoming. | discuss historical accounts of pronghorn rensiand distributions, the importance of pronghorn to
American Indians, the methods Indians used to hunt pronginal the effects they had on pronghorn populations, the
effects of white settlement in Wyoming, the subsequerket hunting of pronghorn, and the efforts of the Wyami
Game and Fish Commission to manage the pronghora $869. | also discuss the introduction of livestock to
pronghorn habitats, the development of livestock watercesyand the possible effects of programs of predator
control, sagebrush control, and fire suppression amgbrarn populations.

In this study | attempt to account for the factors leattinthe sharp population decline of Wyoming pronghorn during
the last century, and to describe the subsequent eliahtdlbwed the pronghorn to increase in Wyomindnéart
present numbers. The decline can be attributed to whitenseht and intense market hunting. The increase can be
attributed to the timely protection given the prongharithie Wyoming Game and Fish Commission, the pronghorn's
rapid reproductive rate, a reduction in livestock numbaetsnumerous livestock watering site developments. To
compile this account | used published historical and sdeng¢iports of pronghorn; unpublished records of the
Wyoming Game and Fish Commission, the U.S. Fish andli#®iService, the Wyoming State Engineer's Offiaed a
interviews of biologists and ranchers who work, orkeorand still reside, in Wyoming.

Gresswell, Robert ELiss, William J. 1995. Values associated with management of YellowsZorthroat trout in
Yellowstone National Park. Conservation Biology 9 (59-165 1995.

Abstract: Recent emphasis on a holistic view of r@hystems and their management is associated wrthwang
appreciation of the role of human values in these systenthe past, resource management has been perceived as a
dichotomy between extraction (harvest) and nonconsumgsivebut this appears to be an oversimplified view of
natural-cultural systems. The recreational fisheryvfellowstone cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus clarki beuiiin
Yellowstone National Park is an example of the effeftmanagement on a natural-cultural system Although angler
harvest has been drastically reduced or prohibited tneatonal value of Yellowstone cutthroat trout estirdte
angling factors (such as landing rate or size) ran&seathat of all other sport species in Yellowstonedtel Park.

To maintain an indigenous fishery resource of this guafith hatchery propagation is not economically or
technically feasible. Nonconsumptive uses of the Yigtone cutthroat trout including fish-watching and intaregibl
values, such as existence demand, provide additional suppprofection of wild Yellowstone cutthroat trout
populations. A management strategy that reduces resourcetiexttzas provided a means to sustain a quality
recreational fishery while enhancing values associatédtiae protection of natural systems.

Gunther, Kerry A, Haroldson, Mark A. Frey, Kevin Cain, Steven L, Copeland, Jeffand Schwartz, Charles C2004.
Grizzly bear-human conflicts in the Greater Yellowm&@cosystem, 1992-2000. Ursus 15 (1): 10-22.

Abstract: For many years, the primary strategyrianaging grizzly bears (Ursus arctos) that came inttictowith
humans in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem (GYE)teaapture and translocate the offending bears &y
conflict sites. Translocation usually only temporasilieviated the problems and most often did not résuding-

term solutions. Wildlife managers needed to be ableddigirthe causes, types, locations, and trends ofictsrtb
more efficiently allocate resources for pro-actiather than reactive management actions. To addresetuswe
recorded all grizzly bear-human conflicts reported inGly& during 1992-2000. We analyzed trends in conflicts over
time (increasing or decreasing), geographic location omanénside or outside of the designated Yellowstone
Grizzly Bear Recovery Zone (YGBRZ)) and micro- (gedpia location) scales, land ownership (public or peyat
and relationship to the seasonal availability of bear fodfdsrecorded 995 grizzly bear-human conflicts in the GYE.
Fifty-three percent of the conflicts occurred outside 4irih inside the YGBRZ boundary. Fifty-nine percent of the
conflicts occurred on public and 41% on private land. Imtglef bears damaging property and obtaining
anthropogenic foods were inversely correlated to thaddmce of naturally occurring bear foods. Livestock
depredations occurred independent of the availability @f faeds. To further aid in prioritizing management
strategies to reduce conflicts, we also analyzed otaft relation to subsequent human-caused grizzly bear
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mortality. There were 74 human-caused grizzly bear mieatiuring the study, primarily from killing bears in
defense of life and property (43%) and management rembliabos involved in bear-human conflicts (28%). Other
sources of human-caused mortality included illegal lelisctrocution by downed power-lines, mistaken identificat
by American black bear (Ursus americanus) hunters, elnidle strikes. This analysis will help provide wildlife
managers the information necessary to develop straggsemed to prevent conflicts from occurring rathentha
reacting to conflicts after they occur.

Haggerty, Julia Hobson. 2004. A ranchland genealogy: llaediock and community in the Upper Yellowstone Valley
1866—2004. Ph.D. dissertation. University of Colorado at daul320 pages. Publication number: AAT
3153832. ProQuest document 828411701.

Two dominant trends characterize the ranching enteripribee Mountain West during the twentieth centurg th
long-term continuity of ranching practices, familiesd aultural habits on the one hand, and the volatilithef
powerful structures that shape ranching, including econothiegnvironment, and political and social dynamics, on
the other. This study describes the history of livédsgroduction in the Upper Yellowstone Valley of Park County
Montana, focusing on business practices, land tentierips, ranch work and the environment, and on ranchers'
relationships with wildlife. | found that land ownerglihange and economic volatility have characterizedatheh
landscape since the late nineteenth century. Fromtthaifeeteenth through the mid-twentieth centuries, naityi

on the ranch landscapes of the Upper Yellowstone beddfitm an interlocking constellation of cultural narragive
and material and financial practices that enablechensdo react to and accommodate change. A focus on the
potential for economic prosperity, frugality and sealérsfice, and neighbor-to-neighbor cooperation hetpesiistain
roughly three generations of ranchers in the Upper Wetlone Valley despite ongoing financial and material
hardships and regular land ownership change. However, #utees converged in the second half of the twentieth
century to undermine the systems that had previoushatggbto encourage continuity: the mechanization of ranch
operations, the post-war recreation boom, and the sigraof a wildlife conservation imperative beyond the
boundaries of Yellowstone National Park.

Hammond, Thomas H. 1979. Jurisdictional preferencdglee choice of tasks: political adaption by two staldlife
departments. Ph.D. dissertation. University of CalifgriBerkeley, 495 pages. Publication Number: AAT
8014718. ProQuest document 752367391

What kinds of problems do organizations choose to workAdnieh do they avoid? Over what do they want to have
jurisdiction?

How these task and jurisdictional preferences wereddrim the Wyoming and California fish and game departsnent
was examined. The roles that administrators, wildiiéogists, and game wardens played in forming particular
preferences is described in the context of the constiaitt®pportunities presented by governors, legislatoesemstt
groups, other agencies, and the public.

Three key variables affecting these preferences iweobved. One was the character of the agencies'ralter
environments, particularly the patterns of support and ojo$o the agencies' policies. The second was the
predisposition of each of the occupations and professidingiagencies. The third was the beliefs of agency
personnel about how wildlife populations behaved and vileatdle of a fish and game agency should be.

How these three variables interact with each othprdduce organizational preferences for tasks and jutisagcis
described. Consideration is given to how well thestéquadar variables can describe the preferences of othe
organizations.

Huff, Dan E; Varley, John D.1999. Natural regulation in Yellowstone National Parkishern range. Ecological
Applications 9 (1): 17-29.

Abstract: Although the debate over natural regulatigporasticed in Yellowstone National Park has been e
since the initiation of the natural process manageméeial/po 1969, controversy over the management of
Yellowstone's northern range dates back to the beginnitinge &0th century. The debate over natural regulation
combines elements of scientific disagreement wititresting social values. Some scientists and range manager
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critical of natural regulation management have viewedhtnthern range as seriously eroded and overgrazed due to
an overpopulation of elk. Data, and the interpretatibaceof, have been published supporting this viewpoint.rOthe
scientists have challenged this opinion with the resulangfer term studies and disparate interpretationstaf da
gathered by the critics. Contrasting social values rémge support for the "hands-off* management policy for
ungulates in Yellowstone National Park to limiting ungulate pafjparis to prevent eminent deteriorat ion of the
range. It is the opinion of the authors that extensiveighad data support the position that current elk populations
and sympatric herbivores do not exceed the ecologicalimgrcapacity of the northern range; therefore, the ramge
not overgrazed by ecological standards. The discoursesciamce-driven and value-driven opinion will, and should,
continue: neither scientific thinking nor social valuesienmutable.

Hugh, Katherine Grace. 1989. A content analysis ohtonications to determine the American world view of wihgss
and grizzly bears. 1989. Ph.D. dissertation. UniyeofiMinnesota. 195 pages. Publication Number: AAT
9002993. Proquest Document 744781821.

The research examined communications from seven sa@wag §1) economic user publications, (2) environmental
publications, (3) mainstream publications, (4) Congressiminutes and testimony, (5) National Park Service
interpretive information from Yellowstone and GlercNational Parks, (6) National Park Service Manageplans

for Yellowstone and Glacier National Parks, and (Rtédes. The data was analyzed by the Minnesota Contextual
Content Analysis Computer Program and a step-wise ptaufiéggression calculated in order to (1) determine veneth
the cultural posture of American society with respeatitderness and the grizzly bear is one of developraed/or
preservation, (2) analyze how widely disseminated in godesither or both of those ideologies, and (3) discover
whether the National Park Service is delivering prestéon messages to the American public in reference to
development or preservation.

Conclusions. (1) There is a widespread development perspecidAmerican society. (2) The cultural heritage found
in American society is one of preservation. (3) Thadwal Park Service is not delivering a strong
preservation message.

Jacoby, Karl Haywood. 1997. The recreation of natur@cfakand environmental history of American conseovatl872-
1919. Ph.D. dissertation. Yale University. 443 pageasblidation Number: AAT 9731050. ProQuest document
739853551.

This dissertation analyzes the impact of the conservanovement on rural whites and Indians, the comriasit
most directly affected by the movement's rise in theer@eteenth century. Weaving together examples fnoeet
locales--the Adirondack mountains of northern New Ydfd)owstone Park in northwestern Wyoming, and Grand
Canyon National Park in Arizona--the narrative emphadize legal dimensions of conservation, especially the
criminalization of hunting, foraging, and other elovimental practices. Country people, this study revéalpiently
contested these changes, which they viewed as assaudtsgstahding rural customs. The result was widespread
poaching, arson, squatting, and timber stealing on consemvatids across the American countryside. This study
reassesses the character of these crimes, usingdtetrad fresh light on the moral universe of noreelital folk

and to recreate the complex matrix of beliefs concgmiork, gender relations, tradition, and community thapsd
these people's conceptions of the natural world.

The dissertation thus has two larger goals. Firsttatrgits to nudge the field of environmental history beyofatas
on such well-known thinkers as Henry David Thoreau, Jbin, and Gifford Pinchot and towards a consideration
of Indians, poor whites, and other subaltern peoplesn@ed endeavors to place the history of the Americasti
a broader context by drawing parallels to the easterretlSitates as well as to Africa, Asia, and Europerah
much as it did in the U.S., the conservation movemenegdla central role in state building and market forming.

John, Gareth Edward. 2003. Yellowstone and the 'nati@mnklidea’: Tracing the contours of a landscape id&aD.
dissertation. University of Kentucky. 393 pages. PutiinaNumber: AAT 3117502. ProQuest document
765206481

Between 1869 and 1872, the Upper Valley of the YellowstowerRvas explored by four expeditions and as a
consequence the region was rapidly transformed froemra fncognita’ into the world's first national park. The
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newspaper reports that began to trickle into the eastezs wiere sensational, giving accounts of fantasgéoary
and natural curiosities, dangerous encounters with camisavildlife or worse 'sagacious' Indians, and the diffycul
experienced negotiating the hazardous terrain. One exphtteafthis lonely and terrifying 37-day trek back to
‘civilization' after becoming estranged from his pa@thers were reluctant to tell of what they had expeed for
fear of their reputations. Whereas the 1869 and 1870 peotigsrised local citizens, public officials and military
personnel, the 1871 surveys were organized on a nationbhtegere joined by established scientists,
topographers, artists and photographers. Hayden's ligdaraled survey was especially influential and the
combination of explorers' accounts and William H. Jaelssphotographs and artist Thomas Moran's watercolors
proved instrumental in bringing about legislation tolasth Yellowstone as a public 'pleasuring-ground'.

Drawing on approaches to landscape representatiohhistory and cultural- historical geography and combining
Foucault's archaeological method with work in critical @ogy, this dissertation traces the exploration and
establishment of Yellowstone National Park by examiningltbeursive relations and socio-spatial practices through
which it was understood and by which it became knownlo¥stone, | argue, was principally enframed as
landscape, an epistemic way of seeing that suffused thargsof the variously trained explorers as much as it did
the visual images of the artists and photographers #ieass Thomas Moran's painting The Grand Cafion of the
Yellowstone , though not directly influential in the lglgtive process, nevertheless visually embodied so ofahg
discursive elements essential to the founding of Yellavestdational Park and stands, therefore, as an

impressive reminder of the power of landscape imagetynecely as a reflection of a 'deeper' social and paliti
reality but an active constituent in the socio-histarénd socio-spatial imperial project of westward exjzanand

the ordering of western territory as an 'object’ of eatis and political value.

Kaushalendra, Arha. 1997. Wildlife conservation onteresprivate lands: Improving conservation
policies and incentives. Ph.D. Dissertation, UniversitZalifornia, Berkeley. 355 pages.
Publication Number: AAT 9828584. ProQuest document: 737656621.

The challenge facing wildlife conservation in the westdnited States is to preserve increasingly threateabidat

on private lands. Habitat conditions on western prilartds also influence wildlife diversity and populationsion
adjoining public lands. Several approaches at federastaiel levels have been tried to conserve wildlitstagon
private lands. This study evaluates the functioning anaymeaince of one such approach, Private Lands Public
Wildlife (PLPW) programs, administered in the seventgestern states. Private Lands Public Wildlife Programas a
initiated by state wildlife management agencies for dbjectives: (i) to maintain and enhance wildlife habitat
private lands and (ii) to maintain and enhance public adogsrivate lands. Based on the comparative analysis of
these PLPW programs, a set of analytical tools and guoes are developed to better facilitate their impleatimt.
Wyoming, as a representative western state, was chosimonstrate the use of spatial analysis in detergnin
statewide distribution of private lands providing seasbahitat for elk (Cervus elaphus), mule deer (Odocoileus
hemionus), white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus), pronghntelope (Antelocapra americana), bighorn sheep
(Ovis canadensis), and moose (Alces alces). A seadkridlsitat Suitability Index (HSI) model is developed to
determine the occurrence of habitat on private landsatigh probability of being used by elk in a given season. In
conclusion, a process is outlined on how to use thedgtecal tools and procedures to develop and imple@r@nt
effective Private Lands Public Wildlife program.

Kerkvliet, Joe; Nowell, Clifford; Lowe, Scott. 2002. Taeonomic value of the Greater Yellowstone's bluberibfishery.
North American Journal of Fisheries Management 22 (24243

Abstract: The U.S. National Park Service must fitikance in an inherently conflicting mandate that calls f
preserving and protecting ecological systems whileigimay for the public's enjoyment of natural resources through
recreation. This conflict is especially intense in¢hse of fisheries management. Although most of thergant
Yellowstone National Park are managed as catch-and-edishsries, some individuals still hold that fishing«l
hunting) in the park is in fundamental conflict with thelgdgreservation. An important element in the National
Park Service's balancing act is the economic valueapéation activities. This paper uses the resulisi®93 survey
of anglers at five blue-ribbon fishing sites in and néallowstone National Park to estimate the econoralue that
anglers attach to their fishing experiences. We estitatt fishermen place a value of between USdollar sigadd?2
dollar sign977 on a day of fishing. For Yellowstone Natié?ark, these estimates translate into a total vaflue
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between dollar sign67.5 and dollar sign385 million fayleng within the park. These estimates can provide some
guidance to managers in deciding between alternative uies Gfeater Yellowstone's freshwater resources.

Kohley, T. and T. Buchanan. 1990. Nonconsumptive wildiffle in Wyoming. Wyoming Game and Fish Department,

Cheyenne, Wyoming.

Lavigne, Jean Elizabeth. 2003. Constructing Yellowsthia¢ure and environmental politics in the Rocky Mountadest.

Lemke,

Ph.D. dissertation. University of Kentucky. 325 pages.liéatton Number: AAT 3102024. ProQuest document
764819551.

Recent academic work on the subject of nature hasieged a reexamination of the foundations of environrhenta
politics. Nature is no longer taken for granted asrpk&, clearly defined, external object, but is instead whoed as
a concept constructed through social discourse: socigtyedathat nature is, whether it should be preservedif and
so, in what form. While the social construction ofunatin general has been addressed, little work has thus far
examined the politics of nature: how particular ideasibature are actually used in the public sphere to canistr
and influence environmental policy. This dissertatiorresigks this research lacuna by analyzing the activitees
single environmental organization, the Greater YellomstGoalition, and the ways in which it strategicallpldgs a
particular understanding of nature to further its palltgoals.

The empirical portion of the work is presented throumybéd case studies, each a controversial environmeasted to
which the Coalition devoted considerable organizatioesdurces. The first explores the Coalition's oppostticam
proposed high-altitude gold mine near Yellowstone Nati®aak; the second addresses its attempt to construct and
implement a new, ecosystem-level bison management pnpgral the third examines the organization's support for
phasing out snowmobile use in the region’'s national p&d(vstone and Grand Teton). In each case, analysis
proceeds along three dimensions, centered around G)rttegies employed by the Coalition in the pursuit of its
environmental goals, including legal interventions, legjiganitiatives, grassroots organizing and media aigns;

(ii) the spatial scales (local, regional and nationalytdth those strategies were carried out; and (iii) thgswn

which those strategies were underpinned by the Coaliatie's\pt to discursively construct and stabilize Yedimne
and other 'natural’ objects in a manner which would appéhé public and consequently garner support for the
organization's position.

If we accept that nature is socially constructed, wet mlgs ask: how, by whom, and for what political purpoJés®
main contribution of this work is to present an empirgtudy which begins to address these questions aapbéy
to environmental politics in the Yellowstone region.

Thomas 02004. Origin, expansion, and status of mountain goats iow&tne National Park. Wildlife Society

Bulletin 32 (2): 532-541.

Abstract: In the 1980s scientists determined that an intrdduoentain goat (Oreamnos americanus) population
caused negative impacts to subalpine plant communitielyinp@ National Park (ONP). These findings resulted in a
controversial and costly mountain goat reduction program 1981-1989. Since 1990 introduced nonnative
mountain goats from Montana have successfully colonizddw&one National Park (YNP) via the Absaroka and
Gallatin mountain ranges. Using systematic aerial surfveys 1997-2001, | documented a breeding goat population
inside or within 1 km of YNP that increased from 286mountain goats observed (mean observed rate of increase
(nover bar> = 0.35). Because of increasing goat populatiamediately adjacent to YNP, Montana Fish, Wildlife,
and Parks (MFWP) established 2 new hunting districts amdot#htain goats were harvested near YNP from 1996-
2001. The mountain goat is a socially popular "charismagieties with high watchable-wildlife values. However,
within YNP they also are viewed with concern as an exagecies, potentially capable of exploiting fragile subalpi
landscapes where, by policy, nonnative ungulates are hatmed. Based on habitat availability and goat dengities
the north, YNP potentially may support 200-300 mountainsgdaiportant ecological differences between YNP and
ONP may reduce the likelihood of negative resource impdictsuntain goats in YNP. However, the speed at which
mountain goat numbers and distribution are increasing marfarther habitat and population monitoring to better
understand and predict the ecological effects of this pegies. Future mountain goat management decisions in YNP
should be based on documented impacts of goats on theathatiit other species in YNP and not what has occurred
in ONP. Mountain goat management efforts in YNP should adegdge MFWP's management objective of
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maintaining viable goat populations in suitable habitatsracognize that goats from Montana will continue ta be
source population for future dispersal into and coloninatioY NP.

Loomis, J. and J. Cooper. 1988. The Net Economic vdlaetelope hunting in Montana.
Montana Dept. of Fish, Wildlife and Parks, Helena, MT.

Loomis, J., J. Cooper and S. Allen.. 1988. The Montakalilting experience: A contingent valuation assessment of
economic benefit s to hunters. Dept. of Fish, Wédind Parks, Helena, MT.

Mincher, Bruce J2002. Harvest as a component of Greater Yellowstonsystem grizzly bear management. Wildlife
Society Bulletin 30 (4): 1287-1292.

Abstract: The United States Fish and Wildlife ServicBRWS) has begun a process that might delist the Greater
Yellowstone Ecosystem (GYE) grizzly bear (Ursus acpmpulation under the provisions of the Endangered &peci
Act. Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming are preparing mamageé plans that include provisions for harvest ab#zes
continue to expand their range beyond the recovery zamen @e history of this isolated population, the hunting of
the GYE bears will be contentious. Human-induced mortplitys a key role in limiting the grizzly bear population
However, there is evidence that the effort to limitrtality, especially female mortality, over the Ia8tyears has
resulted in a recovered population. Given continued prote@imahparring unprecedented habitat degradation,
demographic models indicate that this population will cargito expand. Such a population could support a carefully
regulated harvest, which might benefit long-term dyibear conservation by shifting human-induced moytadit

male bears, and by increasing public tolerance foeassd range. This paper examines the status of thetcurren
population of the GYE grizzly bear and the possible &ffe€harvest mortality.

Montag, Jessica M. 2004. Mountain lions, wolves, amddd®etangling the issues surrounding predator congervatthe
West. Ph.D. dissertation. University of Montana. gages. Publication Number: AAT 3136255. ProQuest
document 766265571.

Possible inequity in the distribution of benefits and<o$ predator conservation is thought to be a partigula
important factor in generating social conflict overdar conservation at specific locales. Predator

compensation programs are an attempt to move beyorelymaeregulatory solution and represent an economic
strategy that attempts to deal with economic costecaged with predator conservation. However, if one emes of
predator compensation programs as solely economiegitaf then one overlooks the potential for compensatio
programs as a tool for solving issues of equity andilligton of costs to a greater segment of society dsase tool

for building communication around predator conseovatind management issues. A purpose for this dissertation was
aimed at obtaining an understanding of the social debatlyimg views towards predator compensation in order to
find out what the conflict/debate is really about.

The results indicate that predator compensation islyidewed as desirable by both livestock owners and the
general public. Considered collectively, the results sudgasthe widespread sentiment that compensation is
desirable stems from underlying beliefs about the quesfibow society should distribute the costs associaittd
predation; thus, compensation is seen as a desirable mamaggtion because it is seen as spreading the costs of
predator conservation more fairly in society. Among ynairthe livestock owners, compensation was valued as a
means of distributing the costs of predation more faatiger than as a solution to the problem of predation.elewy

the results also indicate that there are important issuels,as predator impacts on deer and elk populations; human
safety concerns; simply not wanting predators aroundipaivate property rights, which compensation does not
address. There was widespread support for other managestienspin particular lethal control methods such as
giving livestock owners the right to kill problematic premta and hunting by the public. The results also suggest that
even though livestock owners typically readily identify céainds about the implementation of compensation, such as
the verification process, they are still open to camitation and having a dialog consisting of predator managemen
issues.

Montana Department Fish, Wildlife and Parks. 2005. Af@a2005/2006 Deer/elk/lion hunting districts. Unpublisheda
Montana Dept. Fish, Wildlife and Parks. Helena, MT.
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Parkhurst, Gregory Malcolm. 2003. Economic incentfeegndangered species protection. Ph.D. disserta?®6.pages.
University of Wyoming; 2003. Publication Number: AAT 309250Fublication Number: AAT 3092507. ProQuest
document 765896641.

Private lands have an important role in the successeditdangered Species Act (ESA). The current approach to
protecting species on private land has resulted in @istives to the landowner, which have decreased the sumices
the ESA. The first essay defines and evaluates eighhtive mechanisms for protecting species on private [Ehe
incentive mechanisms are compared and contrasteddamg oo a distinct set of biological, landowner, and
government criteria. The discussion indicates voluntasmitice mechanisms can be designed where landowners
view habitat as an asset, and are willing participanpsotecting habitat. The incentive mechanism bais¢d for
conserving habitat in a given region depends on mangria The second essay examines the use of a dual
mechanism, tradable habitat preservation requirementsRYifh a subsidy. The subsidy is a function of the
configuration of the conserved land, ensuring that thledcally effective landscape design is conserved, vthéde
THPR policy ensures that conservation is accomplishkhst cost. We evaluate the dual mechanism in a general
equilibrium utility maximization framework, in which cagrsation is modeled as an impure public good for which
landowners have heterogeneous preferences. The thirgleesamines the effectiveness of a vector of agglonoerati
bonus mechanisms at creating targeted habitat configusdtio protecting endangered species, and doing so
voluntarily. A government agency's role is to target thtecal habitat, to integrate the agglomeration bonustimo
compensation package, and to provide landowners uncoradifieedom to choose which acres to retire. The lab
results indicate in many cases subjects coordinatedcthreservation activities to achieve the optimal habita
configuration. In the fourth essay bidding behavior inrive compatible Vickrey-style auctions when people have
both positive and negative induced values for the good isrexplin aggregate, bidding in the classic second- price
auction is precise but biased. In contrast, observed bid@imgvior in the random n th-price auction is demand
revealing irrespective of induced value, but is imprecise.

Philpott, William Peter. 2002. Consuming Coloradmdscapes, leisure, and the tourist. Ph.D. Dissertationversity of
Wisconsin-Madison. 421 pages. Publication Number: 8872863. ProQuest document 765052641

This dissertation takes up a crucial but not yet well-staiduestion in the field of environmental history: hows tie
twentieth-century experience of mass consumption infleeérenvironmental attitudes? Studying the history of

mass tourism, | suggest, is an especially promising weackde this question. After all, if we define tourisnilas
consumption of leisure in commercialized landscapes awdhen see the history of tourism as a key meeting droun
between environmental history and the history oscomer culture.

One such meeting ground Is the Colorado high countryoumtainous area west of Denver, now bisected by
Interstate 70. Here, tourist promoters, especially 4845, turned nature, landscapes, and leisure into oljects
consumer desire. They used advertising to reduce comptaintty simple imagery, closely linked to notions of
emotional fulfillment. And they "packaged" settings foneenient, large-scale recreational use--by convertibey o
towns like Aspen; creating new ones like Vail; manipulatinidlife; and building such infrastructure as ski hilgj
tows, and highways, including Interstate 70 itselfthe end, these changes did indeed foster mass toaresthand
previously little visited. But in the process, the charaiss fostered a "tourist way of life." Colorado begatute
hordes of new residents who wanted to live permanen#yauntly the sorts of scenic, relaxing, recreation-filiend
settings that promoters had packaged for tourists. Inteffeese newcomers had learned to value landscapibeiior
leisure atmosphere, and to "shop" for them and "constireat accordingly.

Replicated widely, not just in Colorado, the tourist walife has brought major changes on a national scale sinc
World War 11, including the westward shift of people gudditical power, the explosion of suburbs and exurbs, the

rise of popular environmentalism, and an ever-widening gapden enclaves of "permanent tourists" and enclaves
the service workers needed to support them. In the enslioerism certainly has reshaped American environmental
attitudes, but in return, our modern consumer lifestydeg&ttome to depend fundamentally upon leisure-minded ways
of viewing and using the environment around us.
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Pritchard, James A. 1996. Preserving natural conditicience and the perception of nature in Yellowstatshal Park.

Rasker,

Ph.D. dissertation. University of Kansas; 1996. 510 pagablication Number: AAT 9634391. ProQuest
document 743155931

This dissertation utilizes perspectives borrowed fronirenmental history and the sociology of science toyaal
the influence of ecological ideas on management poliiti¥ellowstone National Park. Critics of the Natiofark
Service (NPS) have suggested that faulty philosophicakptsiof recent origin have resulted in destructive wildlife
management practices. This study demonstrates that mamdg®tieies allowing natural processes to continue
without human intrusion originated in the 1910s and 1920s. Durénfptmative years of the National Park Service,
scientists of national stature influenced the dioectf park management by constructing scientific purposes for
Yellowstone. Scientists envisioned Yellowstone ataae where unmodified nature might be observed. Joseph
Grinnell and Tracey Storer, ecologists at Berkeleyt fippke for this purpose of the parks in 1919. John C. Muerri
of the Washington science establishment urged the petieerof "natural conditions” during the 1920s, legitimig
the parks as repositories of unmodified nature.

In 1929, George M. Wright established a scientific branithimthe NPS, the Wildlife Division, which affirmed the
scientific mission of establishing sanctuaries of unmedifiature. The Wildlife Division introduced a second
management purpose, that of re-establishing a disruptedcbalfinature through active intervention. Since tinae t
Yellowstone management biologists drew from twin tradgiof management philosophy, one emphasizing the need
to intervene in nature to establish balance, ther aieking to allow nature to carry on without humarrfatence.
Scientific rationales as well as cultural forceduahced how managers incorporated the twin traditions into
management rationales. A controversy over pelicans dimen§930s, management of elk, bison and bears, the
reintroduction of wolves, the fires of 1988, and interagemoperation are used to demonstrate how managers
incorporated the twin traditions and ecological ide&s imanagement.

Since the creation of the National Park Servicergists have continually used a vision of natural g as a

guide for management, although science and policies havged a great deal. Biologists used new ecological ideas
to redefine strategies for achieving the National Parki€e mission. This study describes how science, natute
culture interacted in Yellowstone National Park in complays.

Raymonddackman, Arlin 1996. Economic development and the conservaticar@é Icarnivores. Conservation

Biology 10 (4): 991-1002.

Abstract: Conserving large carnivores in North Amehiceges on protecting vast wildlands, a strategy aitsumed

to carry significant economic costs in terms of joibd mcome foregone. Using case studies, we testedheritbiere

is enough evidence to support the assertion that thection of wildlands is detrimental to economic developniren
the northern U.S. Rocky Mountains and the Rocky Mountafissuthern British Columbia and Alberta. We analyzed
employment and income trends in northwestern MontanaAl.fr counties with a high degree of wildland
protection versus counties with high levels of resourcaetdn and little wildland protection. Employment and
personal income levels in "wilderness" counties grestefahan in "resource-extraction” counties. Wilderness
counties also showed higher degrees of economic dieatsih and lower unemployment rates. No direct cause-and-
effect relationship was established between wildlgndtection and economic development, but to the assehiat
protecting wildland habitat for large carnivores is dednal to a region's economy, enough counterevidence is
presented to suggest an alternative hypothesis: the pootetwilderness habitat that sustains wild carnivoteh s

as grizzly bears (Ursus arctos horribilis) and woli@snis lupus) does not have a detrimental effect or ¢toca
regional economies. Evidence presented suggests thamngicogrowth is stimulated by environmental amenities.
Further, case studies in southern British Columbia andrtallie Canada and the Greater Yellowstone regiongin th
U.S., where environmental protection has been expligtognized as an economic development strategy, suggest
that environmental protection and economic development@nplementary goals. In some areas, however,
"amenity-based" economic growth is rapidly leading tmaarsprawl and subsequent loss of wildlife habitat, ekt

is a need for growth management.

Ruth, Toni K.(truth@wcs.org); Smith, Douglas YWHaroldson, Mark A.Buotte, Polly C.Schwartz, Charles CQuigley,

Howard B; Cherry, SteveMurphy, Kerry M; Tyers, DanFrey, Kevin 2003. Large-carnivore response to
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recreational big-game hunting along the Yellowstontadal Park and Absaroka-Beartooth Wilderness boundary.
Wildlife Society Bulletin 31 (4): 1150-1161.

Abstract: The Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem corttiia rare combination of an intact guild of nativgéar
carnivores, their prey, and differing land management psligilational Park versus National Forest; no hunting
versus hunting). Concurrent field studies on large caresvallowed us to investigate activities of humans and
carnivores on Yellowstone National Park's (YNP) nemthboundary. Prior to and during the backcountry big-game
hunting season, we monitored movements of grizzly behkssi§ arctos), wolves (Canis lupus), and cougars (Puma
concolor) on the northern boundary of YNP. Daily adef#metry locations (September 1999), augmented with
weekly telemetry locations (August and October 1999), witained for 3 grizzly bears, 7 wolves in 2 groups of 1
pack, and 3 cougars in 1 family group. Grizzly bears wemeikely located inside the YNP boundary during the
pre-hunt period and north of the boundary once huntiggrberhe cougar family tended to be found outside YNP
during the pre-hunt period and moved inside YNP when mgiitegan. Wolves did not significantly change their
movement patterns during the pre-hunt and hunting periodsit&valinformation on elk (Cervus elaphus) indicated
they moved into YNP once hunting started, suggesting tligiacs followed living prey or responded to hunting
activity, grizzly bears focused on dead prey (e.g., desperippled elk), and wolves may have taken advantage of
both. Measures of association (Jacob's Index) werdygogiithin carnivore species but inconclusive among specie
Further collaborative research and the use of new temffieslsuch as Global Positioning System (GPS) tetgmet
collars will advance our ability to understand theseisgethe carnivore community and its interactionsl, lBuman
influences on carnivores.

Smith, Douglas W.and _Peterson, Rolf @nd_Houston, Douglas B003. Yellowstone after wolves. Bioscience 53 (4): 330-
340.

Abstract: With gray wolves restored to Yellowstondiblzal Park, this ecosystem once again supports the filena
array of large ungulates and their attendant large camsvilVe consider the possible ecological implicatidrvsodf
restoration in the context of another national pasle Royale, where wolves restored themselves a hatifhgeago.

At Isle Royale, where resident mammals are relatifehy wolves completely eliminated coyotes and wenbon t
influence moose population dynamics, which had implicafianforest growth and composition. At Yellowstone, we
predict that wolf restoration will have similar effettsa degree, reducing elk and coyote density. As at Islel&oya
Yellowstone plant communities will be affected, as witsocarnivores, but to what degree is as yet undetetnine
Yellowstone, ecosystem response to the arrival oiiéwill take decades to unfold, and we argue that
comprehensive ecological research and monitoring stobeuéth essential long-term component of the managerhent
Yellowstone National Park.

Schullery, PaylWhittlesey, Lee 2001. Mountain goats in the Greater Yellowstone Estesy. A prehistoric and historical
context. Western North American Naturalist 61 (3): 289-307.

Abstract: Because the relatively recent colonizatibportions of Yellowstone National Park by introduced maimt
goats (Oreamnos americanus) from public game lands ina@maises important policy and management questions
for the park, it is necessary to understand the preltistod early historical record of mountain goats in thea@r
Yellowstone Ecosystem. We reviewed previous paleont@bgecheological, and historical studies of goat prese
and examined a large body of historical material fadlewe of goats. Native mountain goat range most closely
approached the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem tavélse but no modern authority claims goats were residahe
ecosystem in recent centuries. Historical accoung®af presence in the region prior to 1882 (and thus fariany
known introduction of goats by Euro-Americans) are liohii® one possible sighting by unreliable observers and a
few casual mentions of goat presence by people of limitethknown familiarity with the ecosystem. Otherlya
observers in the region specifically stated that goats mareative. Between 1882 and 1926 other observers and
residents agreed that mountain goats were not natit:e fgark, or to the larger area around it. It is imfobs<d

prove absolutely that there were no goats in the emmysrior to modern introductions, but historical evidence
demonstrates that if present, such goats must have bessdgly rare and uncharacteristically unsightable.
National Park Service policy relating to exotic spediegeloped gradually after the creation of Yellowstoneddat
Park in 1872, moving from a general receptivity to introncof at least some favored nonnative species to a@ener
prohibition on all such introductions. Current policy, vehdisapproving of all nonnative species, seems toueser
special efforts at removal of nonnatives for thoseisgahat pose the greatest threat to native spauiescsystems.
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Current policy is not helpful in defining the minimum amounéwvfience needed to prove a species was present or
absent, or whether or not an introduced nonnative spsotasising sufficient harm to justify its removal.

Shafer, Craig L.2000. The northern Yellowstone elk debate: Policpottyesis, and implications. Natural Areas Journal 20
(4): 342-359.

Abstract: Which management strategy, intervention airtervention, is best for the northern elk herd of
Yellowstone National Park? This question was first raisede early part of the twentieth century and resadan

the 1960s, prompting controversy that continues today. In resp@ongress in 1997 requested that the National
Academy of Sciences study the issue. This paper exanelegamt National Park Service history and policy
regarding this debate. Some of the primary factorsissts think have influenced elk abundance and distabuatre
profiled, and inherent semantic problems are examinezl1969 natural regulation hypothesis, which has governed
Yellowstone park policy since 1967, and its associated g are defined. The interrelated technical issiags th
are key to the natural regulation hypothesis include iagrand outside land conversion, historical elk population
size, range expansion, baseline conditions, populatibilistaNative Americans, predation and fire, and sport
hunting. This paper also revisits an obscure 1917 scientffiathgsis-that landscape alteration outside Yellowstone
influences elk abundance inside the park-and restatebrioader, more modern terms: national park size infeenc
the need for management intervention because of altei&timatural processes outside park boundaries. Some
scientists perceive that intervention in the managewfamtional park natural resources has decreased since 1872.
Thus, this paper also asks whether the need for inteoweistincreasing as large spatial scale natural presesg
progressively impeded outside the parks. Looking at theerafhgark natural units as a whole, a mixture of
intervention and nonintervention may be the best agpro

Steinbach, Mark S. 2004. Evaluating the consequences lgf [aufal grazing permit buyout program, permit reductiemsi
increased fees on land ownership and open space in riWstees.  University of Montana. 251 pages. Publitatio
Number: AAT 3150627. ProQuest document 813787221

Loss of private land open space in the form of rantiesbdivisions and "hobby ranches" are responsible for
reducing habitat for wildlife species, introducing exoticcgge and dramatic alteration in rural communities.
Additionally, due to economic unfeasibility, many pravaanches are being sold and consolidated into "cdgpora
ranches" comprised of multiple small individual holdingee®f the most controversial topics concerning
agriculture in the West is use of public lands for grgziThis study investigated the role that public landiggaz
plays in maintaining viable ranching operations and aoirsg private land open space in the Rocky Mountainoregi
of the Western United States, which includes Montana, JdAtyoming, Utah, Colorado, New Mexico, and Arizona.

A key component of this study was understanding the effeébtegfroposed grazing permit buyout program,
increased grazing permit prices, and reduction in nundfgrermitted AUMs on private ranching operations. @mgz
permits enhance the economic viability of ranching,afoee maintaining viable ranching operations prevergs t
conversion of rangeland to residential development. Thaggrazing permit program produces benefits other than
direct support of ranches. Loss of grazing permits couie s a pivotal factor in expediting private land
fragmentation, if ranching operations are enticed tatlseif land due to loss of economic viability. Thelgeas to
provide socio-demographic profiles for landowners toebethderstand social motivations for ranching, impilocest

of permit removal, ongoing conservation activities, argsjibe policy solutions.

| randomly sampled 2000 ranchers from the current populatipablic land grazing permittees (approx 20,000) with
a mail survey. The ensuing survey provided broad-stztkeon attitudes and demographic information on landowners
in addition to their interactions with other individuatsncerning land development trends and reactions to $gdpo
changes in grazing policies. Personal interviews were cogdit@tprovide more insight to specific themes identified
from the mail out survey and ground truth the data.

Stoll, John Raymond. 1980. The valuation of huntingedlamenities: a conceptual and empirical approach. [Ph.D.
dissertation. University of Kentucky. 183 pages. Pabbo Number: AAT 8110217. ProQuest document
751627271
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A conceptual framework for the valuation of wildlife oesce related amenities is presented in this dissertdtim.
"new theory of demand" developed by Lancaster and prewotksof other researchers in household production
theory are utilized in the development of this concegdtaatework. Activity and existence values for resources ar
conceptualized. The end product is a framework which earsed in the collection of data, data analysis, and
provision of information for wildlife resource managemputposes. Hicksian measures of welfare change are also
redefined within this framework and a unique notationti©tuced for their representation. These measures can be
used to determine the impact upon households of changdsliifevwpopulations. Total value and compensated
demand curves for the wildlife resource are defined.

An empirical application is presented and used to estivadties for elk hunting related amenities in WyomingsThi
application uses the iterative bidding form of conting@htiation techniques. In this case study mean household
willingness to pay (WTP) annually for the right tanhelk is estimated to range from $44.09 to $126.04 depending
upon the elk/encounter package. Previous methods of estgmatidels using iterative bidding results are
substantially improved in this study. Theoreticallyexeint variables are identified using the developed conakpt
framework: (1) variables defining the specific consumpgiaokage, (2) variables isolating differences in household
consumption technology, and (3) variables indicativéiftéring tastes and preferences. The final estimatedel
adopted for further use utilized income categorized dadarecluded variables which allow for variation in housidh
consumption technology. This model resulted in an estiofae income elasticity of bid equal to .369 which, irsthi
model specification, is also equal to the price flekipf income for elk encounters. A new method for harglli
"poor" respondents to iterative bidding formats is alsoussed.

The estimated model is used to determine a total valwe for the right to hunt elk. From this total valugwe, a
compensated demand curve for elk encounters is derivedslineted annual marginal value of an additional elk
encounter is $3.65 when the household typically encoufiterslk. The estimated annual total value of the right
hunt elk is $95.98 when six elk are typically encountered.

Smaldone, Dave. 2002. An exploration of place attachimehé Jackson Hole Valley. Ph.D. Dissertation.iversity of
Idaho. 157 pages. Publication Number: AAT 3076173. Pra@oesment 765126451.

Numerous theoretical frameworks have been conceptuatized search to understand how places become
meaningful to people. These models suggest that personbgliads are complex, multidimensional and involve
numerous interrelated variables. This study assesses gtachment using quantitative and qualitative methods,
including a mail-back survey distributed to Grand Tetoriddat Park (GTNP) visitors, and in-depth personal
interviews with visitors to the park and residents ckdan Hole, WY. The theory, methodology, and resultsisf
study are described in three articles that comprise tsedation.

The first article assesses place attachment as aipbteattral resource management tool by examining thisepbnc
in visitors to GTNP and its relation to ongoing "crtitissues in the park. Results indicate that GTNP is & et
holds a multitude of meanings for visitors, including &ormal and social meanings. Visitors reporting a speciaepl
in GTNP were more likely to indicate an impact (eitpesitive or negative) due to the critical issues. lati@ to

the reasons places were important, the negativelydrmparoup was more likely to describe emotional conoesti
than the positive or neutrally affected groups. Managenoend potentially use place attachment as a variable to
select stakeholders to participate in public involvenpeatesses.

The second article focuses on how two key factorggtleaf association with the place, and place of resielé@m
relation to the special place--affect the developnoéptace attachment. Results indicate that both vasalay
important roles in connecting people to places. Every pgokce bond is located within a temporal scale, andisme
viewed as a necessary but not sufficient factor cartrig to place attachment. Longer lengths of associatvens
related to more frequent reports of emotional and sosralections to important places. The type of place was also
important to consider when assessing place meanings.

The third article explores the theoretical framewdrklace attachment, and it uses interview data toesddsome of
the processes of how place attachment forms. Impdmtalings included re-conceptualizing place attachment as a
dynamic relational process, whereby the relationsbaipdeen person and place is always being recreated.
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Teel, T.L., A.A. Dayer, M.J. Manfredo, and A. D. Bitg 2005. Regional results fr om the research projeites “Wildlife
Values in the West.” (Project Rep. No. 58). Projegidrefor the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife
Agencies. Fort Collins, CO: Colorado State Univgrdtuman Dimensions in Natural Resources Unit.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1994. 1980-1990 Fishing, hunsind wildlife-associated recreation trends. State and
Regional Trends. Addendum to the 1991 National Survegloiihij, hunting, and wildlife-associated recreation
Report 91-2. 17pp.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1995. Participation axgkeeaditure patterns of African-american, hispanic, anchevo
hunters and anglers. . Addendum to the 1991 Nationalysaffishing, hunting, and wildlife-associated recreati
Report 91-3. 40pp.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1998. 1996 Net econoralues for bass, trout and walleye fishing, deer, elk armkeno
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Report 96-6. 28pp.
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White, P. J.and R.A. Garrott. 2005. Yellowstone's ungulates aftdves - expectations, realizations, and predictions.
Biological Conservation 125 (2): 141-152 .

Abstract: We evaluated the initial implications aflfCanis lupus) recovery on ungulates in Yellowstongddal
Park and compared expectations prior to wolf restoratitnobserved impacts since restoration. The numleaité
functional responses of colonizing wolves in Yellowstsmeey-rich environment were higher than expected and
close to the maximum rates predicted prior to wafamation. Counts of northern Yellowstone elk (Cervaplelis)
decreased more (50%) than predicted (5-30%), and will likelyiraento decrease given the strong preference of
wolves for elk and continued high kill rates despite this anlistl reduction in elk abundance. Contrary to
expectations, human harvests were not reduced appreadaalyrcent with wolf restoration, but instead remained
similar to pre-wolf restoration years. However, ankéms permits were gradually reduced by 51% during 2000-2004
and additional reductions may be necessary while walitles remain high. There have been no substanteiteff

of wolf recovery on other ungulate species (bighornsli@®is canadensis), bison (Bison bison), moose (A Ices
alces), mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus), pronghorn (8eéipra americana)). However, wolf recovery may
eventually contribute to increased bison and prongharnd#mce by decreasing elk and coyote abundance,
respectively. Wolf recovery may also contribute to @pronounced spatial structuring of sex/age classes thiemor
Yellowstone elk through changes in their distribution, mignatand age structure. The initial consequences of wolf
recovery support the premise that wolves may naturdtigae densities above their threshold for ecological
effectiveness and contribute to significant changesarystems, including the amelioration of ungulate-caused
landscape simplification.

Wondrak, Alice Karen. 2002. (Do not) feed the beaoic¥, culture, and the historical narrative of the Wettone bear.
679 pages. [Ph.D. dissertation. University of ColoradBa@ilder. 679 pages. Publication Number: AAT 3057822.
ProQuest document 727404501.

As one of Yellowstone's most beloved and enduring symttwsbear has served as a flashpoint not only for
controversies related to the park's evolving policgaafsystem management, but also for issues of tourisiiedand
satisfaction with the National Park system. As pdfieg changed, so have the narratives, or stories taltelyPS in
order to explain and promote its policies and itself, éagough park literature and correspondence, law enf@eem
and changes in the landscape.

In this research, | use the Yellowstone bear as #ysathrough which to examine the relationships betweek pa
policies and interpretation, and public reception, anditgtthe development of these relationships within thadar
contexts of environmental history and cultural changeohclusion, | investigate the success of park naesitwnd

look for opportunities for improved park interpretation. ddgh archival documents and key informant interviews, |
produce an analysis which fills an existing gap in parkalitee and provide park managers with concrete data which
can be used to develop interpretive and educational stravdgies are based in a solid understanding of the diverse
forces and cultural currents which work in favor of the MR& its mission, as well as against it.

Results indicate that management and narrative do not anly from the top down, but are the result of a dialectic
between policy, cultural waves and visitors. Sinceuhe of the 20 th century, the narrative of the Yellmng bear
and its related ways of seeing bears have Changes laativefof shifting policies and attitudes toward nataare
generally. These changes have required evolving way®iofgsen the part of Yellowstone's Visitors. The wak i
significant because it provides a heretofore abssrd of visitor history, bear management and its epheenand
contemporary social science in Yellowstone relativéhe issues named above, and demonstrates that thrg bisto
bear management in Yellowstone and the motivations\dehare more complex than some other scholars have led
the public to believe.

Wyoming Game and Fish Department. 2005. Annual Rep®igof Trophy Game Harvest 2004. Wyoming Game and Fish
Department, Cheyenne, Wyoming.

Wyoming Game and Fish Department. 2005. Hunt Arearsi¥é/oming 2005. Unpublished data. Wyoming Game and
Fish Department, Cheyenne, Wyoming.
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Zitt, Thomas Joseph. 1992. Reinventing nature in Ameficst siational park: Struggles over management policies in
Yellowstone. Ph.D. dissertation. 191 pages. Ohio: Bov@iregn State University. Publication Number: AAT
9319757. ProQuest document 746984601

The following is an interdisciplinary study of construosmf nature in American culture. Using Yellowstone
National Park as a focal point, this dissertation watas nature/culture dichotomies and the potentiahér
deconstruction in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystamprévide a foundation for this effort, the study exarsine
American pastoral and wilderness traditions as resigaléterature, landscape painting and photography, and
conservation policy. It then explores the influence oséhtraditions on the establishment of the park in 187theon
current interagency effort to create the 10 millioreg@reater Yellowstone Ecosystem; and on managemeniggolic
regarding bears, wolves, elk, and fire. The dissertataclades that reinscribing Yellowstone National Parkha
Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem is a compelling mofieba nature/culture dichotomies can be deconstructed
without compromising the integrity of natural systemd processes.
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