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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Tobe Pronghorn Herd (DAU PH13)

GMUs: 130, 136, 137, 138, 143, 144, 146

Post-Hunt Population: Previous Objective: 1400-1700; Estimate for 2017: 3,421
CPW Recommendation: 3,000-4,000
Post-Hunt Sex Ratio (Bucks:100 Does): Previous Objective: 33-40; Estimate for 2017: 23
CPW Recommendation: 23-31
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Figure 1. Tobe DAU modeled posthunt population, objective, postseason minimum counts,
and distance estimates from 1995-2007.
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Figure 2. Tobe DAU buck, doe, and fawn harvest estimates from 1995-2017.
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Figure 3. Tobe DAU preseason observed and model predicted sex ratios from 1995-2017.
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Background Information
The Tobe DAU (hereafter referred to as “Tobe”) encompasses a large area between the Arkansas
River and the Oklahoma/New Mexico State lines. Approximately 85% of Tobe is comprised of
private lands. The majority of the Comanche National Grasslands is found within the Tobe
boundaries, offering public hunting access on nearly 12% of the DAU.
Since 1987, Tobe’s post season population estimates have ranged from 2,200 - 4,500 pronghorn,
considerably larger than the DAU’s current objective of 1,400-1,700 pronghorn. Historically, game
damage has been the greatest significant issue in Tobe; and current population objectives in
previous DAU plans were set at low levels to minimize game damage conflict.
To solicit input for this herd management plan, we sent mail surveys to 271 randomly selected
landowners in the DAU. In addition, we surveyed 600 hunters who had hunted in Tobe in recent
years. Survey results suggest that game damage conflict may no longer be as substantial an issue
as it once was in Tobe, and the pronghorn population should be managed to maintain the
population at its current level of 3,500. Both landowner and hunter surveys showed that hunter
crowding is another significant issue in Tobe.
During the duration of the previous DAU plan, only one formal pronghorn damage complaint was
made to CPW personnel, even though the population reached a record high in 2009-2011.
Population Objective Alternatives
Alternative 1: 3,000-4,000 pronghorn (preferred alternative): This alternative would maintain
the population at its current level. Hunting license numbers would need to remain at a
moderately high number in order to prevent the population from increasing above the objective.
Alternative 2: 3,400-4,600 pronghorn: This alternative would call for a ~15% increase over current
numbers. The upper bound of this objective may go above the tolerance level for the majority of
landowners.
Alternative 3: 1,400-1,700 pronghorn (status quo): CPW has not been able to meet this objective
in 30 years. The numbers of hunting licenses required to drive the population to this level would
likely go beyond the tolerance level for most landowners, and would significantly increase hunter
crowding issues.
Sex Ratio Objective Alternatives
Alternative 1: 23-31 bucks per 100 does (preferred alternative): This alternative represents a
sex ratio range that has shown to be practicable while maintaining the population at its current
level. The majority of both hunters and landowners are in support of maintaining buck permit
numbers and buck:doe ratios at their current levels.
Alternative 2: 26-34 bucks per 100 does: This alternative is a compromise between alternative 1
and alternative 3. This would call for a slightly higher buck:doe ratio than has been seen in recent
years.
Alternative 3: 33-40 bucks per 100 does (status quo): This alternative calls for an increase above
current levels, and significant changes in license setting.
The preferred alternatives reflect the current population and sex ratio for PH-13, therefore no
significant changes in licenses would be needed to achieve these objectives. Significant issues
such as hunter crowding will be addressed by the increase in objective, and the use of privateland-only licenses. Game damage issues will be addressed by issuing game damage licenses when
needed.
This DAU plan was approved by the Colorado Parks and Wildlife Commission on xxxxxxx
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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 state in accordance with the CPW’s Strategic
Plan (2010-2020). Pronghorn management is also determined by mandates from the Colorado
Parks and Wildlife Commission (PWC) and the Colorado Legislature. Colorado’s wildlife
species require careful and increasingly intensive management to accommodate the many and
varied public demands and growing human impacts. The CPW uses a “Management by
Objective” approach to manage the state’s big game populations (Figure 4).

Select management objectives
for a DAU

Collect data on harvest and
population demographics

Conduct hunting seasons and
translocations

Assess population and
compare to DAU objectives

Set hunting regulations and
translocation plans to achieve
goals

Set removal/supplementation
goals compatible with DAU
objective
Figure 4. Management by Objective process used by Colorado Parks and Wildlife
to manage big game populations by Data Analysis Unit (DAU).
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 year-round range of a big game herd. A DAU includes the area where most
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) to distribute hunters and harvest within a DAU.
Management decisions within a DAU are based on a herd management plan. The primary
purpose of a herd management 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 describes the strategies
and 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 of the CPW are integrated with the concerns
and ideas of various stakeholders including the State Land Board (SLB), the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM), city and county governments, hunters, guides and outfitters, private
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landowners, local chambers of commerce, and the public. In preparing a herd management
plan, agency personnel attempt to balance the biological capabilities of the herd and its
habitat with the public’s demand for wildlife recreational opportunities and public tolerance
for game damage. Herd management plans are approved by the PWC and are reviewed and
updated approximately every 10 years.
The herd management 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 herd management plan and removal goals are set. 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 seasons and/or translocations are then conducted and
evaluated. The annual management cycle then begins again (Figure 4).
The purpose of this herd management plan is to set population and sex ratio objectives for
the Tobe pronghorn herd. The herd management plan will be in place from 2019-2029 with
the expectation that it will be reviewed and updated in 2029.

.
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DATA ANALYSIS UNIT DESCRIPTION
Location
The Tobe DAU is located in southeastern Colorado (Figure 5). Boundaries include the
Arkansas River on the north; highway 287 on the east; the Oklahoma State line and the New
Mexico State line on the south; and highways 389, 109, and the Chacuaco Canyon on the west.
It consists of portions of Baca, Bent, Las Animas, Otero, and Prowers Counties.

Figure 5. Location Map of PH13, Tobe, GMU’s 130, 136, 137, 138, 143, 144, 146
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DAU Physiography
Tobe includes seven game management units and covers approximately 4,200 mi2. The
topography of Tobe is varied and includes mesa breaks, pinion juniper canyon lands,
relatively flat shortgrass prairie, and dryland farm ground. There are several drainages across
the DAU, with the Arkansas and Purgatoire Rivers being the most prominent. The climate of
the area is characterized by long, hot summers and mild winters. Temperatures vary from
below freezing in winter to over 100° F in summer. Precipitation averages range from 10” –
15” in the north end of the DAU to 15” – 18” in the southeast corner of the DAU.

Figure 6. Photo of the dominate habitat type (shortgrass prairie) in the DAU. Photo was taken
in GMU 138.
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HABITAT RESOURCES and CAPABILITY
Land Ownership
The majority of land in Tobe is in private ownership (84% or 3,554 mi2). The Comanche
National Grasslands, administered by the US Forest Service, accounts for 10% (360 mi2) of
Tobe. This is over half of the total area of the National Grasslands. Other land managers
include the State Land Board (202 mi2 or 5%), CPW (57 mi2 or 1%), and the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM: 3 mi2 or <1%). Most public land is found in the southern half and the
northwest corner of the DAU. Approximately 12% (~422 mi2) of the unit is open for public
hunting.

Figure 7. Land ownership in the Tobe DAU.
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Land Use
Land use (both public and private) is almost exclusively agricultural. The primary use for most
of the DAU is livestock grazing. A substantial amount of dryland farming occurs, primarily in
the eastern third of Tobe. Livestock grazing is controlled on USFS holdings with a system of
grazing allotments leased to private entities.
Land use in the DAU has not changed significantly in recent times. The major changes would
be in varieties of crops planted and a slight increase in irrigated cropland from center pivot
irrigation systems. Currently, portions of one wind farm are found within the DAU, and other
wind energy projects are planned in the area.

Figure 8. Land cover in the Tobe DAU.
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Habitat Capability
Tobe’s pronghorn habitat is ideal for supporting large numbers of pronghorn. The current
population is likely to be far lower than the DAU’s biological carrying capacity. The greatest
limiting factor on the population is hunter harvest. In some years, natural factors such as
extreme drought or severe winter storms can, in conjunction with hunter harvest, cause
population decline. In the absence of relatively aggressive license setting, this population
would increase quickly. Ultimately, this herd is limited by a social carrying capacity because
of conflicts with agricultural activities and hunter access on private lands.
Conflicts with Agriculture
Most pronghorn related game damage in Tobe consists of damage to growing wheat, damage
to other growing crops, and damage to fences. During the 1980s and 1990s, moderate levels
of game damage conflicts and landowner complaints led CPW managers to set and maintain
all population objectives at low levels (1400-1700 pronghorn). There appears to have been a
shift in the real and/or perceived level of damage occurring in the Tobe DAU. Over the last
twenty years, even though the population had remained well above population objectives,
the level of landowner complaints has remained low.
Between 2007 and 2017, Tobe’s post season population has ranged between 3,000 and 4,500
(record high) pronghorn. Over the course of that ten-year period, only one formal pronghorn
damage complaint in Tobe was received by CPW personnel. That conflict involved a
concentration of pronghorn on growing wheat. It was resolved through a combination of
hazing and a dispersal hunt.
To understand the perceptions of landowners towards pronghorn in Tobe, we created a survey
that was mailed to 271 randomly selected landowners in the DAU (Appendix A). The survey
was designed to get input on population objectives and provide input on any potential issues
with pronghorn. A total of 88 landowners submitted responses to this survey. Through the
survey, we found that landowners showed varied responses regarding their perception of
pronghorn damage to their property (Figure 15). When asked to what extent they had
experienced pronghorn damage to wheat, and other crops over the previous 5 years, the
strong majority (79%) of respondents stated that pronghorn damage to wheat (79%) and other
growing crops (75%) has not been a problem (Figure 15). Only 8% of respondents stated that
pronghorn damage to wheat and other crops has been a major problem. This is somewhat
misleading, as only 24 of the 89 respondents noted that they own cropland. Regarding the
level of pronghorn damage to wheat, the breakdown of the 24 farmer responses are as
follows: 38% No Problem, 21% Minor Problem, 21% Moderate Problem, and 21% Major Problem.
Regarding the level of pronghorn damage to other growing crops, the responses of the 24
farmers showed: 58% No problem, 8% Minor Problem, 17% Moderate Problem, and 17% Major
Problem.
The landowner survey also asked landowners to what extent they had experienced problems
with pronghorn damaging fences over the previous 5 years (Figure 15). Landowner responses
are as follows: 34% No Problem, 37% Minor Problem, 17% Moderate Problem, and 12% Major
Problem.
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Figure 15. Results from 89 Tobe landowner respondents when asked; “To what extent have
you experienced any of the following problems related to pronghorn and pronghorn hunters in
the last 5 years?”
Social Carrying Capacity
The greatest indicator of general landowner sentiment towards pronghorn and the DAU’s
social carrying capacity is landowner’s opinions regarding the population level. Landowners
were asked how they would like to see the pronghorn population change relative to the
current number of pronghorn in the Tobe DAU. Responses suggest that maintaining Tobe’s
population at its current level would be the best and most balanced course of action
(Appendix A and Figure 16). The greatest proportion of landowners showed preference for the
population to be maintained at the current level, with the number of landowner responses
calling for population decrease being almost identical to the number that called for
population increase (Figure 16). Of the landowners showing preference for a change in
population, more landowners desired slight increases or decreases (i.e. 15%
increase/decrease) than for major increases/decrease (Figure 16). By maintaining the
population at its current level, CPW would be managing at the median of landowner opinion
towards the pronghorn population.
Another aspect of the social carrying capacity of a private lands pronghorn herd is the
acceptance of landowners to the numbers of hunters required to manage a herd at a specific
level. Most landowners in Tobe currently support pronghorn hunting by allowing pronghorn
hunting on their lands (landowner survey question #2, Appendix A). That support however,
could wane if hunter numbers are so great that they cause landowners to become intolerant
of pronghorn hunters. In recent years, hunter numbers in Tobe have been set at relatively
high levels. The landowner survey gives evidence that landowners have had more issues with
hunters than they have had directly from pronghorn (Figure 15). Question #4 (Appendix A)
indicates it is not uncommon for landowners to experience rude behavior, trespass, and
damage to property by pronghorn hunters. Tobe landowners especially report having
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problems with trespass. Results from the landowner survey (questions #4 and #6, Appendix A)
show that most landowners do not wish to see pronghorn license numbers increase above the
levels at which they have been set over the last five years.
In the southeastern plains of Colorado, license/hunter numbers are maintained at levels
above landowner tolerance under three different scenarios. #1- The most obvious scenario is
one where the pronghorn population is at a level so high above the population objective that
hunter/harvest numbers must be high in order to compensate for annual production and to
drive the population down. #2- Another scenario that could occur is one where the objective
is set too high, creating a situation where too many hunters are needed every year in order to
compensate for annual production. #3- A less obvious, but fairly common scenario is one
where the population objective is set at such a low level that high numbers of hunters are
needed to drive the population down towards that low objective. Under the “low population
objective” scenario, what often happens is that as the population is reduced, hunters find it
more difficult to harvest pronghorn, causing success rates to go down. As success rates
decrease, more hunters are needed to achieve the required harvest. As the population is
driven closer and closer to objective, the increases in hunter/license numbers become
increasingly disproportionate to the harvest that is observed. At some point, a level of
diminishing returns is achieved where the required pronghorn harvest can only be
accomplished by increasing license numbers to levels that result in dissatisfied hunters and
angry landowners.
The previous population objectives in Tobe are especially low, having caused the DAU to fall
under the third scenario. Since 1987, the Tobe population has never been reduced to the
post season population objective of 1,550 animals. In order to have achieved the objective,
hunter numbers would have had to be increased well above landowner tolerance levels, and
hunter success rates would have decreased well below hunters’ tolerance levels.
In nine out of the previous ten years, the Tobe population has been within the proposed
population objective range of 3,000-4,000 animals. During that time, Tobe has offered far
more hunter opportunity than in previous years, both due to higher license numbers, and to
the addition of a late doe rifle season. The previous ten years have also seen minimal
pronghorn damage complaints and regular season rifle hunter success that has remained
reasonably high (59.3% avg.). The majority of hunters and landowners call for maintaining
the population at the proposed objective. History has shown that CPW should be able to
manage the Tobe population at the proposed population objective of 3,000-4,000 animals,
and do it without increasing hunter numbers beyond the levels seen in recent years.

14

% OF LANDOWNER RESPONSES

40%
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0%
Decrease
Greatly

Decrease
Slightly

No Change

Increase
Slightly

Increase
Greatly

Figure 16. Results from 89 landowner responses to the question of “For the 2018-2028 time
period, relative to the current number of pronghorn, how would you like to see the pronghorn
population change in the Tobe Herd Management Unit?”
HERD MANAGEMENT HISTORY
Population Inventory Techniques
The current modeled estimate for Tobe is, in part, based off an intensive monitoring program
that consists of annual preseason sex/age classification flights, minimum counts, and aerial
line intersect distance sampling. In Tobe, all three sampling techniques use CPW fixed
winged aircraft. Sex/age classification flights are conducted by flying North/South transects
across the entire DAU. Transects were spaced evenly across the DAU, generally three miles
apart. The distance between transects has varied some years due to a limit on airplane
availability and/or higher densities of pronghorn that allowed for sufficient sample size with
wider transects. Pronghorn classification flights are conducted between late July and early
September. From 1995 to 2009, sex/age classification flights were conducted in Tobe every
other year. Since 2010, the classification flights have been conducted annually instead of
biannually in order to improve the accuracy of Tobe’s modeled population estimates.
Minimum counts of pronghorn in Tobe were conducted in 1995, 2000, 2002, 2010, 2012, and
2015. Minimum counts were flown post season, usually in December. They consisted of flying
North/South transects across the entire DAU with 1-mile spacing between transects. The
objective of minimum counts is to verify the population estimate from the model. A
minimum count provides a minimum estimate of the number of pronghorn in the DAU, but
since the number of pronghorn missed is unknown, it does not reflect a population estimate
with an estimate of statistical precision.
In June of 2016, aerial line intersect distance sampling (Buckland et al. 2001; Guenzel 2007)
was conducted in Tobe. Distance sampling has a couple of advantages over minimum counts.
First, distance sampling provides both a population estimate and a corresponding level of
precision. Second, detection probabilities (i.e. the percentage of the population observed)
can be estimated with distance sampling. The distance sampling was conducted in the spring
after animals had dispersed from winter concentrations but before fawns were born. The
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estimate produced through distance sampling was a preproduction estimate. The 2016 Tobe
distance sampling generated a population estimate of 4,327 pronghorn (standard error = 572).
Post-Hunt Population Size
Tobe’s modeled population estimates have relied on data from harvest surveys, sex/age
classifications, minimum counts, and distance sampling estimates. Since 1987, Tobe’s postseason population estimates have ranged from 2,195 - 4,490 pronghorn (average 2,838; Figure
17). The population reached its 4,500 animal peak in 2010. Due to significant increases in
hunting license numbers, the addition of a late doe-only season, and the change of all doe
licenses to “list B”, the population has been reduced to its current estimated post season
population of 3,421 pronghorn.
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Figure 17. Tobe’s population, minimum counts, distance sampling estimate, and population
objectives; 1995 through 2017.
Post-Hunt Herd Composition
Sex/age classification flights were flown in Tobe during the following years: 1995, 1997, 1999,
2001, 2003, 2005, 2007, 2008, 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015, and 2016 (Figure 18).
Across those years, pre-season observed sex ratios have ranged from a low of 31.8 bucks:100
does to a high of 55.8 bucks:100 does (average 42.1 bucks:100 does). The modeled post
season buck:doe ratio from 1995 through 2017 has ranged from 16.1 to 49.6 bucks:100 does
(average 34.9 bucks:100 does). The previous post season buck:doe ratio objective was a
target of 36 with a range of 33-40.
Across Tobe’s classification flights, the observed fawn:doe ratios ranged from a low of 21.7
fawns:100 does to a high of 72.68 fawns:100 does. The average across those years was 48.67
fawns:100 does.
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Figure 18. Observed and predicted pre-season sex ratios for Tobe; 1995 through 2017.
Harvest and Hunters
The Tobe DAU saw relatively consistent license and harvest numbers from 1996 through 2006.
This time period of relative stability had annual license numbers that ranged from 1078 to
1119, and annual harvest that ranged from 452 to 690 pronghorn.
The DAU saw significant changes in 2007, much of which were brought on by a severe blizzard
in January of that year. Most of the DAU received between 42” and 48” of snow that
remained on the ground, un-melted, for over two months. In the Tobe DAU, CPW
documented over 600 pronghorn that died from starvation, coyote predation, and train
collisions. It was thought that many more undocumented pronghorn mortalities were likely to
have occurred as a result of the snow. CPW responded to the impacts of the blizzard by
conducting pronghorn feeding operations and reducing license numbers for the 2007 fall
hunting season. Rifle license numbers were reduced from their 2006 level of 1,105 licenses to
their 2007 level of 525 licenses. What was unforeseen by CPW managers was that due to good
production, possible blizzard caused immigration, and the reduction in license numbers, the
population would nearly double in three years. In December of 2010, CPW personnel counted
4,117 pronghorn on a minimum count. The resulting 2010 population estimate of 4,490
pronghorn put the population at nearly three times the objective.
In 2011 and 2012, CPW began to address the rapidly increasing Tobe population by making
sizeable increases to license numbers, making all doe tags list B, and by adding a 31-day
(December 1-31) late doe only rifle season. In 2011, regular season rifle licenses were
increased from 920 to 2,652 licenses. With the initiation of a late season in 2012, rifle license
numbers were increased further, putting 1,730 licenses in the regular season and 2,530
licenses in the late season. These changes did result in reducing the population by ~1,000
pronghorn.
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Figure 19. Tobe’s post-season population, harvest, and the number rifle licenses from 1995
through 2017.
Since 2011, high license numbers have been maintained in order to continue to drive the
population towards the objective. Even with relatively high license numbers, list B doe
licenses, and the late season, it appears that the population is unlikely to continue on a
trajectory towards the previous objective of 1,550. Under the current scenario of maintained
high license numbers, as the population decreases, hunter success rates decrease, which in
turn decrease the rate of population decline. Average regular season hunter success rates in
Tobe from 2000 to 2011 were 67%. With the ~50% increase in regular season rifle license
numbers, harvest rates have gone down. The average regular season success rate from 2012
through 2016 was 49%. Due to decreasing success rates, in order to achieve the previous low
population objective of 1,550 pronghorn, managers would have to increase license numbers
above their current level. This would likely be problematic, as hunter satisfaction and
landowner tolerance of pronghorn hunters would both be expected to decline.
STRATEGIES TO ADRESS MANAGEMENT CONCERNS
Game Damage
Evidence suggests that pronghorn damage has not been a major issue in Tobe in recent years
(see sections: “Conflicts with Agriculture”, pg. 12; “Social Carrying Capacity”, pg. 13). CPW
has instituted several tools that have helped to alleviate issues with pronghorn-caused crop
damage. Since the establishment of the 31-day late doe season, game damage complaints in
Tobe have been nearly non-existent. When pronghorn densities do become too great on fields
with growing crops, dispersal hunts will be used to reduce damage and disperse pronghorn.
Hunter Crowding
With increased license numbers over the past few years, it is likely that Tobe’s hunters
experienced an increase in hunter crowding. In the hunter survey, 63% of regular season rifle
hunters reported having experienced moderate to high levels of hunter crowding (question
#6, Appendix D). Nearly 1/3 of hunters reported that their hunts were negatively impacted
by too many hunters in the area (question #6, Appendix D). It’s likely that the majority of
hunter crowding in Tobe is experienced by those hunting on the Comanche National
Grasslands. One tool that CPW has to help balance hunter distribution and reduce hunter
crowding on public lands is private land only (PLO) licenses. In 2013 and again in 2017, CPW
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shifted a significant proportion of the quota of general regular season rifle hunt codes over to
PLO hunt codes to reduce hunter crowding issues.
Another way CPW could reduce crowding issues is by extending the regular rifle season.
Currently the regular pronghorn rifle season is 7 days long, including only one weekend. CPW
Area 12 staff and biologist will propose that the Tobe pronghorn rifle seasons be increased to
10 days in length, so that the season will encompass two full weekends. While it is expected
that most of the hunters would still hunt on opening day, some hunters may choose to hunt on
the second weekend in order to avoid hunter crowding.
STRATEGIES FOR ACHIEVING OBJECTIVES
CPW biologists and wildlife managers have experience with managing the Tobe population at
the proposed population objective range of 3,000-4,000 animals. For nine of the last ten
years the post hunt population has fallen within that range. During that time, production has
been highly variable, with fawn:doe ratios as low as 21.7 and as high as 72.68. CPW biologists
and wildlife managers have gained considerable understanding as to how license numbers
should be set to manage through the extremes observed in Tobe.
The proposed sex ratio objective is: 23-31 bucks:100 does. This is a lower buck:doe ratio
than the previous objective (33-40), but it lines up with post season sex ratios that have
resulted from management in recent years. Over the last five years, the estimated postseason sex ratio has ranged between 23.0 and 31.6. Efforts will continue to achieve the sex
ratio objective each year by using the observed pre-season buck:doe ratio, and using models
to estimate the doe and buck harvest needed to achieve the objective. Managers are better
equipped to achieve the buck:doe ratio goal in Tobe now that preseason classification flights
are being conducted every year, instead of every other year.
In recent years, CPW has been conducting intensive survey efforts to collect data that has
been used to build robust population models for Tobe. As funding allows, CPW biologists and
managers intend to continue carrying out the current data collection regimen of annual
harvest surveys, annual pre-season classification flights, and periodic distance sampling
and/or minimum count flights.
In recent years, CPW has added a couple of significant management tools to the Tobe
management toolbox. The addition of the December late doe rifle season gives additional
license setting flexibility. It allows CPW further opportunity to reduce the population as
needed, while not increasing hunter crowding during the regular rifle season. It also helps
landowners and CPW wildlife managers to reduce pronghorn damage on wheat fields, by
conducting a 31 day hunting season that disperses pronghorn at the time of year when
pronghorn start to congregate on growing wheat. Another relatively recent change was the
classification of all doe licenses in Tobe as list B. This gives CPW better ability to increase
doe licenses when needed, without making significant increases to hunter crowing.
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
Landowner Solicitation
Landowner input is essential because of the predominance of private lands and the potential
for game damage conflicts in the DAU. Historically, Tobe’s pronghorn population objectives
were derived with public input collected at public meetings. This was problematic because
public meetings received little to no landowner attendance. For example, during the scoping
period for the 2006 plan revision, public meetings were held in Lamar, La Junta, and
Pritchett. Those meetings were highly publicized through the Cattle Growers Association,
USFS grazing associations, local radio stations, and local newspapers. Between the three
public meetings, only 11 Tobe landowners attended. At those meetings, the most vocal of
those landowners showed acrimony towards pronghorn due to real and/or perceived
pronghorn game damage. Some landowners showed support for increasing the population
objective, but the majority called for the objective to be maintained at its low level. Due to
the landowner input they received, CPW managers maintained the objective at around 1,400
pronghorn. With such a low attendance rate, it was difficult to determine whether the
handful of landowners attending shared opinions that were representative of the majority of
the landowners in the DAU. The meetings may have been attended by a disproportionate
number of landowners who felt animosity towards pronghorn.
To better understand landowner opinions regarding pronghorn numbers, we conducted a mail
survey for this DAU plan revision. In September of 2017, surveys were mailed to 271 randomly
selected landowners in Tobe. Only landowners who owned a minimum of a quarter section
(160 acres) of land were included in the landowner selection pool. This was done to eliminate
owners of smaller residential properties from the list. The questionnaire included nine
questions and a postage paid return envelope. We also issued a press release on September
14th that was printed in local papers and read on several radio stations around the Tobe area
(Appendix H). The press release informed the public about the Tobe DAU plan revision, and
offered landowners the opportunity to contact CPW to comment and/or fill out a survey. We
received 88 completed landowner surveys through the mail, and 1 survey completed as a
result of the press release.
Landowner Survey Results
The landowner survey consisted of 9 questions covering multiple topics (Appendix A). Of
primary concern for the DAU planning process are landowner opinions regarding how/if they
would like to see the population changed and how/if they would like to see sex ratios change.
The survey included two questions related to population objective and one question related
to sex ratio objective. The results of those questions are presented in this section (i.e.
“Landowner Survey Results”). The survey also included questions concerning other topics:
game damage conflict, hunter conflict, hunter access on private lands, and the late doe-only
season (see the following sections: Appendix A, Conflicts with Agriculture, and Harvest and
Hunters).
When asked how they would you like to see the Tobe Herd managed, the majority of
landowners (41%) think that the current numbers of both hunters and pronghorn are
acceptable (Question #6, Appendix A). Landowner responses were then evenly split
between “reduce the number of hunters” (25%), and “reduce the number of pronghorn”
(21%). Thirteen percent of respondents had no opinion.
When asked how they would like to see the pronghorn population change over the next ten
years, relative to the current number of pronghorn, the majority of landowners (32%) think
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that there should be no change to the current numbers of pronghorn (estimated 3,500
animals). That was followed by an even split between increase slightly (22%) and decrease
slightly (19%). Smaller percentages of landowners selected increases greatly (10%) and
decrease greatly (10%). Seven percent of landowners were “not sure” (Question #7, Appendix
A).
When asked about the approach to guide buck license allocation, landowner responses
(Question #8, Appendix A) were fairly split on this question. Approximately 35% of
respondents said they’d like buck license numbers maintained, 30% chose an increase, 16%
chose a decrease, and 19% were not sure. Overall, responses show that the landowner
majority prefer the buck:doe ratio to be maintained, or increased.
The survey also gave landowners the opportunity to offer additional comments. Those
comments can be found in Appendix C.
Hunter Solicitation
In addition, we also sought hunter input regarding the Tobe population and targeted sex ratio
by sending surveys to 600 hunters who had received at least one Tobe rifle or muzzleloader
license for the 2014, 2015, and/or 2016 seasons. We received completed surveys from 224
hunters.
Hunter Survey Results
In addition to the landowner survey, we conducted a hunter survey that consisted of 9
questions covering multiple topics (Appendix D). The survey included two questions related
to population objective and one question related to sex ratio objective. The results of those
questions are presented in this section (i.e. “Hunter Survey Results”). The survey also
included questions concerning other topics: hunt quality, hunter crowding, and why some
license holders chose not to hunt (see the following sections: Appendix A, and Harvest and
Hunters).
When asked about the number of pronghorn and the number of hunters in Tobe, the majority
of the respondents (44%) preferred pronghorn numbers and license numbers to remain the
same (Question #7, Appendix D). The other half of the respondents who had an opinion (40%)
preferred to see pronghorn numbers increased, even if that meant licenses would be more
difficult to draw. Only 1% of hunters stated that they would like to see the pronghorn
numbers decreased.
When asked how they would like to see the Tobe pronghorn herd change over the next 10
years, the majority would like to see the population slightly increase, followed by greatly
increase. Twenty percent of the respondents thought the current numbers were acceptable
(Question #8, Appendix D). Only 2% of respondents called for a decrease in the population.
When asked about the approach to guide buck license allocation, the majority (44%) of
hunters would like to see current numbers of buck permits maintained at their current level
(Question #9, Appendix D). A significant proportion (32%) of hunters indicated that they
would be willing to have buck permits reduced in order to increase the buck:doe ratio. Only
3% of respondents stated that they would like to see the number of buck permits increased.
30 Day Comment Period
In addition to the survey, this draft DAU plan was open for review by the public for a 30 day
comment period. It was posted September 1-30 on the CPW website at:
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http://cpw.state.co.us/hmp . A press release was issued by CPW on August 31 (Appendix I).
Copies of this plan were also sent to the Colorado Cattleman’s Association, State Land Board
district managers for Districts 4 and 6, the Comanche National Grassland District Ranger and
Biologist, and the county commissioners for Baca, Las Animas, Prowers, Bent, and Otero
Counties (Appendix G). Comments from the 30 day comment period can be found in Appendix
J.
MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES
As customary in DAU plans, we examined a range of both population objectives and sex ratios
for the Tobe DAU.
Population Objective Alternatives
Alternative 1: 3,000-4,000 pronghorn (preferred alternative): This alternative would
maintain the population at its current level. The survey suggests that this is the preferred
alternative by the majority of landowners in Tobe. Hunting license numbers would need to
remain at a moderately high number in order to prevent the population from increasing above
the objective. The number of game damage complaints would be expected to remain at the
current low level. The majority of hunters would like to see the population increased above
this objective.
Alternative 2: 3,400-4,600 pronghorn: This alternative would call for a ~15% increase over
current numbers. The hunter survey indicates that this would be the preferred alternative by
the majority of hunters. The upper bound of this objective may go above the tolerance level
for the majority of landowners.
Alternative 3: 1,400-1,700 pronghorn (status quo): CPW has not been able to meet this
objective in 30 years. The numbers of hunting licenses required to drive the population to
this level would likely go beyond the tolerance level for most landowners, and would
significantly increase hunter crowding issues. With an increase in license numbers, hunter
success rates would fall. The majority of landowners (64%) and hunters (92%) indicated that
they would like to see the population maintained at its current level (3,500) or increased.
Only 10% of landowners and 0% of hunters responded that they would like to see the
population reduced to this level.
Sex Ratio Objective Alternatives
Alternative 1: 23-31 bucks per 100 does (preferred alternative): This is based on the
estimated postseason sex ratios from the previous five years. This alternative represents a
sex ratio range that has shown to be practicable while maintaining the population at its
current level. Surveys showed that the majority of both hunters and landowners are in
support of maintaining buck permit numbers and buck:doe ratios at their current levels.
Alternative 2: 26-34 bucks per 100 does: This alternative is a compromise between
alternative 1 and alternative 3. This would call for a slightly higher buck:doe ratio than has
been seen in recent years. Surveys showed that while both the landowner majority and
hunter majority indicated preference to maintaining sex ratios at their current level (i.e.
alternative 1), 32% of hunters indicated that they would be willing to have buck permit
numbers reduced in order to have a higher buck:doe ratio.
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Alternative 3: 33-40 bucks per 100 does (status quo): This alternative calls for an increase
above current levels, and significant changes in license setting. As the proportion of
harvested bucks is decreased, the proportion of harvested does must increase in order to
maintain the population at objective. Because doe success rates tend to be substantially
lower than buck success rates, doe license numbers must be increased disproportionately.
This alternative would lead to overall pronghorn license increases in Tobe; which are not
supported by the majority of landowners and hunters.

23

LITERATURE CITED
Buckland, S. T., D. R. Anderson, K. P. Burnham, J. L. Laake, D. L. Borchers, and L.
Thomas. 2001. Introduction to distance sampling. Oxford University Press,
Oxford, U. K.
Guenzel, R.J. 2007. Procedures for Estimating Pronghorn Abundance in Wyoming Using
Aerial Line Transect Sampling. Wyoming Game and Fish Department, Cheyenne.
100 pp.

24

APPENDIX A: Landowner Survey with Results
Dear Landowner,
Colorado Parks & Wildlife (CPW) is interested in your input on the management of
pronghorn antelope in the Tobe Pronghorn Herd Management Unit, Game
Management Units (GMUs) 130, 136, 137, 138, 143, 144, and 146.
Your input is a very important part of the planning process. The information you provide
will help guide management of the pronghorn herd for the next 10 years!
Please help us learn what is most important to you about pronghorn management in this
area. Your identity will be kept confidential and the information you provide will never be
associated with your name.
If you have any questions about the pronghorn herd please contact either:

□ Jonathan Reitz, Wildlife Biologist, at (719) 691-9130; jonathan.reitz@state.co.us
□ Travis Black, Area Wildlife Manager, at (719) 336-6603; travis.black@state.co.us

Surveys must be completed before October 7th.

Thank you for participating!

This survey is specific to the Tobe Pronghorn Herd Management Unit. The map below is for
reference. Please answer the following questions concerning pronghorn management in
this area only.
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1. How would you describe the land that you own in the Tobe Herd Management Unit?
(Please check all that apply.)

□ Cropland
□ Rangeland
□ I don’t own land in the Tobe Herd Management Unit
3%
26%

71%

Only Cropland

Only Rangeland
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Both Cropland and Rangeland

2. Over the last five years, which of the following did you allow to hunt pronghorn on
your property? (Please check all that apply)

Number of Surveys Choice
was Selected

□ Family
□ Youth
□ Friends and/or neighbors
□ Public hunters who did not pay an access fee
□ Hunters or outfitters who have leased the land or paid an access fee
□ I no longer permit pronghorn hunting on my land
□ I have never allowed anyone to hunt pronghorn on my land
□ Other (Please specify):__No responses for “Other” category____________
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0

3. Have you hunted pronghorn in the Tobe Herd Management Unit during the last five
years?

□ Yes
□ No

Yes: 24%

No: 76%
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4. To what extent have you experienced any of the following problems related to
pronghorn and pronghorn hunters in the last 5 years? (Please check one response for each
statement.)

Too many
pronghorn
hunters asking
for permission
to hunt
Pronghorn
hunters
trespassing on
my property
Pronghorn
hunters
damaging my
property
Rude behavior
by pronghorn
hunters on my
property
Pronghorn
damaging
growing wheat
Pronghorn
damaging other
crops (non
wheat)
Pronghorn
damaging
fences

Not a Problem

Minor Problem

Moderate
Problem

Major Problem

○

○

○

○

○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○
○
○
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70

Number of Responses

60
50
40

Not a Problem

30

Minor Problem

20

Moderate
Problem
Major Problem

10
0

Too many
pronghorn
hunters
asking for
permission

Pronghorn
Pronghorn Pronghorn
Rude
hunters
hunters
behavior by damaging
wheat
trespassing damaging my pronghorn
on my
property
hunters
property

Pronghorn
damaging
other crops

Pronghorn
damaging
fences

5. Have you experienced other problems related to pronghorn causing damage and/or
pronghorn hunters? (Please specify):
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
_________________________________________________________________________________
Responses for question #5 can be found in Appendix B

Please read the following brief description before answering questions 6 and 7.
Hunting licenses are the primary tool available to CPW for managing pronghorn numbers. For
landowners, this creates a potential tradeoff between the number of pronghorn on their
property and hunting pressure on or around their property. To lower the number of
pronghorn, CPW typically increases the number hunting licenses (primarily for females)
available, which increases the number of hunters in the field.
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6. How would you like to see the Tobe Herd managed? (Please check only one)

□ Reduce the number of hunters (more pronghorn, fewer hunters)
□ Reduce the number of pronghorn (fewer pronghorn, more hunters)
□ The current numbers of hunters and pronghorn in the GMU(s) are acceptable
□ No Opinion

No Opinion
13%

Reduce the #
Hunters
25%

0%

0%
Current #
Acceptable
41%

Reduce # Pronghorn
21%
0%

Reduce the # Hunters

Reduce # Pronghorn
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Current # Acceptable

No Opinion

7. For the 2018-2028 time period, relative to the current number of pronghorn, how
would you like to see the pronghorn population change in the Tobe Herd Management
Unit?

I would like the
pronghorn
population to:

Decrease
greatly
(~50%
fewer
pronghorn)

□

Decrease
slightly
(~15%
fewer
pronghorn)

□

Increase Greatly
10%

No change
(Current
numbers
are
acceptable)

Not Sure
7%

Increase
slightly
(~15% more
pronghorn)

Increase
greatly
(~50% more
pronghorn)

Not Sure

□

□

□

□

Decrease Greatly
10%

Decrease
Slightly
19%

Increase Slightly
22%

No Change
32%

Decrease Greatly

Decrease Slightly

No Change

Increase Slightly

Increase Greatly

Not Sure

Please read the following brief description about managing male-to-female ratios before
answering question 8 (below).
If a pronghorn herd is managed for increased hunting opportunity, more buck hunting
licenses are made available and buck hunters are generally able to hunt more frequently.
This can result in fewer total bucks in the herd (lower buck-to-doe ratio) and fewer mature
bucks.
If a herd is managed for increased buck quality, fewer buck licenses are issued in order to
increase the number of bucks in the population (higher buck-to-doe ratio). This generally
results in less frequent hunting opportunities and fewer hunters in the field, but it can also
result in a greater chance of encountering a mature buck.
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8. Which of the following approaches should guide the number of buck licenses allocated
in the Tobe herd unit?

□ Increase the number of buck hunting permits (easier to draw a license, more hunters
in the field)

□ Decrease the number of buck hunting permits (more preference points required to
draw a license, more bucks in the population)

□ Maintain the current number of buck hunting permits
□ I’m not sure

Increase #
16%

Not Sure
19%

Decrease #
30%

Maintain
35%

Increase #

Decrease #

Maintain

Not Sure

Since 2012, CPW has held a late season doe hunt in the Tobe herd unit. The purpose of this
31 day season is to increase CPWs ability to keep pronghorn numbers under control as well as
to give landowners another tool to help keep pronghorn concentrations from getting too large
on wheat fields. Some additional benefits of the season are that it increases hunter
opportunity, and reduces hunter crowding during the primary season by shifting some of the
doe licenses to the late season.
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9. Do you support or oppose maintaining a late doe only pronghorn season in the Tobe
Herd Management Unit?

□ Strongly oppose
□ Somewhat oppose
□ Neither oppose nor support
□ Somewhat support
□ Strongly support

Strongly Oppose
18%

Strongly Support
27%

Somewhat Oppose
8%

Somewhat Support
23%
Neither
24%

Strongly Oppose

Somewhat Oppose

Neither

Somewhat Support

Strongly Support

Thank you very much for taking the time to complete this survey. Your input is very valuable
to us and will help us better manage your wildlife resources. Please feel free to leave us any
additional comments regarding pronghorn management below.

Additional Comments in Appendix C
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APPENDIX B: Landowner Survey Question #5 Responses
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

No
N/A
No
No
Hunters not shutting gates properly. Hunters driving off the two track trails in pastures
The spread of noxious weeds
Hunters without permission
Leaving gates open. 2 yrs ago 1 calf shot
No
No
Breaking insulator on hot fence
They spread bind weed which causes a major problem
No
No
I have never seen pronghorn on my property so have not experienced problems with
animals or hunters of that species.
I’m an out of state landowner, however haven’t noticed any problems. Unless I had a
tag for myself I don’t mind neighbors and locals using my land as long as they’re
respectful.
No
No
Leaving gates open! Especially on Comanche National Grasslands!
No
No
The hunters go wherever they please
Pronghorn are not a problem for us. Pronghorn hunters have trespassed, cut
gate/fence, shot near livestock, shot signs, left trash, and behaved in rude and
threatening manner.
Road hunters
Eat cattle feed and minerals
Need 2 seasons in Oct. ½ the hunters at a time. Ridiculous #s of hunters getting in
each other’s way.
Hunters getting on private land when hunting on government
Hunters are [?] on leaving gates open or driving through fence
Fences – gates down
I will have to say antelope hunters are the rudest, most disrespectful hunters there
are. We have more uninvited, unwanted hunters on our land during that season than

•
•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

•

any. It is mostly people that come down from the city and think the whole county is
government ground. They run through our fences, shoot the animals and leave them
lie or gut them right in our gate access and leave the mess.
Hunters calling leaving a number to call if you do not call them back. They think it is
ok to hunt especially if you have let them hunt before
On our cropland property we have a problem with bind weed. The pronghorn animal
fertilizes bind weed.
Open gates – fences cut
State hunters are over abundant and it feels unsafe; they don’t watch where they are
shooting and what is around them.
Yes- went in vacant building an damaged property.
I run an expansive Farm and ranch that spans 3 different counties and hunting areas. I
also operate an outfitting business that offers exclusive guided hunts only. Every year I
encounter public hunters trespassing on my property, most times knowingly. Their
reasoning is often resentment that I own/control large acreages an reserve it for both
my business and personal hunting. The public hunters need to know and realize NO
MEANS NO and it can be for whatever reason the landowner/ lease deems fit!
There are not enough pronghorn to be concerned with.
Drive on land, leave hydrant open, leave gates open
Pronghorn hunters who get private land tags that don’t have any property and come
during the hunt and want permission. Why can’t we bring back the proof of landowner
permission before they take these tags out of the draw and take away opportunity for
people who have permission and don’t get tags.
Way too many hunters in 146
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APPENDIX C: Landowner Survey Additional Comments
•

•
•
•
•

•

•
•
•

•

By the season opening very few pronghorn area round, but 2 months before the
season there is adequate number. 2017 late season there was no antelope to be
seen but there was way to many hunters around. Driving around and all over
public and state land. It is hard to say wat kind of a season will be in April
when the draw (your license is due). With the drought last year, there was not
any antelope or very few.
I would like to see the late doe season be for youth or disabled only
We rarely have pronghorn on our property. When we do they are almost always
moving. Going from one place to another. GMU 136 central
I wish there were more pronghorn on my property. Thank you for caring how
we feel. Thank you for this survey – Good luck to you
I have never seen a pronghorn on my ranch, although I have seen a few on the
county road leading to my property. I can’t confidently comment on the need
to control the herd as I have not personally been impacted negatively.
I am on the NM state line directly south of Kim, CO. I do not have antelope on
my Colorado property currently. I own property in NM where I do have
antelope. I am not fond of them!!!
On #9: different time for hunt, when bucks still have horns bucks are shot and
left
On #9: the doe hunters are much worse than buck hunters. Very arrogant and
with chips on their shoulders.
Jonathan Reitz, I live near Ninaview, CO. I have seen only 1 pronghorn on my
land, so I am not qualified to answer questions on your survey. Have not heard
the neighbors say anything about pronghorn on their land. Have not had any
hunters because there are no pronghorn in this part of the Tobe Pronghorn
Herd Unit.
2 years ago I inquired about my [unk] to your office. Your response was
negative. I was disappointed

APPENDIX D: Hunter Survey with Results
Dear Hunter,
Colorado Parks & Wildlife (CPW) is interested in your input on the management of
the Tobe Pronghorn Herd (Game Management Units 130, 136, 137, 138, 143,
144, and 146 ).
Your input is a very important part of the planning process. The information you
provide will help guide management of the pronghorn herd for the next 10 years!
Please help us learn what is most important to you about pronghorn management in
this area. Your identity will be kept confidential and the information you provide will
never be associated with your name.
If you have any questions about the pronghorn herd please contact either:
•
•

Jonathan Reitz, Wildlife Biologist, at (719) 691-9130; jonathan.reitz@state.co.us
Travis Black, Area Wildlife Manager, at (719) 336-6603; travis.black@state.co.us.

Surveys must be completed before October 15th.

Thank you for participating!

This survey is specific to the Tobe Pronghorn Herd Management Unit. The map below is for
reference. Please answer the following questions concerning pronghorn management in
this area only.
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1. Which of the following year(s) have you hunted pronghorn in the Tobe Herd
Management Unit? (Please check all that apply.)

□ 2014
□ 2015
□ 2016
□ I did not hunt pronghorn in the Tobe Herd Management Unit during any of these
years. (please skip to question #10)

□ I am not sure
160

Number of Hunters

140
120
100
80
60
40
20
0
2014

2015

2016
Year

40

I didn't hunt

Not Sure

2. During the previous three years which of the following license(s) did you obtain for
the Tobe Herd Management Unit? (Please check all that apply.)

□ An over-the-counter either sex archery license
□ A regular draw license
□ A left over license
□ A landowner voucher for the property I own or manage
□ A landowner voucher for another property
Number of Licenses Purchased

160
140
120
100
80
60
40
20
0
Archery

Regular Draw

Left Over

Voucher for Vouchers for
My Property someone
elses

Type of license

3. Do you live within the Tobe Herd Management Unit?
(See map above, and check only one).

□ Yes
□ No

Yes: 7%

No: 93%
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4. How would you rate the quality of pronghorn hunting in the Tobe Herd Management
Unit for any of the seasons that you hunted from 2014-2016?
(Please check only one response per season.)

Either Sex
Archery Season
Muzzleloader
Season
Primary Rifle
Season (Early
October)
Late Season Doe
Only Rifle Season
(December)

I did not
hunt this
season

Poor

Fair

Good

Excellent

I don't
know

○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○

90

Number of Responses

80

Archery

70
60

Muzzleloader

50

Primary rifle

40

Late

30
20
10
0
I did not hunt

Poor

Fair

Good

Hunt Quality
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Excellent

I don't know

5. How would you rate the level of hunter crowding in the Tobe Herd Management Unit
for any of the seasons that you hunted from 2014-2016?
(Please check only one response per season.)

Either Sex
Archery Season
Muzzleloader
Season
Primary Rifle
Season (Early
October)
Late Season Doe
Only Rifle Season
(December)

I did not
hunt this
season

No
Crowding

Low level
of
crowding

Moderate
level of
crowding

High level
of
Crowding

I don't
know

○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○

○
○
○
○

90

Number of Responses

80

Archery

70
60

Muzzleloader

50

Primary Rifle

40

Late

30
20
10
0
I did not hunt

No Crowding

Low Crowding

Moderate
Crowding

Level of Crowding
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High Crowding

I don't know

6. Which of the following best describes your pronghorn hunting experience(s) in the
Tobe Herd Management Unit from 2014-2016? (Please check only one.)

□ My hunt was negatively impacted by their being too many hunters in the area I
hunted.

□ Other hunters in the area had little to no impact on my hunt.
□ There were not enough hunters around to get the pronghorn moving around.
□ I didn’t really see any other hunters.
11%
8%

30%

51%

Negatively Impacted- Too many Hunters

Little to no impact
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Not enough hunters

didn't see hunters

7. For the purposes of pronghorn management in the Tobe Herd Management Unit, what
is your preference? (Please check only one.)

□ Reduce the number of hunters (more pronghorn, fewer hunters, harder to draw a
license, higher harvest success rates)

□ Reduce the number of pronghorn (fewer pronghorn, more hunters, easier to draw a
license, lower harvest success rates)

□ The current numbers of hunters and pronghorn in herd unit are acceptable
□ No opinion
No Opinion
15%
Reduce Hunters
40%
Currently
Acceptable
44%
Reduce Pronghorn
1%
Reduce Hunters

Reduce Pronghorn
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Currently Acceptable

No Opinion

8. How would you like to see the Tobe pronghorn herd population change over the
next 10 years? (Please check only one.)

I would like the
pronghorn
population to:

Decrease
greatly
(~50%
fewer
pronghorn)

Decrease
slightly
(~15%
fewer
pronghorn)

□

□

Not sure
6%

No change
(current
numbers
are
acceptable)

Increase
slightly
(~15% more
pronghorn)

Increase
greatly
(~50% more
pronghorn)

Not Sure

□

□

□

□

Decrease Greatly
0%

Decrease Slightly
2%

Acceptable (No
Change)
20%
Increase Greatly
28%
Increase Slightly
44%

Decrease Greatly

Decrease Slightly

Acceptable (No Change)

Increase Slightly

Increase Greatly

Not sure

Please read the following brief description about managing male-to-female ratios before
answering question 9.
If a pronghorn herd is managed for increased hunting opportunity, more buck hunting
licenses are made available and buck hunters are generally able to hunt more frequently.
This can result in fewer total bucks in the herd (lower buck-to-doe ratio) and fewer mature
bucks.
If a herd is managed for increased hunt quality, fewer buck licenses are issued in order to
increase the number of bucks in the population (higher buck-to-doe ratio). This generally
results in less frequent hunting opportunities and fewer hunters in the field, but it can also
result in a greater chance of encountering a mature buck.
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9. Which of the following approaches should guide the number of buck licenses allocated
in the Tobe Herd Management Unit? (Please check only one.)

□ Increase the number of buck hunting permits (easier to draw a license, more
hunters in the field)

□ Decrease the number of buck hunting permits (more preference points required
to draw a license, more bucks in the population)

□ Maintain the current number of buck hunting permits
□ I’m not sure
Increase
3%
Not Sure
17%
Decrease
32%

Maintain
48%

Increase

Decrease

Maintain

Not Sure

If you HUNTED pronghorn in the Tobe herd unit from 2014-2016, you
are DONE with this survey. Please SKIP question #10.
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10. Why did you NOT HUNT pronghorn in the Tobe Herd Management Unit during 2014,
2015, or 2016? (Please check all that apply)

□ I lost interest in hunting pronghorn the year(s) that I had a license
□ Did not draw a license
□ The complexity of hunting regulations in Colorado
□ The cost of gas, equipment, or other expenses
□ Season conflicted with other obligations
□ Season conflicted with other hunts
□ The Tobe Herd Management Unit has become too crowded with hunters
□ There were not enough pronghorn where I hunt
□ Other (please specify)
“Other” Listed in Appendix E

Other
11%

Lost interest
15%

Not Enough
Pronghorn
15%

Didn't Draw
11%

Too Crowded
11%

Season conflicts hunts
4%

Cost of Gas…
8%

Complexity
2%

Seasons conflicts
obligations
23%

Lost interest

Didn't Draw

Complexity

Cost of Gas…

Seasons conflicts obligations

Season conflicts hunts

Too Crowded

Not Enough Pronghorn

Other

Thank you very much for taking the time to complete this survey. Your input is very valuable
to us and will help us better manage your wildlife resources. Please feel free to leave us any
additional comments regarding pronghorn management on the space below.

Additional Comments in Appendix F
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APPENIDX E: Hunter Survey Question 10 “Other” Responses
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

Need time between muzzleloaders and rifles hunts
Did not draw 2015/2016
N/A did not hunt
We purchased doe tags but did not hunt so more does could live and reproduce. These
herds have been systematically exterminated for increased license sales revenues.
This will ultimately lead to fewer license sales! * Quit issuing extreme numbers of doe
tags and drop December hunts for does.
In the Air Force
I don’t hunt anymore
Obscure public/private boundary

APPENDIX F: Hunter Survey Additional Comments
•
•

•
•

•

•

•

•
•

•

•
•

Thank you CDOW, your officers and staff are top notch that handle complex
management with grace!
Of course I would Love to see more Antelope in the unit, but not at the expense of
being able to hunt. This is the Unit that almost guarantees me a tag & a kill every
year. I hunt it specifically for the chance of putting meat in my freezer.
Access to public land is a real issue.
In 2015 I hunted late season doe for one day encountering 4 herds. In 2016 I hunted
same area for two days only seeing 1 herd of 3. Did something happen? I would like to
see more does as it’s a great hunt to take my children on for success.
Went hunting the week after opening weekend. Hunted the grasslands, only two does
were seen on public land. Few others on private. Maybe they were scattered already.
Pete
I am frustrated by the slow response to game management when culling a herd size
down by the issuance of extreme doe tags for a long period of time. In an effort to
reduce herd numbers with doe tags to appease farmer’s interests, the herds in the
Tobe unit became nearly killed off with very few animals to rebuild herds. Between
the politics of farming and [can’t read word] interests and the (Dow?) not being
funded out of general legislative funding, increased license sales are used to
detriment of game herds. Dow accomplished exactly what was intended, nearly
exterminate Tobe herd. Issuing hundreds of doe tags in regular season and again in
late season is the fastest way to kill off herds. Every doe killed is two with pregnant
doe. - Dusty
I was only able to hunt one day, but did not see any pronghorn to hunt. I may try the
late doe season again, but would want at least a full weekend. Thanks for taking the
time to go through all these surveys!
Reduce the number of doe tags to let population recover (written under #9)
The pronghorn herd in the Tobe herd management area has been going down and
animals are hard to find and few hunters to help move animals – we need animals put
back in the area!!
I’ve been hunting that area for 14 + years. The number of antelope seem down
slightly, but most move to private ground on opening day or so. Land owners have
approached my camp offering to let us hunt their land for $300-$600 per rifle. I’ve
seen good bucks and fair numbers of pronghorn on private land. Can’t afford hunting
public animals on private ground. Good move putting black powder before rifle.
By December most of the herds were on private land
Very difficult to access public land. Locals have not been as open to hunting as in past.
Some are out right “no hunting”. Seems like Cabelas and outfitters are starting to buy
out farm land. CO. needs to move to the WY model and give ranchers and farmers
vouchers for every kill. There must be some incentive to farmers to go back to public
support and not sell out to corporate hunters. Rich T.
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•

•
•
•

•
•
•
•

•

•
•
•
•

#4) Poor: could only hunt public lands (grasslands [national]) checkerboard
public/private, antelope immediately ran to and stayed on private lands. #5)
No/Moderate crowding: Depending on whether it was early, (1st few days of Dec)
weekends, etc. #6) Neg. impact/not enough hunters: depending on time and situation.
Public lands too small to keep animals w/in it – antelope very people shy, but also
vehicle shy. Would hear a vehicle miles away and move off. #7) Did not answer: None
of the above. Except for locals who are in the area year round & know the antelope
patterns & may have private land access hunting for most will be poor & very iffy.
Solution, late season acquire private land access (similar to walk in program). Area
could support more animals – higher population. Open up all trust lands to hunting etc.
Shouldn’t be trust lands if public access is denied. Probably won’t hunt this year due
to limited access. #9) shift buck hunting more into late season. Allow breeding & less
chance does/fawns etc killed. Acquire private land access for late season. #10) did
hunt those years – mainly something to do late season, however hunting due to limited
access was poor. Animals extremely shy in units 136, 143, 137, 144 even more so than
most antelope. Would keep a ½ - 1 mile distance from vehicle if you even see them.
See attached add. Information pertaining to hunting & DOW/Dept. of Parks and
Wildlife regulations/actions.
Late season… no other hunters, but all pronghorn are on private property
Either stop or greatly curtail the Dec. doe season
Herd numbers are a result of range quality rather than hunter numbers to a large
degree. Most of this land is private so much of this information isn’t what you or I
would like to see but landowners allowing or denying access.
Got back into hunting last year – 2016. Was not all that familiar of Colorado hunting
and the draw program
Antelope so skiddish! Could not find antelope on public land
Please remove winter doe hunt, numbers dropped from it
Note: “hunters” on ATV/OHV carts have spoiled the hunts and increased
environmental damage. This is the most important problem with plains hunting! –
Darryl
- I saw antelope - all on private land, which after hearing from locals during a lunch
break, I wish more PL owners would allow hunting. They don’t care for antelope
particularly. There was no press to get them off P. L.
30 yrs hunting Tobe till US Forest Service parking or camping violation @$275.00 x 2
$550.00
Hunt this area since I was 18 now 63 – more hunters and no pronghorn. There used to
be herds of 40 to 100 last time I went I seen 12 pronghorn
Reduce doe tags! They overwhelm buck hunters
I have been hunting unit 136 about 10 yrs in my observation pronghorn populations are
50% less then when I started hunting here. There are always leftover tags and you can
always end up with 2 tags (public/private). I think tags should be cut back where you
can still draw with no points but without the guarantee of getting multiple tags.
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•
•
•

•
•
•

•

•
•

•
•

Overall I’d like management to reflect a few less hunters and more pronghorn without
making it a trophy unit that take 5 yrs to draw like 135 – Thanks,
I have hunted but I think the area should be split back up I did not harvest a buck
because lack of mature bucks
I hunted 2016, never hunted antelope before
I did not apply or seek leftover for 2017. I had success with late season doe tags in
2015 and 2015. I did not have success in 2016 and the herds appeared smaller and it
seemed like population had diminished. I would like to see the herd size grow
significantly so in the future there is still good late season doe hunting and more
mature bucks. I do not want to see the population dwindle. Thank you for your work.
I very much appreciate the landowners who allow hunting on their property
Did not see a single animal in 3 days and covered many miles,
I was very disappointed last year with very low pronghorn densities. I put on over 200
miles scouting both west and east of Kim. I saw exactly 2 pronghorn bucks and very
few does on public land and only a few on private. I would like to see a very limited
numbers of does licenses given out, especially during the late season – maybe 20 youth
tags. I hunted this area around 2009-2010 and there were many more pronghorn than
now
Gentlemen, I am the father of the survey taker. There seems to be more antelope and
more hunters which appears to have decreased the number of animals harvested. My
sons and I hunting experience while not terrible was somewhat disappointing due to
the number of others after the same groups as we were (plenty of animals). I was
wondering if you could apply the same approach to antelope hunting as you do with
elk hunting for cows in the Bosque del Oro area? Differing start and end dates – while
entering the season puts more stress on the animals, the hunting/harvesting of more
animals might also make the hunting experience a more enjoyable rewarding process
and help the harvest goals. Sincerely, [signed]
For 2017 I chose to hunt WY. Low success rates made it not worth the drive. Saving
points for North Central, CO.
The game warden drove us off this area. We drove our pickups in an area for 10 yrs
and in 2014 he came and ticketed us so I will never go back there! A warning would
have been sufficient!
Would like to see more detailed map. Private landowners not as accepting as in past.
More detail would prevent some of problems from discrepancy
The main problem is that the private landowners do not allow regular hunters on their
property to keep the animals moving. Once they are shot at they move to private
property & do not come off that land unless they are pushed off. CPW continues to
give private landowners permits to sell at ridiculous prices & issue crop damage
checks. Permits are being wasted because they are not being purchased or used by
landowners. Landowners should not be given licenses or crop damage checks unless
they can prove they are allowing the public access. This will keep animals moving &
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increase the success rate for everyone, not just those that have money to pay for
access.
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APPENDIX G: Mailing List for 30 Day Comment Period
Baca County Commissioners
741 Main Street, Suite #1
Springfield, CO 81073

Bent County Commissioners
725 Bent Avenue
P.O. Box 350
Las Animas, CO 81054

Las Animas County Commissioners
Las Animas County Courthouse
200 East First Street
Trinidad, Colorado 81082

Otero County Commissioners
Otero County Courthouse
13 W. 3rd Street, Room 212
La Junta CO 81050

Prowers County Commissioners
301 South Main Street, Suite 215
Lamar, CO 81052

John Linn
District Ranger USFS Comanche NGL
PO Box 127
Springfield, CO 81073
Cristi Painter
Biologist USFS Comanche NGL
PO Box 127
Springfield, CO 81073
Colorado Cattleman’s Association
8833 Ralston Rd.
Arvada, CO 80002
Michael Pollart
State Land Board District Manager
700 S. Main Street
Lamar, CO 81052
Kit Page
State Land Board District Manager
305 Murphy Drive, Suite A
Alamosa, CO 81101
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APPENDIX H: Press Release for Landowner Survey
Sept. 13, 2017
Public opinion sought as CPW updates goals for managing pronghorn herds
LAMAR, Colo. – Landowners who want a voice in how Colorado Parks and Wildlife manages the
Haswell and Tobe pronghorn herds should speak up now.
The agency has begun the process of revising the herd management plans that will guide CPW
for the next 10 years.
To start, CPW has mailed surveys to randomly selected landowners in game management units
ranging, in general, from southeast of Punkin Center, southwest of Kit Carson, northwest of
Campo and northeast of Branson.
In addition, CPW is inviting input from other landowners in hopes of getting a wide sample of
opinions to guide wildlife managers writing the plans.
The herd management plans to be revised include nearly a dozen Game Management Units, or
GMUs, including 120, 121, 125, 126, 130, 136, 137, 138, 143, 144 and 146.
Several years of above-average fawn production caused both populations to peak in 2010,
with an estimated 6,000 animals in the Haswell herd, and 5,000 animals in the Tobe herd.
Since then, both populations have declined due to drought, increased harvesting including the
addition of a December doe-only hunting season. Currently, both the Haswell and Tobe herds
are estimated around 3,500 pronghorn with buck-to-doe ratios near 40 or so bucks per every
100 does.
“Landowners within the Haswell and Tobe herd management areas are encouraged to
participate in the survey and let us know how they would like to see the pronghorn population
managed relative to their current numbers,” said Jonathan Reitz, wildlife biologist.
There are several options for any landowner who has not received a survey in the mail and
would like the opportunity to provide feedback. They can drop by the CPW Service Center in
Lamar or call at 719-336-6600. Another option is to contact their local CPW district wildlife
manager. Or they can call Area Wildlife Manager Travis Black at 719-336-6603 or Reitz at 719336-6605.
Sportsmen in the CPW’s Southeast Region will be surveyed separately for their opinions on
management of the pronghorn herds.
The purpose of a herd management plan is to integrate CPW’s management strategies with
information from the public to determine how a big-game herd should be managed.
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APPENDIX I: Press Release Requesting Input for 30 Day Comment
Period
8/31/2018
CPW seeks final public input on plan to manage Tobe Pronghorn Herd for next 10
years

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

Bill Vogrin
CPW SE Region PIO
719-227-5211

Aug. 31, 2018
CPW seeks final public input on plan to manage Tobe Pronghorn Herd for
next 10 years
LAMAR, Colo. – Public input is being sought by Colorado Parks and Wildlife
about how it manages the Tobe pronghorn herd over the next 10 years.
CPW staff has spent months drafting a proposed management plan for
pronghorn in the Tobe herd, which spans Game Management Units (GMUs) 130,
136, 137, 138, 143, 144 and 146 in Baca, Bent, Las Animas, Otero and Prowers
Counties.
The draft plan, now available online, reflects CPW’s efforts to balance the
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biological capabilities of the herd and its habitat with the public's demand for
wildlife recreational opportunities.
The final plan will guide CPW officials as they decide how many pronghorn
should exist in each GMU. The plan will also help CPW decide the proper ratio
of males to 100 females over the next decade.
The selection of population and sex ratio objectives drive important decisions
including:
• How many animals must be harvested to maintain or move toward the
objectives.
• What types of hunting seasons are required to achieve the harvest
objective.
For the development of the Tobe Herd Management Plan, CPW has conducted
various pronghorn population surveys, a landowner survey and a hunter survey.
Based on that feedback, CPW is recommending an increase in population
objectives to 3,500 pronghorn, which reflects the current population level.
To review the draft Tobe Herd Management Plan, follow this link:
http://cpw.state.co.us/thingstodo/Pages/HerdManagementPlans.aspx
Public comments on the draft must be received by CPW by Sept. 30. To submit
a comment, instructions can be found on the website. Comments will be used
to further develop the draft plan that will be presented to Colorado’s Parks and
Wildlife Commission.

###

CPW is an enterprise agency, relying primarily on license sales, state parks fees
and registration fees to support its operations, including: 41 state parks and
more than 350 wildlife areas covering approximately 900,000 acres,
management of fishing and hunting, wildlife watching, camping, motorized and
non-motorized trails, boating and outdoor education. CPW's work contributes
approximately $6 billion in total economic impact annually throughout
Colorado.
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APPENDIX J: Comments from 30 Day Comment Period
Comment received by Russell Round on 9/22/18:
It is disgraceful to see an attempt to manage the hunting efforts in SE Colorado as you present
here. All actually for the sake to line the pockets of another govt. entity. As Cattle ranching
land owners, US Forest services permit ranchers suffer the consequences of battered and
beaten lands and personal properties. What once amounted to a few weeks a year of hunting
on the Eastern Plains of Colorado has now turned into to hunts from Aug till January!! All on
what was once considered (and is) lands with a very fragile eco-system. It has become quite
disgraceful. Not long ago the Fed. Lands in this and all area promoted the “Tread Lightly”
program. A program which the ranching world highly supported having always been trying to
be the best stewards of the land, both private and State and Federal. Well as ranchers we see
the extreme damage that is now allowed to the lands just from extensive pounding of many
hunts with many tags given on each hunt regardless of conditions of the land, muddy or
drought. It is an absolute disgrace what the Wildlife people have and are doing just in the
traffic they send each year.. Through the years Wildlife will claim the money gained , while
continuing to ignore their ability to police the situation. They used to claim they had no funds
to supply staff, and yet now with all the hunting they allow, making millions of dollars they
still make NO effort to properly supply Game Wardens to patrol, and needless to say, ask ANY
land owner in these regions and they will tell you the behavior of the hunters has certainly
taken a turn for the worse just because of the sheer numbers out there. If they can not supply
the needed If the Dept. of Wildlife can’t even supply the area with area staff to control the
hunt in any area, should they be allowed to sell a Single hunt on any of the public lands
there??
This all being done in a state that refuses to learn the actual laws concerning their right to ,
or not be out on the grazing permit land at all. According to the fed. Laws for over a hundred
years no one has a right to interfere with any water systems of livestock. Meaning the
blocking of any path to and from water, no camping, or parking with in 160 acres of any well,
as it is private property of the rancher. All pipelines are private property of the rancher up to
a hundred feet on either side. It is safe to say that 80% of the trail roads in the region is on
privately owned water lines. Just recently the 9th circuit court of judges just ruled “again “
on this . The case was the Hage Ranch in Nevada.. All the Judges even went so far as to
recommend that the ranchers even fence off the water lines a hundred feet on both sides.
Time for the wildlife to take a hard look at these and other laws concerning these lands,
(suggested “Property Rights on Western Ranches: Federal Rangeland Policy And a Model For
Evaluation ) . Other states in the west are having to, and some have made some significant
changes on such issues to remain within the laws as they have been forced to by the courts. .
If the Co. Wildlife would take a serious look into the laws they might be surprised to find they
don’t have the right to “Help Themselves” to the land, at least not in the same manner as
they always have. So with all the court cases in all of the western states in the last 20 years,
and most recently concerning such laws that have been on the books since 1833, it is
ridiculous to seek input on managing the pronghorn.. It is sort of putting the cart before the
horse at this point. THE whole of hunting in this state needs to take a deep breath and
reevaluate it rights or lack of to hunt these lands. Any public that has concern for their public
lands need to consider the severe damage to their public lands so that Wildlife Dept. can line
their own pockets. This is Not management of wildlife if it is the serious destruction of the
Eco-System of the very land the wildlife live on!
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The lack of respect by the Wildlife Dept.’s to land owner and their livestock must be
changed, . Laws must be both known and followed by these dept.’s in this sate , they must
lessen their effect on the areas of eastern Colorado. Then and only then they can be taken
seriously at their focus of Prog Horn Managements or any other. I can not help but feel this is
going to need to go in to the courts in this state like it has in other to tame this “wealthy”
Game Dept.’s. Remember a small number of ranchers, landowners, and people concerned for
their public lands and the condition of them, combined with the Truth and the Laws is STILL
the majority! It has come to the point where farmers, rancher, landowners and others are
going to have to press this issue in our state as has been done in others, it must happen!
Round Ranch

Comment received by Jean Aguerre on behalf of Not 1 More Acre!

VIA EMAIL (jonathan.reitz@state.co.us)
Jonathan Reitz
Wildlife Biologist
Colorado Parks & Wildlife
Re: Comments on Tobe Pronghorn Herd Management Plan
Dear Mr. Reitz:
On behalf of Not 1 More Acre!, I am providing comments on the Tobe Pronghorn Herd
Management Plan dated August 2018 for Data Analysis Unit PH 13 covering Game
Management Units 130, 136, 137, 138, 143, 144 and 146. Thank you for the
opportunity to comment.
Not 1 More Acre!, (“N1MA!”), is a nonprofit Colorado corporation formed to promote
and protect ecological, cultural and economic health of southeastern Colorado and
northern New Mexico.
The Tobe Pronghorn Herd Management Plan indicates its purpose is to establish
population and sex-ratio objectives for the herd to guide Departmental management
decisions from 2018 through 2028.
After review of the plan, N1MA! believes the plan is wholly inadequate to serve the
functions the department intended or to ensure departmental compliance with state
law. The entire document treats the establishment of pronghorn herd levels as a
mechanical task of weighing landowner game damage complaints versus hunter
overcrowding complaints and achieving some sort of medium between the two.
This approach represents a complete abdication of the department’s role in
preserving and protecting wildlife, for the benefit of the public, as part of a dynamic,
living ecosystem that is to be maintained in a sustainable way into the foreseeable
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future.
There is no discussion at all in the draft management plan of the pronghorn’s
ecological role, its relation to its predators, the forage capabilities and needs of the
habitat it inhabits or the relationship to other regional and statewide herds. Nowhere
is there even considered what an ideal biological and ecological herd size and
composition might look like. Everything is left to hunter and landowner opinion polls.
What has happened to CPW’s much-vaunted “scientific management” of wildlife
herds, and its expertise? Has the CPW’s expertise been so devalued that wildlife
biologists serve as nothing more than bean counters tallying opinion poll surveys? This
is tragic.
None of the “plan” comes anywhere close to a good faith compliance with state law.
The General Assembly has established that wildlife belong to the state and are to be
managed “for the use, benefit, and enjoyment of the people of this state and its
visitors,” in a way that offers “the greatest possible variety of wildlife-related
recreational opportunity to the people of this state and its visitors.” C.R.S. §33-1-101.
There is a public interest here that CPW has completely overlooked.
In considering the “greatest possible variety of wildlife-related recreational
opportunity,” CPW cannot look solely to hunter overcrowding complaints or hunter
success rates. State law mandates “a multiple-use concept of management” C.R.S.
§33-1-104(2).
In reviewing the Tobe pronghorn draft management plan, there is no discussion at all
of nonhunting wildlife viewing even though the plan concedes that the game
management unit contains between10 and 20 percent public land.
As recently as 2008, a CPW study showed that wildlife watching activities, as opposed
to hunting and fishing, produced a total annual economic benefit of $1.2 billion for
Colorado.
On the Comanche National Grassland, pronghorn antelope are rated as a species of
“high public concern” and a “management indicator species” by the National Forest
Service. The Forest projects for the future nonconsumptive use of wildlife, such as
wildlife watching or photography, will increase faster than consumptive uses such as
hunting. Increasingly, as demonstrated by this draft management plan, CPW is finding
itself on the wrong side of history.
In the Tobe pronghorn draft plan, there is no discussion of the rare and declining
shortgrass prairie in the region, or what levels of pronghorn populations could damage
this important ecological resource, or what levels would help sustain it.
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There is no discussion of what species depend upon the pronghorn for their survival
and what levels are needed to sustain those populations. Indeed, there is no
discussion of what levels of pronghorn population are needed for the herds to be selfsustaining. There is no discussion of the impacts of the extensive and annihilating
operations by the Department of Defense at Piňon Canyon Maneuver Site, adjacent to
the DAU, even though the destruction of the shortgrass prairie, related dust events,
poisoning of water resources, noise, and highly lethal maneuvers even amid pronghorn
calving season has had, and continue to have, significant, irreparable impacts on
pronghorn. State law requires that CPW developed a “coordinated statewide system
of wildlife management.” C.R.S. §33-1- 106(1)(a).
In establishing hunting rules, the state has a legal duty to assure that populations of
wildlife remain “adequate” … to preserve the proper ecological balance of the
environment.” .” C.R.S. §33-1-106(1)(a). Based on this draft management plan any
hunting plans or limits would be completely invalid under state law – there is no
discussion whatsoever of what population levels of pronghorn are necessary to
preserve the proper ecological balance, no rationale or data provided that might even
support an estimate.
The draft management plan proposed is not a scientific document at all. All it relies
upon is opinion surveys to help show which direction the political winds may blow in
the future. Regional landowners pursuing unnecessarily destructive practices such as
the U.S. Army are treated with benign neglect. No wildlife or ecological scientific
expertise is needed to produce such a so-called “management plan.”
An example is shown by the plan’s supposed analysis of three alternatives for
pronghorn population and sex-ratio composition. The alternatives merely pick out
arbitrary increases or decreases and look at them solely as they might impact hunter
and landowner satisfaction.
Where is the “environmentally preferred” alternative? Where is an alternative that
might best suit either the health of this herd of pronghorn, or the habitat they
occupy, or both? Why is the agency’s supposed expertise not being employed to
discuss and disclose the impacts that hunter, landowner and even U.S. Army /
Department of Defense “satisfaction” are having on ecologically optimum herd sizes
and composition?
There is no discussion of how maintaining ratios of roughly 3 or 4 does for every buck
effects either the health of the herd, the health of pronghorn predators or the habitat
they occupy. All alternatives considered would maintain ratios in this general range,
and no other possibilities were considered.
How can the Parks and Wildlife Commission, whose members are generally laymen
and women, and not experts, make intelligent management decisions without this
type of information?
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It is, of course, true that CPW must operate in a pragmatic fashion under the
direction of agencies and political office holders. On the other hand, if the CPW
utterly abandons its scientific expertise, and fails to make good faith efforts to apply
it in a way that preserves and protects the wildlife and the environment in Colorado,
what justification is left for supporting such a large state agency?
Encouraging public discussion and disclosure of the effects of heavily weighted hunter
and landowner preferences on the size and location of wildlife herds is the least the
CPW could do to justify the use of its extensive expertise which is increasingly being
paid for by sources other than hunting fees. In the Tobe Draft Management Plan, the
public doesn’t even get that.
The Tobe Draft Management Plan for Pronghorn is wholly inadequate. The Department
needs to begin the plan again and do it right this time in a way that complies with
state law and measures up to the rhetoric the agency regularly trumpets about its
scientific expertise.
CPW cannot be credible, much less a leader, in conservation and wildlife biology
without at least having the integrity and courage of making appropriate public
disclosures and encouraging public discussion of the tradeoffs it is required to make in
achieving optimal wildlife populations and habitats based on the political heft of a
few vested interests including but not limited to the U.S. Army.
Sincerely
Jean Aguerre for N1MA!
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