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DAU PH-8 (YoderPronghorn)
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

GMuUs: 110, 111, 118, 119, 123,124

Land Ownership: 81% Private, 17% State Land Board, 2% Federal (BLM or DOD),<1% Other
Posthunt Population: Previous Obj. 45002011 Estimate8152 New Obj. 6000 (54086600)
Posthunt Sex Ratia Previous Obj. 30 2011Pre-hunt Estimate 36 2011Modeled 38 New Obj. 25-35
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Figure 1. PH-8 Pronghorn modelegosthuntpopulation and objective range from 1993
through 201.
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Figure 2. PH-8 Pronghorn buck and antlerless harvest from 1993 through 2010.
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Background Information

TheYoder Pronghorn Data Analysis Unit (DAU P8jis a large pronghoranitin southeastern
Colorado.Pronghorn are found throughout the DAt higher conagrations tend to be in the
northeastern and central portions of the unit. The DAU is almost exclusively private and the
potential for game damage, primarilydmps andences, exists throughout the DAU.
Urbanization, especially east of the Coloradar@mmetro area, is reducing the amount of
pronghorn habitat in the DAU. The DAU is popuiar hunters§rom the Front Range due to its
proximity to Colorado Springs.

In 2008, Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) estimated the pronghorn herd to be more than
twice the longterm population size objective. In response, CPW asked the Parks and Wildlife
Commission (PWC) to institute a December doe season and to increase license numbers.
Pronghorn harvest has increased substantially since 2009 with a corragpextease in the
estimated population size.

The scoping process for this plan included two online surveys, meetings, atpd@blic
comment period. Prior to developing population and sex ratio alternativelsseussed

pronghorn management withe Lincoln County Farm Bureau apceparedwo separat®nline
surveysfor hunters and landowner§Ve solicited inpufor the online surveywith postcards

mailing 1,791 postcardgo sportsmermwho applied for pronghorn licenses in 8t&nd 505
postcardgandowners in southeastern Colorado. We also contacted the Colorado Farm Bureau
and Colorado Cattlemends Association so they
their members. After receiving feedback from the online surveys and the Ldwoity Farm
Bureau, we prepared a draft DAU plan which included thlegnativepopulation and seratio
objectives We posted the draft plan on the CPW websité¢hferentirety of the 3@ay public
comment period and mailed copies of the plan to istedelandowners, County Commissioners,
and the State Land Board. During the comment period we held public meetings in La Junta,
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Walsenburg, and Limon. We also met with landowners from the Double E Soil Conservation
District.

Approximately 50% ofandownersvho responded to the online survey or theda§ public
comment periodhdicatedthe current population size the DAUwas too higi{compared to
2011 numbers) The other 50% of landowners preferred a management strategywdniddh
maintain orincrease the current population sizeandowners alssupporteda strategywhich
maintairedthe current number of buck licenses in the uHitinters preferred a population
objective that would retain or increase the populatidanters also wanted toamtain a high
proportion of buck#n the unit Bothhunters and landowners expressed concern ovéa\tae
of hunting pressure in the DAU and some landowners indicated that hwetersausing
problems, including trespassing and damage, on their pyodeaindowneraskedhe CPWto
manage pronghorn in a way that minieszdamage caused by huntensposed to minimizing
damage caused by pronghorn). Since the DAU is primarily private, many hunters have asked the
CPW to facilitate access to propertiaghe DAU.

Population Objective Alternatives

Alternative 1 2 6,000 (5,400-6,600) pronghorn :
This alternative represents a 25% reduction from the current modeled population size.

Alternative 22 8,000 (7,2068,800) pronghorn
This alternative encompasses the current pronghorn population size.

Alternative 3» 10,000 (9,00011,000) pronghorn
This alternative encompasses a 25% increase from the current modeled population size.

Sex Ratio Objective Alternatives

Alternative 1 2 30 (25-35) bucks per 100 does.

This alternative would maintain the current sex ratio objective but would decrease the observed
sex ratio by 25%.

Alternative 22 40 (3545) bucks per 100 does

This alternative encompasses the lbaign average sex ratfor the population but represents an
increase from the current objective.

Alternative 32 50 (45-55) bucks per 100 does
This alternative would increase the current observed sex ratio by ~25%.
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Preferred Alternatives

e Posthunt population objective range =5,4006,600

o The DAU is primarilyprivate andve attempted to balance the needs of
landowners whephoosingthe preferred alternativeSince50% oflandowners
indicated that the currenumber ofpronghorn wasoo high we chae a preferred
alternative that was lower than the 2011 population size estirHatsever, since
half of landowners anthosthunters prefeedamanagemerstrategy that would
retain or increase the current population size, we chose an altemhitie
increasedhe previous population objectiv&Ve will continwe current
management practicesder this alternativencluding a high level of hunting
pressurgbutmay seek alternative strategigbich target harvest in areas with a
high potential for gamdamageand reduce the density of hunters in the DAU

e Posthunt sex ratio objective range =25-35 bucks per 100 does

o This alternative maintains the current sex ratio objective for the population but
represents a decrease from the current observed sex ratio. It was favored by a
majority of landowners in the DAU. To achieve this objective, in the near term
we will maintan the current number difuck licenses in the population while
reducing doe licenses. This will continue to provide a high level of buck hunting
opportunities fohunters However, as the population nears objectinvmters
will have access ta lower poportion ofbucks in the population.

This DAU plan was approved by the ColoraBarks andWildlife Commission onJuly 12, 2012
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INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE

Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) manages big game, including pronghorn, for the use,
benefit, and enjoyment of the people of the
Plan (20162020). Pronghorn management is also determined by mandatethiz

Colorado Parks and Wildlife Commission (PWC) and the Colorado Legislature.

Col oradods wildlife species require careful
accommodate the many and varied public demands and growing human impacts. The
CPWuses@d Management by Objectiveo approach to
populations (Figure 4).

Select management objectives fc
a DAU

\ 4

Conduct hunting seasons and Collect data on harvest and
translocations population demographics

A

A

Set hunting regulations and Assess population and compare
translocation plans to achieve DAU objectives
goals

A

( Set removal/supplementation
L goals compatible with DAU

objective

Figure 4. Management by Objective process usebjorado Parks and Wildlife
manage big game populations by Data Analysis Unit.

With the Management by Objective approach, big game populations are managed to
achieve population objectives established for a Data Analysis Unit (DAU). A DAU is the
geographic area that includes the yeamd range of a big game herdl.DAU includes

the area where the majority of the animals in a herd are born, live and die. DAU
boundaries are delineated to minimize interchange of animals between adjacent DAUs. A
DAU may be divided into several Game Management Units (GMUS) in order to

distribute hunterand harvest within a DAU.

Management decisions within a DAU are based on a DAU plan. The primary purpose of
a DAU plan is to establish population and sex ratio (i.e., the number of males per 100
females) objectives for the DAU. The DAU plan also dessrthe strategies and

1
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techniques that will be used to reach these objectives. During the DAU planning process,
public input is solicited and collected through questionnaires, public meetings, and
comments to the CPW staff and the PWC. The intentions @@RW are integrated with

the concerns and ideas of various stakeholders including the United States Forest Service
(USFS), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), city and county governments, hunters,
guides and outfitters, private landowners, local chamidezsromerce, and the general

public. In preparing a DAU plan, agency personnel attempt to balance the biological
capabilities of the herd and its habitat
opportunities. DAU plans are approved by the PW@E ae reviewed and updated every

10 years.

The DAU plan serves as the basis for the annual herd management cycle. In this cycle,
the size and composition of the herd is assessed and compared to the objectives defined
in the DAU planand emoval goals arset. Based on these goals, specific removal
strategies are made for the coming year to either maintain the population or move it
towards the established objectives (e.g., license numbers and allocation are set,
translocation plans are made). Hunting seasord/or translocations are then conducted
and evaluated. The annual management cycle then begins again (Figure 4).

The purpose of this DAU plan is to set population and sex ratio objectives for the Yoder
pronghorn herd. The DAU plan will be in place fr@®l122022 with the expectation that
it will be reviewed and updated in 2022.

DESCRIPTION OF DAU AND HABITAT
Geography

The Yoder DAU is located in central Colorado (Figure 5) and comprised of Game
Management Units (GMU) 110, 111, 118, 119, 123 and 124 $8r1987 this DAU

included GMUs A34, A-35, A41, A-42, A-43 and A44. This DAU encompasses

portions of El Paso, Elbert, Lincoln, Pueblo and Crowley counties and is bounded on the
north by the Dougla&l Paso County line and U. S. Highway 24; on the¢ bp€olorado
Highway 71; on the south by the Arkansas River and on the west by Interstate 25.

This DAU covers 3,604 iranging in elevation from about 7,400 feet at the top of
Spruce Hill in the northwest portion of GMU 110 to about 4,200 feet whevsrkiamsas
River flows under Colorado Highway 71 in GMU 124. Topography ranges from steep
sided bluffs to rolling hills.

Climate

Precipitation averages U5 inches per year and falls primarily in the form of
thunderstorms from April through September.dipigation amounts can vary widely
across the DAU but amounts tend to be higher in the northwestern portion of the DAU
and the lowest in the southeastern portion. Winter and spring are characterized by high
winds.

Wi

t



PH-8 Pronghorn Management Piaaly 2012

Land Ownership and Use

The majority of te DAU is owned by private entities (81% or 2,917)ror by the State

Land Board (17% or 604 R)i Approximately 2 mi?of State Land Board property is
leased by the U.S. Department of Transportation for a high speed test track facility. The
Federal goveament manages about 2% of the land in the DAU including $®&ftand
managed by the BLM and 40 fmhanaged by the U.S. Military. Areas open to the public
for big game hunting include the 160 acre (0.2 Ramah State Wildlife Area and the
Turkey TrackState Trust Land property (8,887 acres, 13.3.rhandownership is

mapped in Figure 6.

Agriculture is the predominant land use in the Yoder DAU. Livestock grazing occurs
throughout the DAU on native rangeland. Irrigated farmland occurs along many rivers
but is most common along the Arkansas River and Fountain Creek. Adfadfdarms
andother row cropsre the primary crops in the irrigated farmlands. Large parcels are
planted as dryland winter wheat, especially in the northeastern part of the DIAU, wi
lesser acres planted to sorghum, milo, and sunflowers.

Urban areas are encroaching on wildlife habitat around the Colorado Spangsty
Widefield complex, the towns of Peyton, Falcon, Ellicott and Monument. Urbanization is
rapidly occurring alonghte 25 corridor from Colorado Springs to the DougtdPaso
County line. $hriever Air Force Base, formerly the Combined Space Operations Center,
is influencing development along the Highway 94 corridor east of Colorado Springs.
Development will continué& be a major concern in this DAU, especially along the
western portion of the unit.

Vegetation

The majority (57%) of the DAU is classified as prairie grassland (Figure 7). Shortgrass
prairie, primarily in the eastern GMUs, comprises 39% (1,42pohihe DAU. Tallgrass
prairie makes up 11% (388 fhof the DAU while 7% (266 ) of the DAU is classified

as midgrass prairie. Most of the remaining portions of the DAU (13% or 468 mi
especially in GMU 111, are classified as dryland agricultureeiQtlgetation types in

the DAU include irrigated agriculture, shrub or sand dune complexes, riparian areas, and
greasewood flats. A 76 fponderosa pine forest, the Black Forest, is located in the
northwestern corner of the DAU. Besides urban areas,|t#ok Borest is the only

portion of the DAU not suitable for pronghorn but it only comprises 2% of the unit.
Major drainages in the DAU include Fountain Creek, Monument Creek, the Arkansas
River, Chico Creek, Black Squirrel Creek, Pond Creek, Steel Crddk, Horse Creek,
Horse Creek and North, Middle and South Rush Creeks.



PH-8 Pronghorn Management Piaaly 2012

Pronghorn Data Analysis
Unit (DAU) PH-8

4 8 16 24
Miles

GMU w@s P
Boundaries 3

Figure 5. PH-8 Geography and GMU boundaries.
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HERD MANAGEMENT HISTORY AND BACKGROUND

History

Population Size and Inventory

Between 1975 and 1998, the population size in the DAU was thought to range from
minimum of approximately 4,200 pronghorn in 1979 to a maximum of 6,900 in 1982. In
1988, the Wiltife Commission established a population objective of 4,500 pronghorn for
the DAU. Following the adoption of the population objective, the population was thought
to decrease from about 5,500 in 1988 to a low of 4,300 in 1997. During this time,
population stimates were derived from biennial pgsason aerial counts, harvest data
and the POP Il computer program (Fossil Creek Software, 1992 v.7.03, Fort Collins,
Colorado).

Posthunt Sex Ratio

Prior to 1998, prdwunt sex ratios were derived from fmeason exial counts conducted

from a fixedwing aircraft. Data was entered into the POP Il model which then generated
the postseason estimate. Since 1975 the ys@stson buck/doe ratio ranged from 15

bucks to 100 does in 1994 to a high of 37 bucks per 100 dd€81. In 1997, thpost
huntbuck to doe ratio was estimated at 19 bucks per 100 does. Between 1988 and 1997,
the estimated buck to doe ratio averaged 23 bucks per 100 does.

Harvest

Prior to 1998, hunter access was not perceived to be a problemrAtidandowners

were willing to provide permission to hunters who asked for permission prior to the
opening of the hunting season. Between 1975 and 1997, hunters harvested an average of
797 pronghorn per year (510 bucks, 287 does and fawns). The lowestthaas 250
pronghorn in 1976 and the highest harvest was 1,623 in 1983.

Between 1988 and 1998, harvest success was fairly consistent. The highest harvest
success during that period was 73% in 1993 and the lowest was 63% in 1990. Hunter
success and paripation was likely dependent upon weather conditions, with lower
success and participation occurring in years of cold and/or wet weather on opening day.

Hunting Pressure

Prior to 1988, the number of hunters in the DAU averaged 1,001 per year witha high
2,187 in 1983 and a low of 398 in 1974. Between 1988 and 1998, the average number of
hunters increased to 1,343 and ranged from 1,184 in 1997 to 1,589 in 1989.
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Game Damage and Conflict

Prior to 1998, game damage complaints included grazing on wiheatwand rye,
damage to seed watermelon, spreading bindweed and fence damage. The CPW suggested
hazing as a way to reduce complaints, especially on winter wheat and rye fields.

In 1997, the High Plains Antelope Conflict Resolution Committeefarasedto

determine both the types and magnitude of conflicts that existed between pronghorn and
landowners. The Committee covered parts of the Yoder DAU in El Paso and Lincoln
Counties. The Committee determined that pronghorn damage to winter wheat and rye
fields was a primary concern. Damage would be expected regardless of population size
because pronghorn preferentially concentrate on the fields during the winter. The
Committee recommended the use of dispersal hunts, as opposed to reductiorr in DAU
wide populatiorsize, to deal with the damage. Dispersal hunts allowed landowners to
target the specific areas where game damage was occurring.

Population and Sex Ratio

Population Size and Inventory

Between 1998 and 2004, the modgiedthuntpopulation size for the DAldveraged
approximately 4,550 pronghorn (range 4,4%310). Models were based on preseason

sex and age ratio flights, harvest data, and a postseason minimum count completed in
2003. During minimum counts, observers flew-onide wide transects across tbéaU,

counting every animal observeBetween 1994 and 2007, minimum counts were

conducted approximately every other year (FigureA8jotal of 3,776 pronghorn were
counted during the 2003 flight. In 2005, the postseason minimum count was repeated and
7,817 total pronghorn were observed. Accordingly, the modeled postseason population
size was revised upwards to 7,620 pronghorn in 2005. In 2006 and 2007, the modeled
population size estimates were 8,140 and 7,800, respectively.

In 2008, the CPW began suyiteg pronghorn populations through aerial line transect
distance sampling (Buckland et al. 2001; Guenzel 2007). Distance sampling provided a
superior technique to minimum counts for two reasons. First, estimates of both
population size and density, and responding levels of precision, would be generated

with distance sampling. No estimate of precision was possible with the minimum count.
Second, detection probabilities (i.e., the percentage of the population observed) could be
estimated with distance sahlmg. In contrast, an unknown portion of the population was
observed during minimum counts, making an extrapolation between the minimum count
and actual population size problematic.

Distance sampling estimates were conducted in the spring after animalgisersed

from winter concentrations but before fawns were born. Therefore, estimates produced
through distance sampling represented preproduction estimates. In 2008, the distance
sampling estimate for the Yoder DAU was 9,624 (standard error = 1,408}kLfvey

was repeated in 2010, and the estimated population size was 8,854 (standard error = 796).
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Figure 8. Posthuntminimum counts and preproduction distance sampling estimates (x
standard error) for the Yoder (P8) Pronghorn DA19932011.

Pronghorn Densities

The distance estimateom 2008 represented a preproduction density of 3.2
pronghorn/mfi. At the time, this was the second highest density of pronghorn in
Colorado after DAU PF9 in northwestern Colorado (2009 density estimate = 7.3
pronghornimi?). In 2009, the density of pnghorn in the Hugo DAU (P48), which
borders the northeastern portion of-BHwvas also 3.2 pronghorn/miPreproduction
densities in P8 were reduced between 2008 and 2010 to 2.94 pronghdrn/mi

Sex Ratio Estimates

Sex ratio estimates for P8lare calculated fromre-huntclassification flights conducted
with a fixedwing airplane. Observers fly three or four mile wide transects across the
DAU, classifying every group observed into bucks, does and fawns. Prior&p 200
classification flights were done approximately every other year. Since 2005, flights have
been done annually.

In 2011, thepre-huntsex ratio for PHB was estimated to be 35.9. bucks per 100 does.
The three year average for the DAU is 41.2 bucks perdb@s and the long term average
since 1993 is 38.0 bucks per 100 does.

Licenses

Between 1993 and 1998, an average of 720 buck rifle licenses and 490 antlerless rifle
licenses were offered in the DAU (Figure 8). Following the last revision of the DAU plan
in 1998, models suggested the population was stable and therefore, buck ale$sntle
licenses remained unchanged at about®a5licenses per sex between 1998 and 2005.
Following the minimum count of 7,817 pronghorn in the DAU, the CPW recognized that
the pronghorn population was above objective and correspondingly increased buck
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licenses to 675 and antlerless licenses to 750 for the 2006 season. Licenses were
increased again in 2007 and 2008.

In 2008, after confirmation that the population was well above objective, the CPW
recognized that we were not offering a sufficient numbeegilar rifle licenses to move

the population to objective. This was mainly because the DAU is primarily private land
and landowners were unable to accommodate the necessary number of rifle hunters
during the regular season. Correspondingly, we askedWhe to institute a late rifle

season for does, starting in December 2009 and to make antlerless licenses list B to
encourage doe harvest. The Commission approved the issue. In 2009, we offered 905
regular season rifle buck licenses, 1,075 regular sedsoantlerless licenses, and 500

late rifle doe licenses. In 2010, we asked the Commission to increase the number of late
doe rifle licenses to 750 to increase harvest during that season.

Despite the increase in licenses, some units require preferemte fpailraw a regular
season rifle buck tag. In 2010, residents required a minimum of one preference point to
draw a license in GMUs 110 and 118. Formesidents, a minimum of one preference
point was required to draw a license in 110, 111, 118, andIhZ&)11, residents

required a minimum of one preference point to draw buck licenses in 110 and 111 while
nonresidents were required to have preference points in 110, 111, and 119.

Hunters can also harvest pronghorn with archery and muzzleloader dicerise DAU.

All GMUs within the DAU are included in the list of units available to hunters holding an
overthe-counter archery license. Data from the CPW annual hasuestysuggest that

only 176 archers hunted in the DAU in 2009. Muzzleloader licesnsegalid in all

GMUs within the DAU. In 2010 and 2011, we offered 75 buck and 75 antlerless licenses.
In both years, buck licenses were sold out at Choice 3 s8 afidl?® Choice applicants

were able to draw muzzleloader licenses. Antlerless licemsesavailable as leftovers.

2500
2000 ,/._.7
1500

1000

Number of Licenses

500 -

1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011

=—@=Buck Licenses —#—Doe Licenses

Figure 9. Buck and antlerless licensd9932011.
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Harvest

For bucks, harvest declined from approximately 650 to 450 annually between 1993 and
1998 (Figure 2). The number of bucks harvestedialiynvaried little (range 35@00)

from 1999 through 2006. Buck harvest increased from 380 in 2006 to 662 in 2007 due to
the increase in license numbers. Since the increase in 2007, buck harvest increased
slightly to 680 bucks in 2009.

In contrast, antidess harvest varied little (range approximately-350) between 1993

and 2005. However, the harvest rate has steadily increased from 379 in 2006 to 831 in
2009, with increasing license numbers. In 2009, a higher number of doe and fawns were
harvested thain any year since 1993 and doe harvest exceeded buck harvest for the first
time since 1993. Hunters harvested over 1,000 does in 2010 and the predicted harvest for
2011 is also expected to be close to 1,000.

Success Rates

License success rates, defirseedthe percent of pronghorn harvested per license, have

been relatively stable since 1993 (Figure 9). For buck licenses, the overall average since
1993 is 73.7% and the running thrgear average (2008010) is 70.3%. For does the
averages for the sament periods are slightly lower: 56.2% overall and 52.6% for the

past three year3he license success rates for the rifle doe late season has been
consistently lower than the regular season doe license success rate. In 2009, the rifle doe
late season sucsgrate was 42.4% and in 2010 it was 46.7%.

Hunter success rates, or the percentage of sportsmen who hunted and harvested a
pronghorn, are higher than the license success rates. Since 2004, the hunter success rate
averaged 78.4% for buck hunters and 61fdf@oe hunters. Again, success rates in 2009
were lower compared to the overall average, especially for doe hunters (54.3% including
both the regular seasons and late rifle seasons). Success rates increased in 2010 to 60.3%
for doe hunters and 72.6% fouck hunters.
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Figure 10. PH-8 Antlerless and Buck Harvest Rat28932010.

Disease

Disease is not thought to be a factor regulating pronghorn populations8nike

deer, elk, and moose, pronghorn are not knowsatoychronic wasting diseag€WD).
Diseases affecting pronghorn include bluetongue and epizootic hemorrhagic disease
(Lance and Pojar 1984; O0O6Gara 2004) .

Game Damage

Historically, the primary game damage complaint for pronghorn in the Yoder DAU was
damage tavinter wheat and rye fields¢e History. Winter wheat is still grown in the

DAU, especially in GMU 111, so the potential for game damage on crops exists.
However, recent complaints have been limited. Since 2006, the payout for game damage
caused by praghorn has been $3,000, paid out to two individuals in the Calhan area for
damage to growing crops. In 2011, CPW issued special hunt permits on a property in
GMU 110 to mitigate damage to pasture land

Habitat Management

Pronghorn habitat in Pi8 will be impacted in the future by housing development,
especially in the western part of the DAU, and possibly by wind energy development in
the northeastern parts of the unit. Housing development will decrease the quantity of
habitat available to pronghorn in theit. Areas adjacent to Colorado Springs in GMUs

110 and 118 will have the highest impact. Pronghorn are currently located in the western
portion of both GMUs but future housing development will likely force the animals to
move from the area. The effectsvand energy on pronghorn populations are currently
unknown. Potential impacts could result from loss or fragmentation of habitat and vehicle
collision. These impacts might alter pronghorn distribution or demographic rates. Road
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density, vehicle use, amdectricity transmission lines could increase across pronghorn
habitat in areas with wind energy development.

Since the DAU is primarily private land, any future habitat management will be
dependent on the participation of private landowners. One faetbcould influence the
ability of private landowners to manipulate private land is the status of future
Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) contracts. Pronghorn habitat could be impacted if
landowners choose not to-earoll pronghorn habitat in CRP lanasd return the land

into agricultural production. Depending on the type of agriculture, impacts could include
changes in distribution and demographic rates. For example, if lands currently enrolled in
CRP were converted to dry land winter wheat, pronghottd move onto these parcels

of land. This change in pronghorn distribution could, in turn, lead to increased game
damage.

CURRENT HERD MANAGEMENT

Current Post-hunt Population

The current modelegosthuntpopulation estimate for 2011 is 8,152 pronghaevhich
incorporates both spring 2011 production and 2011 harvest projections into the model
(Figure 1). This is more than 80% higher than the current population objective (4,500) for
the DAU. The current population objective was originally set in 1988 @authorized by

the PWC in 1998. However, the current population objective was set before precise
population estimates were available. We have consistently found that the methods (i.e.,
minimum counts) used to estimate pronghorn population size pribistance sampling
underestimated the true number of animals on the landscape. Therefore, it is likely that
we had far more prahorn in 1988 than the 5,5@8timated at the time.

Posthunt Population Size
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10000 /’//RT' 4\’/\
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6000 _M
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—&— Modeled Poshunt Population === Previous Objective

Figure 1. PH-8 Pronghorn modelegosthuntpopulation and objective range from 1993
through 2011.
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Qurrent Sex & Age Ratios

The currenposthuntsex ratio objective for P18 is 30 bucks per 100 does. The 2011
modeledposthuntsex ratio was 37.6 bucks per 100 si@eigure 3).The threeyear
averageobservedsex ratio is41.2bucks per 100 doeddowever, sinceex ratio
estimates are collected priorttee hunting season, the obserypeehuntratio is higher

than the modeledosthuntratio.

The fawn to doe t# is estimated annually duringge-huntclassification flights. In 2011,

we estimated there were 28.9 fawns per 100 does. This was lower than both the three
year average fawn to doe ratio of 36.3 fawns per 100 does and the overall average ratio of
42 .4 @data have been collected periodically since 1993). Fawn to doe ratios fluctuate

annually depending on spring weather conditions.
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Figure 3. PH-8 Pronghorn observed pheint sex ratio, pogiunt objective range, and modele:
posthunt sex ratio from 1993 through 2011.

Current Management Strategies/Problems

The primary management issue for-Bkbs population size relative to the objective.

Despite a steady increase in licenses (Figueend doe harvest (Figu® since 2006, we
have been unable to bring the populatiotheobjective. Our strategies to degth the

high pronghorn population size have been to 1) increase license numbers during the
regular rifle season, 2) institute a late rifle season for does, and 3) to make doe licenses
list B throughout the DAU. The primary difficulty with this strategythie composition of
landownership in the DAU. Since the DAU is primarily private, our ability to harvest
pronghornis limited bylandowner willingness to allow access on their property.
Additionally, there are large sections of the DAU, including the bpged test track

facility in GMU 123, that are off limits to hunting entirely.

Data collection on pronghorn is becoming incredsinifficult in the DAU due to wind
energy explorationCurrently, we collect mogironghorn survegatafrom a small plane
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flying at low altitudes (<30&. above ground level)Wind energy companies utilize
small towers to determinghether sites hav&uitablemeteorologicatonditions for wind
turbines. These meteorological towers present a hazard ftylogvaircraft. We are
also unable to fly in areas with witdrbines die to their height and turbulence created
by their blades (e.g., Hu et al. 20114s such, we might need to explore alternative
methods for collecting data on pronghorn in the fitur

Number of Pronghorn
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Figure 2. PH-8 Pronghorn buck and antlerless harvest from 1993 through 2010.

ISSUES AND STRATEGIES

Initial Issue Solicitation Process

Hunter Input

Following the 2010 late doe rifle season, we mailed postcards to a randomly selected
subset of spesmen who applied for a pronghorn license in the DAU in 2010 (n=1,791
sportsmen, Appendix A). The selected subset of sportsmen included individuals who
were both successful and unsuccessful at drawing a license in 2010. The postcard
provided hunters with brief description of the DAU planning process and directed the
sportsmen to a website where they could fill out a survey. Sportsmen were also instructed
to call theCPW Southeast Regional Service Center if they wished to receive a paper copy
of the surveyA total of 269 (15%) sportsmen completed the survey.

In the survey hunters were asked to provide background information, hunting and harvest
information and their opinions regarding changes to population and sex ratio objectives.
Overall, hunter satfaction was high in the DAWith 63.9% ofrespondents rating their
satisfaction with hunting in the DAU as Good or Excellent (Figure 10). The percentage of
respondents who rated their satisfaction as R@sr10.8%. Sportsmdavored a

population objectivéhat would maintain or increase the number of pronghorn in the

DAU (relative to the current population size; Figure 11). Less than 7% of respondents
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favored a reduction in the current population size. The majority of respondents (53%)
also supported no enge in the sex ratio objective (Figure 12).

In the written comments, a number of hunters expressed frustration with their inability to
obtain access in the DAU. Many sportsmen suggested that CPW work with private
landowners to secure access for hunt&@srvey respondents also indicated that there
were too many hunters in the DAU which reduced the quality of the hunting experience.
The survey text, summary data for all questions and written comments are available in
Appendix A.

What is your overall satisfaction with hunting in the DAU

Percentage of Re
N
o
X

Poor (n=30) Fair (n=67) Good (n=117) Excellent (n=55)

Figure 11. Overall hunting satisfaction of hunters who responded to the hunter survey
for the Yoder DAU PHB.
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Relative to the current number, how would you like the pronghorn herd to

change in size in the DAU?
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Figure 12. Percentage of responses to the question askinggrs how they would like

the pronghorn herd to change in size in the Yoder pronghorn DAU. (*Aggregate
responses taquestion asking if they would like to see the herd increase or decrease in
size by 25 or 50%. See full text of question in Appendix A).

For the purposes of pronghorn hunting, what should B8+Hbe managed for?
60% -
52.4%

@ 50% -
2]
c
8
» 40% -
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o 30% -
= 23.2%
c
8 20% -
o 13.5%
a 10.9%

10% -

O% T T T 1
Lower buck:doe ratio Status Quo (n=140 Higher buck:doe ratio No Opinion/Don't
(n=29) (n=62) Know (n=36)

Figure 13. Percentage of responses to the question asking hunters how they would like
to see the sex ratio change in the Yoder DAU.
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Lincoln County Farm Bureau put

We were invited to a Lincoln County Colorado Farm Bureau meeting in Lif@0Omn
September 1, 2011 to discuss pronghorn managementgéauhty. At the meeting, we
gave an informational presentation on the DAU planning process, current pronghorn
status, and recent management changes in the Yode3)(&htl Hugo (PF6) pronghorn
DAUs. Following the presentation, we took comments and hagpem discussion
regarding pronghorn management and pronghorn hunters in the county.

The Fam Bureau members indicatdtkey felt the volume of hunters was too high but

that they would also like to see fewer pronghorn. The members also suggested that we
extend the pronghorn season to two weekends or to two seasons because the number of
pronghorn hunters on the landscape during the opening of the rifle season is too high. A
memo detailing the discussion points from the meeting can be found in Appendix B.

Landowner Input

We also developed an online survey to elicit landowner input for this DAU plan.

However, unlike the hunter survey, the survey was develimpeadividuals who owned
property in DAUs PHb6, PH7, or PH8 because landowner addresses weadableby

county, butnot by GMU. We developed a list of landowners by randomly selecting
properties within the DAUs. We also asked the Colorado Farm Bureau and the Colorado
Cattl emends Association to cont acsurvey.heir
As with the hunter survey, landowners were instructed to call W& Southeast

Regional Service Center if they wished to receive a paper copy of the survey. We mailed
a total of 505 postcards and received 49 responses to the survey. In#ye surv
landowners were asked to identify the gehkr@ation of their property so we could

assign the results to the appropriate DAU. Twdivty of the respondents indicated that

they owned property in DAU Pi8. The survey text, summary data for all gigest and

written comments are available in Appendix B.

In the survey, landowners were asked to provide background information, their opinions
regarding changes to population and sex ratio objectives, and opinions about hunters and
pronghorn damage. Landaers in this DAU favored a population objective that would
maintain or decrease the number of pronghorn in the DAU (relative to the current
population size; Figure 13). The majority of respondents (46%) also indicated that they
were satisfied with the crent number of buck permits in the DAU (Figure 14).

Since the DAU is almost exclusively private, hunters depend on landowners for hunting
access. Thus, effective management of pronghorn through hunting in this DAU depends
on landowner receptiveness tanters. Prior to initiating this DAU plan, we were

frequently approached by individuals who expressed concerns about hunter behavior
during the pronghorn hunting seasdrherefore we asked landowners a question about
whether and to what degree they engreced any of the following four problems with

hunters: 1) trespass, 2) property damage, 3) too many hunters asking permission to hunt,
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4) rude conduct. Additionally, landowners were given the option to specify any
additional problems they experienced.

Trespassing was the most commonly cited problem by survey respondents with 70% of
landowners indicating that hunters had trespassed on their property at least once in the
last five years (Figure 15). Seventeen percent (17%) of landowners reported major
problems with trespassing. Damage caused by hunters received the second highest
percentage of complaints followed by the number of hunters asking for permission and
rude conduct by hunters. Other reported problems included failure to secure fences,
poading, and death of livestock.

Sixty percen{15/25)of thelandownersvho answered the survaydicated that
pronghorn caused damage to their propefitywenty percent (3/15) of the landowners
with damage ranked the level of damage as se\Baeage todnces was thmost
common type of damage reported (@@landowners) follwed by damage to pasture
land 6/15 landowners).

Since hunting licenses are the primary tool available to CPW for managing pronghorn
numbers, landowners face a tradeoff betweemtimeber of pronghorn and pronghorn
hunters on the landscape. Recognizing this tradeoff, we asked landowners whether they
preferred us to limit the number of hunters in the DAU or to limit the damage caused by
pronghorn. Landowners indicated that they @mefd management practices which

limited the number of hunters (10 of 24 landowners) compared to limiting damage caused
by pronghorn (3 of 24 landowners). A high number of respondents also indicated that the
current numbers of pronghorn and hunters indA&) were acceptable (8 of 24).
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How would you like the number of pronghorn in Game Managemen

Units (GMUSs) which include your property(ies) to change?
50% -
o 45% - 42%
2 40% - 38%
2 350 -
30% -
25% 21%
20% -
15% -
10% -
5%
0% ; ; .

Decrease (n=9)* Stay the Same (n=1C Increase (n=5)*

Percentage of Resp

Figure 14. Percentage of responses to the question asking landowners how they would
like the pronghorn herd to change in size in the Yoder pronghorn DAU. (*Aggregate
respamses tahequestion asking if they would like to see the herd increase or decrease in
size by 150% or >50%. See full text of question in Appendix C).

How many buck pronghorn permits should CPW issue in the Gan
Management Units(s) which include your property?
50% - 46%

@ 45% -
(%]
S 40% -
o
g 35%7 29%
& 30% -
S 250 - 21%
& 20% -
© 15% -
o

0f -
g 1% %

b

0% T T T ﬁ 1
Decrease (n=5,  Stay the same (n=11 Increase (n=7) No opinion (n=1)

Figure 15. Percentage of responses to the quesisiking landowners how they would
like CPW to manage buck pronghorn licenses in@?H
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Trespass by hunters

17%

30%

'4%

48%

Too many hunters asking for
permission to hunt

Damage caused by hunters

4%

38%
50%

8%

Rude conduct by hunters

4%

4%
17% l

4%
8% '

® No problems
I Moderate Problems

63%

74%

B Minor Problems
W Major Problems

Figure 16. Percentage of landowners who indicated they experienced the listed problems
caused by pronghorn hunters in the previous five years.

Management Alternatives Development

Since the DAU is primarily private, we considered the needs of landowners when
drafting management alternatives. The majority of landowners surveyed indicated that
they would like pronghorn herd size to remain theesasthe 2011 levels while hunters
preferred an increase in the population size. Landowners also indicated that they were
having problems with hunters trespassing and that they would prefer management
practices that minimize problems caused by hunteranyMportsmen and landowners
expressed concern that the current density of hunters in the DAU was too high. Both
hunters and landowners indicated that the current buck to doe ratio was acceptable.
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Based on these results, we progbteee population obgive and sex ratio alternatives
for consideration.The current modeled population size (as of 2011) was 8,152 and the
modeled sex ratio was 38.0 bucks per 100 does.

Post-hunt population objectives

Alternative 11 6,000 (5,40686,600) pronghorn

This altenative represents a 25% reduction in numbers from the current modeled

population size. Although the majority of landowners (42%) suggested that the current

population of pronghorn in the DAU was acceptable, a high percentage of landowners

(38%) indicated hat t hey would prefer the popul ati on
adopted, this alternative would require a continuation of current management practices,

including a high level of hunting pressure. Under this alternative, sportsmen would

continue to haw access to a high number of licenses, but as the population declines, their

chance of harvesting an animal would also decline.

Alternative 21 8,000 (7,2068,800) pronghorn

This alternative encompasses the current pronghorn population size. Respandents t
landowner survey indicated that they preferred we maintain the current number of
pronghorn on the landscape. If adopted, this alternative would allow managers at CPW
to take a less aggressive approach to doe harvést AU which should reduce

hunting pressure in the DAU. Howevdéne harvest would need to be maintained at a

level which prevents the population from increasing which will give sportsmen the
opportunity to harvest animals.

Alternative 3t 10,000 (9,00€11,000) pronghorn

This alternatvve encompasses a 25% increase in the numbers from the current modeled
population size. While landowners supported an approach that would either maintain or
decrease the current population, respondents to our hunter survey indicated that they
would like © see the population increase. If this alternative were to be adopted, the CPW
would need to reduce the number of licenses in the DAU to allow the herd to grow. This
would reduce hunting pressure for private landowners but it would also reduce
opportuniy for hunters. In the long term, this alternative would create higher potential

for pronghorhrcaused damage on private land.

Sex ratio objectives

Alternative 11 30 (2535) bucks per 100 does

This alternative would maintain the current sex ratio objeétivéhe population. If

adopted, the CPW would have to increase buck licenses proportionally to bring the
population closer to objective. In the near term, this would provide more hunting
opportunities for sportsmen. However, as the population neajectiob, sportsmen

would have access to fewer bucks in the population, and thus their opportunity to harvest
a buck would also decrease. This management approach was favored by 21% of
landowners and 11% of sportsmen who responded to the respective lostreasys.
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Alternative 21 40 (3545) bucks per 100 does

This alternative would represent an increase from the current objective of 30 bucks per
100 does. However, this alternative encompasses thédamgaverage sex ratio of 38
bucks per 100 does indtpopulation. Under this alternative, the CPW would be able to
maintain the current management practices which was favored by the majority of both
landowners and sportsmen in our outreach surveys.

Alternative 31 50 (4555) bucks per 100 does

This alterrative would increase the current sex ratio objective. To bring the population
closer to objective, CPW would have to dramatically decrease buck license numbers.
This would reduce the opportunity for sportsmen to obtain a license in the DAU but
could evetually result in a higher quality hunting experience since there would be
proportionally more bucks in the population. This approach was favored by 29% of
landowners and 23% of sportsmen from the respective outreach surveys.

30-DAY PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

Outreach Efforts

After proposing three population and sex ratio alternatives, we finalized a draft DAU plan
and used multiple avenues to solgtiikeholdefeedback.The draft DAU plan was

posted on the CPW website fr@ February 2012 through 22 March 20)e sent the

DAU plan to the State Land Board and pertinent County Commissitsoer<£lbert, El

Paso, Lincoln, Pueblo, and Otero counties. Plans were also sent to landowners who had
either routinely discussed prdmyn management with local DWMs or who had

expressed an interest in reading the draft during the initial scoping process.

We held public meetings in three locations, La Junta, Walsenburg, and Limon, during the
comment period. The meetings were advedtitrough a press relegggpendix E)

andthe CPW Insider. Additionally, we held a meeting for landowners in the Double El
Soil Conservation District in Simla. The local Nature Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS) office arranged armrovidedadvertisng for that meeting.Seven members of

the public attended the La Junta meeting, four attended the Walsenburg meeting, and five
attended the Limon meeting. Ten landowners attended the meeting in Simla.

Brief surveys were provided to both individualfieweceivedhe draft plan and to

meeting attendees. In the survey, we asitakieholders to describe their interest in
pronghorn management (e.g., landowner, hunter, outfitters) and to choose preferred
population and sex ratio alternatives. We receaéatal 0f26 surveygAppendix D)

The majority of survey responderfts=22) identified themselves as landowners or
ranchers/owners/operators. Ten of the 22 landowners or rancher/owner/operators also
identified themselves as sportsmen/hunters. Twaremts indentified themselves

solely as sportsmen/hunters. One county commissioner returned a survey. The
remainng individual identified himself as both a business owner and sportsmen/hunter.
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Stakeholder Responses

Eleven of 2642%)surveyrespondentselected a population alternative of 6,000
pronghorn (Figure 16). This alternative represents a decrease of 25% from the 2011
estimate of 8,200 pronghorn but would be an increase from the previous population
objective of 4500. Twelve of 26 (46%) survegspondents selected a sex ratio
alternative of 30 bicks per 100 does (Figud 7). This alternative would retdtime

current sex ratio objective for the DAU but would represent a decrease from the current
observed buck to doe ratio.

Written feedbackeceived during the 3@ay public comment pericappears ilA\ppendix

D. Written commentavere submitted botthrough email and on the surveyéle also

took verbal feedback from stakeholders at the public meetings and over the phone. Many
landownerghoughtthat both pronghorn densitiesdhunting pressure/ere currently

too high in the DAU Landowners commented that problems with hur{eers
trespassinghavebeen greatly magnifiesince the CPW increased license numbegsin

effort to bring thepopulation to objectiveMany individuals were also dissatisfied with

the December doe season.

In the draf DAU plan, we reported that a smalhount of game damage claims had been
filed in the DAU since 2006. Wildlife officers in the DAU also receélievery limited
number of trespassing caifsthe past Landowners addressed thessiegirectly and
saidthat the benefits of filing game damage claims or prosecuting trespassers was
outweighed by the problems caused pursuing these actions. Lamd@ited specific
problems with District Attorneys throwing out trespassing cases and hassles associated
with filing game damage claim& heyexpressed frustration with turnover in CPW
employees, specifically District Wildlife Managers. Some landowrscsfalt that PWC
meetings were no longer publicized in a way that allowed them to access meeting times
and locations.

Landowners offered multiple solutions to their concerns over pronghorn management.
Many landowners commented that the CPW neededcmueage doe harvest and

thought that offering reduced price doe licenses might help attract doe hunters, especially
nonresidents. Many landowners also proposed lengthening the regular season and
offering multiple licenses to individual sportsmen. Thksp asked us to pursue
management strategies that would provide them with more control over the number of
hunters on their properties.

Many gortsmerexpressed concern over the recent decrease in both population size and
the quality of bucks in the DAUHuntersreported seeing a drop in population size as

well as smaller groups of pronghorn in the unit. They commented that the trophy quality
of bucks has decreased in the unit compared to historic levels. Sportsmen asked us to
pursue a management stratelgat would retain or increase the population size in the unit
as well as increase the quality of bucks in the DAU.
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Figure 17. Percentage of responses to the question asking stakeholders which of the
three population size alternatives they preferred in the Yoder pronghorn DAU
(*Stakeholders were given the option of writing in a different population size objective if
none of thehree presented were preferred).

Percentage of Response

What is your preferred buck to doe ratio for RBI?
50% - 46%
40% -
30% -
19%
20% - 15% 15%
0% /| | | l_l
20 bucks per 30 bucks per 40 bucks per 50 bucks per  No opinion
100 does (n=1)100 does (n=12)L00 does (n=4)100 does (n=4) (n=5)

Figure 18. Percentage of responses to the question asking stakeholders which of the
three sex ratio alternatives they preferrechim Yoder pronghorn DAU (*Stakeholders
were given the option of writing in a different sex ratio objective if none of the three
presented were preferred).
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PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES

Preferred post-hunt population objective range = 5,400 -6,600

We considered feedback from both the outreach surveys and-ttey 2@mment period
when selecting a preferred population objectiCellectively, gproximately 50% of
landownersndicated that the current number of pronghorn was toosogve chose a
preferred alternative that was lower than the 2011 population size estimate. Hdhever,
otherhalf of landowners and most hunters preferred a management strategy that would
retain or increase the current population siZeereforeye chose an alternagwvhich
represented aimcreasdrom the previous population objective.

We will continue current management practices under this alternative, including a high
level of hunting pressure, but may seek alternative strategies ®)tmtget harvest in

area with a high potential for game damaged?2) reduce the density of hunters in the
DAU. We can target areas with game damage by shifting regular and late season licenses
to GMUs 111 and 124. These two units have the higiegsentagef agriculture inthe

DAU. We can alsissuedamagdicenses to the specific landowners wittonghorn on

their property Reducing the density of hunters in the DAU while maintaining high levels
of harvest might require changes to the current season structure, esjfegaliere to
recommend lengthening or splitting the regular pronghorn rifle season. We could also
recommend issuing two carcass tags per huitiwof these changewould require

PWC approval

Preferred post-hunt sex ratio objective range = 25-35 bucks per 100
does

This alternative maintains the current sex ratio objective for the population but represents
a decrease from the current observed sex (4ti® bucks per 100 doedt was favored

by a majority of landowners in the DAU. To achieve this objective, in the near term we
will maintain the current number of buck licenses in the population while reducing doe
licenses. This will continue to provide a high level of bucktimg opportunities for

hunters. However, as the population nears objective, hunters will have access to a lower
proportion ofbucks in the population. We anticipate being able to achieve the sex ratio
objective for the population through the allocatadnmegular season buck licenses.
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APPENDIX A, Hunter Outreach Survey

8 December 2010
Dear Colorado Sportsman

Pronghorn herds in Colorado are managed at the Data Analysis Unit (DAU) level. The
management of each herd is guided by a herd specific management plan called a DAU

plan. DAU plans describe herd population and management histories, population

objectivesand management strategies for a 10 year period. The DAU planning process is

the CDOW6s method for incorporating the conc
biological capabilities of a specific herd. Public input is, therefore, a very important part

of the DAU planning process.

Wildlife managers have begun the process of updating the DAU plan for GMUs 110,
111, 118, 119, 123, or 124 (DAU P84 see figure below). The CDOW is seeking your
input on the future management of this herd. The informatiorpymeide through this
survey will helpthe CDOW developobjectives and management strategies for pronghorn
in El Paso, Lincoln, Pueblo, and Crowley Counties. Please take a few minutes to fill out
this short survey and return it in the enclosed pospaigenvelope.

Thank you for your participation.
Sincerely,

Julie R. Stiver

Terrestrial Biologist

Colorado Division of Wildlife
4255 Sinton Road

Colorado Springs, CO 80907
Phone 712275225
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Pronghorn Data Analysis Unit (DAU) R8 Hunter Survey
Please mik your responses boxes and return the survelahyary 15, 2011to:
Colorado Division of Wildlife, Attn, PFB Survey, 4255 Sinton Rd., Colorado Springs,
CO 80907

Part 17 Background Information

la. Are you aresident of Colorad¢”?=269 responses1=0 skipped question

1 Yes (96.7% n=260) [1No (3.3% n=9)
1b. Do you live in the DAU (GMUs 110, 111, 118, 119, 123, 124¥269
responses; n=0 skipped question)

1 Yes (39.0% n=105) [1No (61.0% n=164)
1c. Do you own or lease 40 acres or more ofpgrty in the DAUAN=269
responsesn=0 skipped question

(1 Yes (7.1% n=19) [1No (92.9% n=250)
1d.  (If you answered yes to question 1c)How many acres do you own or lease?
(n=13 responsex=6 skipped question

[140-160 acre¢61.6%; n=8)

[1161-640 acre$23.1%; n=3)

[1 641-5000 acre$15.4%; n=2)

[J 5000+ (0.0%; n=0)

le. What is your zip code?n=269 responses; n=0 skipped question)
Part 21 Hunting and Harvest Information

2a.  What is your overall satisfaction with hunting in tbAU?
(n=269 responses=0 skipped question

) Excellent (20.4%; n=55)
[1 Good (43.6%; n=117)

(1 Fair (24.9%; n=67)
[JPoor (11.2%; n=30)

2b.  Did you draw a pronghorn license in the DAU in 2010?
(n=268 responses=1 skipped question

[ Yes (83.8%; n=224) (1 No (16.4%; n=44)

2c.  (If you answered yes to 2b):Did you hunt pronghorn in tHeAU in 20107
(n=224 responses=0 skipped question

[ Yes (95.1%; n=213) [ No (4.9%; n=11)

2d.  (If you answered no to 2c)Why did younot huntin theDAU in 2010 (Chek all
that apply)qn=11 responsesn=0 skipped question
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) Expense (0.0%; n=0)
(] Season conflicted with other obligations (63.8%; n=7)
[J Trouble finding permission to hunt (45.5%; n=5)
(] Other (Please Explain): (9.1%; n=1)
| was out of state duringhe hunting season.

2e.  Which season did you hunt? (check all that appl§¥214 responses=0
skipped question

) Regular Rifle Season Buck (36.0%; n=77)
] Regular Rifle Season Doe (48.3%; n=99)
[J Muzzleloader Buck (2.3%; n=5)

[ Muzzleloader Doe (0.0%; n=0)

[J Late Doe Rifle Season (27.5%; n=59)

2f. How many days did you hunt in the DAU in 20102211 responsesn=3
skipped question

100 -
90 -
80 4 75
70 - 65
60 -
50 -
40 -
30 -
20 - 15 13
10 - 5 4 2 1

0' T T T T 1
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Number of Days Spent Huntin

30

Number of Response!

2g. How many pronghorn did you harvest in 2010 in the DAQW212 response
skipped question

110 (33.9%; n=71) 111 (59.0%; n=125) 112 (7.5%; n=16)
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Part 31 Population Objective

Population Objective: The Division strives to manage big game populations within both

the biological and social carrying capacity of the herd. The biological carrying capacity is
the number of animals that can be supported by the available habitat. The social carrying

capacityis the number that will be tolerated by the people who are impacted by the herd
(hunters, wildlife viewers, landowners). The population objective is to set at a number
which attempts to balance these two carrying capacities. Based on a new method of
estimating population size initiated in 2008, the-BHierd is estimated to be significantly
over the current lonterm population objective. To bring the FBherd closer to the
population objective, the Division has increased the number of regular seassadice
and instituted a December doe season. This has translated to an increase in hunting
opportunity (in terms of license numbers) available to hunters.

Question 3:Relative to the current number, how would you like the pronghorn herd to
change in size in the DAU (GMUs 110, 111, 118, 119, 123, 124)? Check one
(n=267 responses=2 skipped question

1 Decrease greatly (over 50% fewer pronghorn) (1.5%; n=4)
[J Decrease slightly (25% fewer pronghori%.2%; n=14)

[ Stay the same (38.0%; n=96)

[ Increase slightly (25% more pronghorn) (33.3%; n=89)

[ Increase greatly (over 50% more pronghorn) (11.6%; n=31)
[J Don’t know/No opinion (12.4%; n=33)
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Part 47 Male:Female (Sex)Ratio Objective

Male:Female Ratio Objective:Pronghorn herds can be managed to maximize buck
hunting opportunity (which creates higher number of buck hunters) or to maximize the
number of bucks available for hunting (typically less buck hunters af@dpme
compromise between the two. If the herd is managed to maximize the quantity of hunting
opportunity, more buck hunting licenses are made available and buck hunters will be able
to hunt more frequently, with less preference points. However, thissr@stewer total

bucks in the herd (lower buck:doe ratio). If a heard is managed to maximize the number
of bucks, fewer buck licenses are issued in order to increase the number of bucks in the
population (higher buck:doe ratio). As a result, buck huntédrfave access to a higher
number of bucks in the population, but the frequency that hunters are able to hunt bucks
decreases and the preference points needed to draw will increase. Thereforef trade
exists between the number of licenses (amounppbrtunity) and the number of bucks
available for hunters.

Currently, DAU PH8 is managed for a 30 buck:100 doe sex ratio objective. In 2010, a
minimum of between-Q preference points were needed to draw a rifle buck tag,
depending on the unit (e.g.PPs to draw a rifle buck license in GMUs 110 & 118, 0 PPs
to draw a rifle buck license in GMUs 111, 119, 123, and 124).

Question 4:For the purposes of pronghorn hunting, should&Ph¢ managed for?
(n=267 responses=2 skipped question

1 Increased quality of hunting opportunity (higher buck to doe ratio, fewer buck hunters
in the field, but more PP needed to draw a buck lice(&)2%; n=62)

[ Increased quantity of hunting opportunity (lower buck to doe ratio, more buck hunters
in the field, and easr to draw buck licenseg)10.9%; n=29)

[] Status Quo(ratio of 30:100 is currently providing the right balance between drawing
odds and bucks in the fieldp2.4%; n=140)

[J Don’t know/No opinion (13.5%; n=36)
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Written Responses to Hunter Outreach Survey

Thank you for participating in this survey. Your responses will assist help us to better m:

your wildlife resources. Please provide any additional comments you have in the space

provided below

\‘

10

| took the over the phone survey this year for @10 season and they did not ask abol
how many animals | counted. | saw more coyotes than antelope the first two days. |
spend a lot of time out in this area and the animal population seems to be going dow
| saw no fawns this year, very few youmgrks (32 year olds). | am not sure how your
new method of estimating population size works but the number of animals seems ol
decrease. | thinkou need to develop a different method. | also think you need to sto
the December doe hunt. Betwede coyotes and the increased number of hunters, tr
population will disappear in a few more years. There were too many hunters in the fi
this year. | was out during the rifle season with some hunters with licenses. It was tl
worst hunting duringhat season that I've seen in 20 years out there. The number of
animals were not there and too many hunters were out. | saw more road hunters an
trespassers than I've seen in years.

Just harvested my first antelope near the date of my 80th birthdageat day!

The single biggest drawback to harvesting a buck or a doe is the lack of public land t
in this DAU. Perhaps additional Land Trust properties or ¥akcess properties would
increase the harvest potential.

More property needs to be available to the Hunter. State Land should be accessible
hunters without any type of a fee. A lot of the land in these units are owned by the p
odzi  AG OFyQlG 6S KdzyGSR® A S { OK Bo2ld not¢ NHz
include hunting rights it is for cattle ranching.

| have hunted on the Thatcher Ranch near Pueblo for many years. There is little/no
access on any of the other ranches in the area. Crowding has become a huge proble
the ranch and theyuality of the hunting has steadily decreased. Many years you
encounter many, many more hunters than antelope. It has gotten to the point that |
would consider not applying for a license rather than dealing with the crowds. Thank
for your consideratia.

Hi

I hunt for the meat.

You are doing a great job. Keep up the good work.

The most pressing thing about pronghorn hunting in these units is getting permissior
hunt from landowners. Every year more and more landowners are leasing huigting

| think the DOW should take a more active role in securing hunter permission. The
current walkin program is a joke.

It would be nice to have a list of property owners who would allow hunting after conte
with the hunter. You wouldnjpublish this information just allow access to it if request
by a hunter who has drawn for that area. Thank You

33



PH-8 Pronghorn Management Piaaly 2012

11
12

13

14

15

16

17

18

| enjoy the numbers of antelope the last 5 years. | have seen more animals each ye:
Thank you DOW.

You folks do great work for af us in Colorado. Thanks for what you do

I would like to see less muzzle loader hunters. They drive around in there pickups al
four wheelers sometimes even chasing the game. | feel that muzzle loader hunters |
the drive to hunt. Due to their limited kill range they often try to drive cidsethe heard
thus in turn scaring the game away. In short muzzle loader hunters put a great deal
stress on the heard and keep them moving. Not to say that some rifle hunters don't «
the same thing. Also | would like to point out that the privated owners need to work
more with DOW. Before the season opened | did some scouting and found about te!
properties to hunt. But just two weeks before the season opened | was callselvbyal
land owners saying that | would not be able to hunt their latépbon hearing this |
checked bacwith the other land owners and they much to my surprise | could only ht
two of the smaller properties out of the ten. Their reasoning for not allowing me to hu
was that they were putting live stock on their propeesd did not feel comfortable with
hunters out on their land. | feel that they did not do themselves or the hunt any justi
Why have this late doe season to control the heard when you cannot hunt the heard.
did not fill my tag due to the above reas@ Where | could hunt there were so many
hunters there we were tripping over oraother. All the while the hes were on land
we could not hunt. | was wondering is there some place that | could go to for a list o
property owners that will allow huntig on their grounds? | was unable to attend your
class on this hunt due the short notice of the meeting and that it fell on a Tuesday. |
that the meetings need to be on the weekends when working people can attend. 1w
to thank you for your timend hope this gives you some insight into what you are tryir
to do with the pronghorn herds in Eastern Colorado.

The seasons needs to be longer. Not only for a better kill Qaothis the kids have mori
than 2 days to make a kill. School or hagtiwhat are most parents going to pick?

The DOW is doing a great job in units so near to major population areas. The lando
are reasonable about access if a modicum of respect for property is shown and a littl
time taken. Overall, | amatisfied with the current status and the changes proposed
should have no negative effect.

| have hunted in 119 for many years. Too much land is now being set aside for outfit
and the people who pay big bucks to hunt antelope so it is increadiagtyfor us to find
places to hunt in 119. That is becoming quite a problem, and for other people | know

| enjoyed the hunting there were numerous pronghorn where i hunted.

I hunt unit 123. Much of this unit is the Chico Basin Ranch tleébsed to hunting unless
one is willing to pay a large amountded to hunt there until the State Land Board
bought and most hunters were not allowed. Now | hunt another ranch that recently
began to charge $ 350 to hunt. These 2 ranches make up mthst abrthern half of unit
123 with much of the southern half being the Pueblo Test Center. So much of unit 12
basically closed to hunting unless one is willing to pay. | don't mind a reasonable tres
fee, I' ve paid $100 dollars to hunt the placatimow charges $350, but these 2 ranches
charge way to much. Since the Chico Basin is state ownedemuad like to see it open
to more reasonably priced hunting maybe done on a lottery system.
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19
20

21

22

23

24

25
26
27

28

29

30

31

32

Antelope numbers are down, from recent years, in GMU111

very limited public hunting area in unit 118. Ranchers won't let more hunters on thei
properties

Access to herds is greatly diminishing with the encroachment of residential areas an
large areas of corporatewned range land which does nallow hunting.

| have noted signs of poaching on my property. Blood trails/drag trails out of season.
year pronghorn guts were left. It seems posted signs are removed or destroyed as st
| put them up.

there should be a limited number of outfitters that are allowed to operate in the DAU.
would much rather do my own door knocking and asking for permission to hunt than
having to pay an outfitter to hunt a certain property. And having some kind of contact
information on the fences of private property would greatly help us hunters come in
contact with the property owners to gain permission to hunt and thus reduce the illeg
hunting from the road as so many do in the late season. Which is why | did not harve
late season doe.

| have friends that allow us to hunt. This year there was a noticeable decrease in the
number of hunters and | actually had fun. Last year there were so many people hun
was afraid to take a shot, thinking | might shoot someofhank you for allowing me to
utilize this wonderful resource in our great state.

Lots of animals to see, maybe need some more mature bucks in the area
predation is a big problem in these units, the fawn survival rate needs to be addresse
Thanks for a great time hunting in Colorado!

In Past years | saw 20 to 40 antelope per day of hunting. This year, | saw 15 total in
days of hunting. The DOW is issuing way too many doe tags.

There are always many hunters in the field in tm&. Higher quality of bucks and fewe!
hunters would be preferred, even if that means drawing less often.

Your survey addressed rifle hunting only. I indicated that | harvested 2 pronghorn. 8
for the archery buck. 1 day for the late season doe.

The hunting in this area has gone from numbers of quality bucks and does to scarce
immature animals running for their lives. | believe that the herd was healthier and lai
at around 2004 and 2005. Gradually, since 2004, it seems that thermuntgbers have
increased tremendouslfwith reckless shots being made every year); and the herd ha
diminished dramatically. Especially with the very limited amount of public land in the
DAU(Turkey Track STL) and close proximity to a large city, thisnaist be managed for
the quality hunting it can provide.

| have hunted area 118 and 123 oretBohart Ranch every year for at least the past 15
years. We used to see herdsldf, 12, 20 Antelope every year. We don't see them
anymore. We see groups of 2 to 5. This was only the second year | have not tagge!
It just seems the Antelope have declined on this ranch over the years.
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33

34

35

36

37

38

39
40

41

42

43

44

Trying to get more info on these hurdfter | picked up a left over doe tag was extreme
poor. DOW office gave me numbers to both officers in the area. Jeremy Huntingon ti
to be helpful, but did not have any info on properties that would allow access. Aaron
Flohrs would never return my dalfter 2 messages were left on his cell number. | want
to hunt south of Hwy 94 and needed info for that area. The only antelope | saw for th
late season was on Tuesday of a group of 40 does. They were over 400 yards and b
time | found out you owne the property they were long gone.

| understand the setting of season dates must accommodate all interested parties,

landowners, other seasons etc. The taking of does would be increased if the season
slightly earlier so it would proceed the r@urrent season is usually right in the middle
the rut and bucks have pestered the does so badly they can be almost impossible to
approach within a reasonable range .Have hunted same area for over 40 years and :
the season was moved to it's curremne frame it has gotten really tough to take a doe

Would like to see more access for nlamdowners. Difficult to find public land to hunt in
this area. Thanks

DOW has trapped numerous antelope off of land within units 124 and 123 | think this
greatly dimnished the hunting experience within unit 124, | have been hunting this ui
for over 30 years and the last five are the poorest both in the number of antelope see
and the quality of bucks. The quality of bucks has diminished greatly owéaghl5 years
with bucks living within the boundaries of the US Test Track (unhuntable) the only bt
old enough to grow sizeable horns. | believe ttegt herds in units 123 and 124 should t
managed separately.

Need to showi/tell land owners thahey do not own the pronghorn. Somehow need to
get access to more land. Landowners only see dollar signs when it comes to the ani
on their land

Pronghorn population seems to be decreasing ever year to the point that | may start
applyingelsewhere.

The pronghorn population is way down in the units | hunted in, 110,118,119.1 believe
should be reduced, especially for doe in these units.

We need more landowners to allow hunting on their property.

Once again, the lack plublic hunter access to private land hunting opportunities is the
most disturbing trend with regards to antelope hunting in these GMUs. Wyoming has
very successful program in this regard. Thank you.

hunters owning 100 acres or more should drawtivey tear up or fences & tear up are
crops

Need fewer buck hunters, but more doe hunters. PILES of does, lots of little bucks, -
big bucks in many places.

Hunted the Nature Conservancy property ( old Smith Ranch ) in 119 late doe seasor
quite a few does but not many bucks. Great hunt.
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46

47
48

49

50

51

52

53

54
55

56

during the late season hunt most of the animals were on state trust land where the le
would not allow hunting. This is public owned land that should be available to hunting
Because the DOW interactiveaps show that the winter concentration of antelope are

these state trust lands it seems that the DOW has found a way to collect more reven
without impacting the herd size. Very litteerd management is happening in this seasc
| spent over $125 judbr gas trying to find a ranch that had antelope and would allow

hunting. | will not apply for a late season tag again until the antelope are encouraged
graze in areas where hunting is allowed.

| like it the way it is. We always see a good baldretereen bucks & does and | have be
successful on both.

Cancel the late doe season
Eliminate the late season

| believe there should be something done about access to the large tracts of state lai
any other tracts of lanthat farmers or ranchers lease from any government agency.
Access to state or federal lands should not be controlled by a private busineds-Pay
hunt is especially abhorrent on government lands. The average income worker is bel
pushed out of the abily to hunt.

My son and | have hunted the Thatcher Ranch in GMU 123 for over 25 years. We hi
been advised that they will be closing the ranch down to public hunting access begin
in 2011 and they have applied to the RFW program to solicit high dollar pay hunters
looking for trophy animals. My concerns with this are the high number of doe and yc
buck pronghorn in that unit which will not be harvested as pay hunters are looking fo
trophy bucks. This could and very well might affect your future managemenégiest
with doe populations with the increase of doe pronghorn in GMU 123. Other than th:
CDOWiIn conjunction with John Thatcher, the ranch owner, have done an excellent jc
managing the pronghorn numbers in 123 to levels that have accommodated tie aig
game hunters in that unit. Thanks you.

Private property is the single biggest reason that | rate hunting in the DAU as fair.
Without access granted by acquaintances, hunting would be nearly impossible.

I did not hunt rifle season, but had to give a answer. | hunted archery and there was
season to pick from.

The DOW needs to publish a list of ranchers who will let hunters on their property to
Pronghorns. Maybe the DOW can work with the statelci t SYI yQa ! 4a ®
ranches, points of contact and phone numbers.

did not get to hunt it this year

unable to hunt due to time constraints late season doe and lack of available ground ¢
antelope to pursue

| felt that there was not enough public land for the amount of hunters in these units! |
refused to shoot even if | would of seen any game because | would of be too scared
a hunter.
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