










ISSUES SUBMITTAL FORM 

Date: 10/9/2019 
ISSUE: Should the season length of the late antlerless elk hunt code in the Jefferson County 

portion of GMU 38, EF038L1R, be increased from December 1st to January 31st to 
September 1st to January 31st? 

DISCUSSION (FACTS AND FIGURES, EXPLANATION OF ISSUE): 
The size of the resident and migratory elk herds that use the eastern portions of GMU 38 are increasing.  
The trend of increasing elk use in the area is primarily the result of not achieving adequate harvest and 
hunting pressure in elk concentration areas in the eastern portion of the GMU. Those areas, which are 
refuges from hunting, include open space, a wildlife refuge, urban areas and private lands, where hunting 
is prohibited. In the past, private-land-only (PLO) licenses adequately achieved harvest and distributed 
elk. More recently, open space programs have purchased private lands (where PLO licenses are not 
valid) and larger private lands have been developed. Of recent, this has pushed proportionately more of 
the PLO hunting pressure to the western portion of the GMU, which is not beneficial from an elk 
distribution perspective. All of the above factors have contributed to a decreased effectiveness and 
reduced utility of the PLO hunt code in GMU 38. 
 
Using a hunt code that focuses harvest and hunting pressure in the eastern portion of the GMU and is not 
specific to landownership would help to address harvest and distribution issues on the eastern portion of 
GMU 38. Extending the late antlerless hunt code for the Jefferson County portion of GMU 38 (EF038L1R) 
is a step towards resolving the above listed issues.  The benefits of extending this hunt code season 
length include: 

• focusing harvest and hunting pressure in the eastern portion of the GMU (particularly September 
– November on the resident herds);  

• reducing the size of resident elk herds in the area to reduce conflicts; and  
• the utility of a license type that can be used on both private land and public land, such as open 

space, wildlife refuges and municipal lands. 
 

WHO ARE THE EXTERNAL PUBLICS IMPACTED BY THIS ISSUE? WHAT PUBLIC INPUT PROCESS 
HAS OCCURRED, IF ANY? 

 
*IT IS ASSUMED THAT ALL NECESSARY INTERNAL PARTIES HAVE BEEN NOTIFIED*. 
 
ALTERNATIVES: (POSSIBLE OUTCOMES or POSSIBLE REGULATIONS): 

1. *Preferred Alternative*:  Increase the season length of the EF038L1R hunt code from 
December 1st – January 31st to September 1st – January 31st. 

2. Status quo 
 

Issue Raised by: Ben Kraft, Joe Walter & Tim Woodward 
Author of the issue paper 
(if different than person raising the 
issue): 

 

CC: Mark Lamb, Shannon Schaller, Mark Leslie 
APPROVED FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION BY: Mark Leslie 
REQUIRES NEW SPACE IN THE BROCHURE? ☐YES ☒ N O 
ARE ADEQUATE STAFF AND FUNDING RESOURCES 
AVAILABLE TO IMPLEMENT? ☒YES ☐ N O 

REGION, BRANCH, OR SECTION LEADING IMPLEMENTATION  
RECOMMENDED FOR CONSENT AGENDA? ☒YES ☐ N O 
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ISSUES SUBMITTAL FORM 

Date: 10/9/2019 
ISSUE: Should the season dates for the private-land-only (PLO) cow elk hunt EF003P5R be 

extended to December 31st including the following GMU hunt code grouping 3, 4, 5, 
301 and 441, and should GMU 441 be removed from hunt code EF014P5R? 

DISCUSSION (FACTS AND FIGURES, EXPLANATION OF ISSUE): 
Currently the December PLO antlerless elk season (EF003P5R) in GMUs 3, 4, 5, 214, 301 and 441 starts 
the opening day of the second combined rifle season and ends November 30th. This PLO season is a 
management tool that allows for antlerless elk harvest opportunity on private lands where elk often seek 
refuge on private lands while migrating from summer to winter range. Generally, elk distribution during the 
current season dates results in good cow elk harvest on private land in GMUs 4, 5, 214, and 441.  
However, the closing date of November 30th limits harvest opportunity in GMUs 3 and 301 because most 
years, elk do not migrate into GMUs 3 and 301 until December.  Extending the season date for this hunt 
code until December 31st would allow for additional harvest opportunity, help managers achieve harvest 
objectives, and provide a tool to mitigate game damage issues in GMUs 3 and 301.  Removing GMU 214 
from the list of valid units for this hunt will reduce impact of later season harvest on limited numbers of elk 
that do not migrate but reside in the unit through the winter months. 
 
If the above proposal is approved it would also be necessary to remove GMU 441 from hunt code 
December PLO antlerless elk season hunt code EF014P5R. This would result in EF014P5R including 
only GMUs 14 and 214.  The proposed change would allow for increased management flexibility in GMUs 
14 and 214, where local staff have concerns about wintering elk populations within the southern portions 
of the GMU.  In addition, this change results in no net loss in hunter opportunity simply shifts that 
opportunity into a different hunt code. 
 
STATE LAW REQUIRES CPW TO SOLICIT INPUT FROM STAKEHOLDERS THAT MAY BE 
AFFECTED POSITIVELY OR NEGATIVELY BY THE PROPOSED RULES. THE FOLLOWING 
STAKEHOLDERS HAVE BEEN ADVISED OF AND INVITED TO PROVIDE INPUT ON THE 
REGULATORY CHANGES PROPOSED IN THIS ISSUE PAPER: 
  
*IT IS ASSUMED THAT ALL NECESSARY INTERNAL PARTIES HAVE BEEN NOTIFIED*. 

- Private landowners 
- Private land hunters 

 
ALTERNATIVES: (POSSIBLE OUTCOMES or POSSIBLE REGULATIONS): 

1. *Preferred Alternative*: Extend ending season date for hunt code EF003P5R to December 31st 
and alter valid units to include GMUs 3, 4, 5, 301, and 441. Remove GMU 441 from hunt code 
EF014P5R. 

2. Status quo – no change to ending season date or valid units for EF003P5R. 
 

Issue Raised by: Bill deVergie – AWM, Kris Middledorf – AWM, Jeff 
Goncalves – DWM, Johnathan Lambert – DWM, Mike 
Swaro – AAWM, Darby Finley – Biologist, Jack Taylor – 
DWM, Justin Pollock - DWM 

Author of the issue paper 
(if different than person raising the 
issue): 

Jeff Goncalves – DWM, Darby Finley A6 Terrestrial 
Biologist, revised by Brad Petch 

CC:  
APPROVED FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION BY: ROMATZKE 
REQUIRES NEW SPACE IN THE BROCHURE? ☐YES ☒ N O 
ARE ADEQUATE STAFF AND FUNDING RESOURCES 
AVAILABLE TO IMPLEMENT? ☒YES ☐ N O 

REGION, BRANCH, OR SECTION LEADING IMPLEMENTATION Terrestrial 
RECOMMENDED FOR CONSENT AGENDA? ☒YES ☐ N O 
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ISSUES SUBMITTAL FORM 

Date: 10/9/2019 
ISSUE: Should there be a private-land-only (PLO) late antlerless elk season in GMU 42? 
DISCUSSION (FACTS AND FIGURES, EXPLANATION OF ISSUE): 
GMU 42 is located in the eastern most portion of CPW Area 7 and contains the towns of Rifle, Silt, and 
New Castle. The GMU consists of approximately 50% private land, of which a majority is classified as 
agricultural, and 50% as public land. GMU 42 is part of DAU E-14 (Grand Mesa) which is also comprised 
of GMU’s 421, 41, 411, 52 & 521.  
 
During the fall months over the past several years in GMU 42, elk moved onto private agricultural 
properties, which provide important habitat, but have contributed to yearly game damage issues on these 
agricultural private lands. The elk are mainly damaging harvested hay crops during the late fall and early 
winter when there is no existing hunting season in place. Game Damage hunts, are currently utilized on a 
yearly basis in GMU 42 to move elk off of agricultural property where they are causing damage for which 
the State is liable. Since 2012 in GMU 42, there have been many Game Damage hunts requested, with 
over 1000 license applications issued, yet only 510 of those applications have actually been redeemed for 
licenses (Figure 1). Part of the reason landowners are requesting so many of these hunts is because a 
PLO season is not available in GMU 42. Creating a PLO season for landowners in GMU 42 will lessen 
the need for Game Damage licenses as well as alleviate game damage caused by elk on these 
agricultural properties. 
 
Figure 1. 

 
 
All GMU’s in DAU E-14, with the exception of GMU 42 and GMU 521 (which is mostly public land) 
currently have late PLO seasons in place for antlerless elk.  More than 1800 hunters have had the 
opportunity to hunt for antlerless elk in a late PLO season over the past 5 years within DAU E-14 (Figure 
2).   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2. 
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Those GMUs in DAU E-14 that have established late PLO seasons have significantly fewer requests for 
Game Damage hunts (Figure 3). These PLO seasons start on either September or December 1st and run 
through either January 6th or January 31st. In 2018, a majority of these licenses were not taken in the 
drawing and went to the leftover license list. This leads staff to believe that if a game damage issue arises 
late in the year after the regular rifle seasons there will be sufficient leftover PLO licenses available to 
purchase and use, rather than having to request and create an entirely new Game Damage hunt. It is 
important to note that if an agricultural landowner in GMU 42 does have a legitimate game damage issue 
arise and there are no available PLO late season licenses available, CPW staff will continue to issue 
Game Damage licenses as they are doing now. 
 
Figure 3. 

 
 
CPW staff believe that creating a PLO season in GMU 42, which is recommended to run through the end 
of January, will decrease the number of requests for Game Damage licenses. This PLO season will 
potentially give agricultural landowners a tool to alleviate game damage as well as increase tolerance for 
elk wintering in agricultural land, which is also crucial habitat for the Grand Mesa elk herd. 
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STATE LAW REQUIRES CPW TO SOLICIT INPUT FROM STAKEHOLDERS THAT MAY BE 
AFFECTED POSITIVELY OR NEGATIVELY BY THE PROPOSED RULES. THE FOLLOWING 
STAKEHOLDERS HAVE BEEN ADVISED OF AND INVITED TO PROVIDE INPUT ON THE 
REGULATORY CHANGES PROPOSED IN THIS ISSUE PAPER: 
  
*IT IS ASSUMED THAT ALL NECESSARY INTERNAL PARTIES HAVE BEEN NOTIFIED*. 
Private landowners are open to the idea that they will receive more of an opportunity to hunt on private 
lands but are concerned that the Game Damage licenses will disappear. They have been reassured that 
if Game Damage licenses are needed as a tool in the future on legitimate game damage issues that the 
licenses will continue to be issued using the same process as they are now. 
 
ALTERNATIVES: (POSSIBLE OUTCOMES or POSSIBLE REGULATIONS): 

1. *Preferred Alternative*: Add a late PLO season in GMU 42, valid for antlerless elk in GMU 42 
only. The hunt code EF042P5R would be added as a valid hunting season open from December 
1st through January 31st annually. 

2. Status quo 
 

Issue Raised by: Kirk Oldham (AWM Area 7) and Travis Bybee (DWM 
Rifle South) 

Author of the issue paper 
(if different than person raising the issue): 

Travis Bybee DWM Rifle South, revised by Brad 
Petch 

CC: Kirk Oldham (AWM Area 7) and Brad Petch (Sr. 
Wildlife Biologist) 

APPROVED FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION BY: ROMATZKE 
REQUIRES NEW SPACE IN THE BROCHURE? ☒YES ☐ N O 
ARE ADEQUATE STAFF AND FUNDING RESOURCES AVAILABLE TO 
IMPLEMENT? ☒YES ☐ N O 

REGION, BRANCH, OR SECTION LEADING IMPLEMENTATION Terrestrial 
RECOMMENDED FOR CONSENT AGENDA? ☒YES ☐ N O 
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ISSUES SUBMITTAL FORM 

Date: 10/9/2019 
ISSUE: Should the bull elk 4-point antler restriction be removed for all San Luis Valley 

damage hunt codes? 
DISCUSSION (FACTS AND FIGURES, EXPLANATION OF ISSUE): 
Background & History: 
In the early 2000s, large numbers of elk expanded their range onto the San Luis Valley (SLV) floor in 
areas with high-value crop circles, which created the potential for extremely expensive game damage 
situations. To manage the growing elk population and to mitigate game damage in this area, a new elk 
DAU (E-55) was created on the SLV floor with an elk population objective of zero, the only such 
objective in Colorado. Two new GMUs (682 and 791) were created within DAU E-55, and a summer 
bull hunt and fall bull and cow hunt were implemented to facilitate management of the elk population. 
 
In 2018, a portion of GMU 79 and the private land portions of GMU of 82 were included in the SLV 
damage elk hunts, provisions for which reside within Regulations 257(C)., 257(D)., and 257(5)(B). 
These hunts allowed landowners to address damage to crops during the peak growing season and 
allow CPW a better tool for managing the increasing resident elk herds (Map 1).  The hunt codes for 
the SLV damage hunts (EM682P6R, EF682P5R, and EM682P5R) are valid in GMUs 791, 682, 79, and 
82.  No other elk seasons currently occur on the above-described lands in these GMUs. 
 
General Issue: 
The summer bull and fall bull/cow hunts in E-55 (GMUs 791 and 682) have been highly successful in 
decreasing the resident elk population on the SLV floor and mitigating game damage on private 
land.  Landowners affected by elk damage within the described area can hunt elk on private land from 
May 15th through July 31st (bulls only) and August 15th through February (bulls and cows) 
annually.  DWMs assess the damage situation and issue an appropriate number of vouchers to 
alleviate those game damage issues. Landowners must participate in the summer hunts when elk are 
present to be eligible for fall-season vouchers.  This requirement is essential to the effectiveness of the 
program and serves two purposes: (1) it eliminates the “hoarding” of bulls on private land and (2) it 
allows continuous hunting pressure and dispersal of elk throughout the entire growing season to 
address game damage issues. We are finding that the absence of 4-point antler restrictions in E-55 is 
another critical component of our success there. Most bull elk harvested during the summer damage 
hunt season (May 15th-July 31st) in E-55 are young bulls that do not meet this requirement.   
 
Conflicts: 
This success in E-55 has not translated to GMUs 79 and 82. Landowners in GMUs 79 and 82 do not 
have the same ability to mitigate damage due to the antler point restriction. This year, hunters struggled 
to harvest legal bulls during the summer growing season when most damage occurs. It is not 
uncommon along the Rio Grande River in GMU 79 to experience elk damage claims exceeding 
$20,000 for crops on a single property. The resident elk population between Monte Vista and Del Norte 
is growing at an alarming rate, and there appears to be migration between other resident elk herds east 
of Monte Vista. Many landowners between Monte Vista and Del Norte along the Rio Grande River have 
voiced their concerns that the elk population is growing too quickly and that something must be done to 
decrease the population.   
 
Pros & Cons: 
The potential damage liability for the State greatly outweighs any benefits of having elk along the river 
corridor between Monte Vista and Del Norte for hunting and viewing purposes. This problem will only 
continue to grow unless we have an effective strategy to alleviate it.  Allowing hunters to legally harvest 
any bull elk on private property during the SLV damage hunt seasons will provide a necessary tool to 
address the growing elk population along the river corridor. 
 
Proposal: 
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Remove the 4-point antler restriction for all SLV bull elk damage hunt codes. In future years, it may be 
appropriate to realign the boundaries of E-55 to better encompass those parts of the SLV that 
experience similar elk-agricultural conflicts and which require similar management. 
 
STATE LAW REQUIRES CPW TO SOLICIT INPUT FROM STAKEHOLDERS THAT MAY BE 
AFFECTED POSITIVELY OR NEGATIVELY BY THE PROPOSED RULES. THE FOLLOWING 
STAKEHOLDERS HAVE BEEN ADVISED OF AND INVITED TO PROVIDE INPUT ON THE 
REGULATORY CHANGES PROPOSED IN THIS ISSUE PAPER:  
 
*IT IS ASSUMED THAT ALL NECESSARY INTERNAL PARTIES HAVE BEEN NOTIFIED*. 
CPW Staff at Area level  
 
Landowners affected by elk damage along the Rio Grande River in GMU 79 between Monte Vista and 
Del Norte and landowners in GMU 82. Input provided through personal communications during 
cooperative efforts to mitigate elk damage and distribution throughout this summer. 
 
Hunters who were participating in the summer bull hunt in GMUs 79 and 82. Phone calls and contacts 
in the field during the summer bull hunt. 
 
ALTERNATIVES: (POSSIBLE OUTCOMES or POSSIBLE REGULATIONS): 

1. *Preferred Alternative*:  Remove the antler point restriction for private land hunt codes 
EM682P5R, EM682P6R and EF682P5R in GMUs 79 and 82 (Regulation 254(A). Map 1). 

2. Status Quo:  No changes (Map 2). 
 
Issue Raised by: Luke Hoffman and Clayton BonDurant 
Author of the issue paper 
(if different than person raising the 
issue): 

 

CC: Scott Wait, Rick Basagoitia, Brent Frankland 
APPROVED FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION BY: Cory Chick 
REQUIRES NEW SPACE IN THE BROCHURE? YES  NO 
ARE ADEQUATE STAFF AND FUNDING RESOURCES 
AVAILABLE TO IMPLEMENT? YES  NO 
REGION, BRANCH, OR SECTION LEADING IMPLEMENTATION Field Ops/Terrrestrial 
RECOMMENDED FOR CONSENT AGENDA? YES  NO 
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Preferred Alternative:  
Remove 4-point antler restriction in GMUs 79 and 82 for hunt codes EF682P5R, EM682P5R, EM682P6R 
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Status Quo: Current GMUs included in SLV damage hunt 
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ISSUES SUBMITTAL FORM 

Date: 10/9/2019 
ISSUE: Should the GMU boundary split for cow elk in 2nd, 3rd, and 4th rifle seasons in GMU 521 

and the associated hunt codes EF521S2R, EF521S3R and EF521S4R be removed so 
that the hunt codes EF521O2R, EF521O3R and EF521O4R are valid for the entire GMU 
521? 

DISCUSSION (FACTS AND FIGURES, EXPLANATION OF ISSUE): 
Cow elk licenses in GMU 521 in 2nd, 3rd and 4th regular rifle seasons were split into two areas with 
separate hunt codes more than 15 years ago. The boundary of the split was West Muddy Creek and 
Paonia Reservoir, which split GMU 521 into a northeastern area and a southwestern area.  The split was 
created with the intent to manage the elk in the southwestern portion of the GMU by targeting elk that 
were utilizing the winter range near Paonia and the surrounding agricultural lands and causing damage to 
agriculture separately from the elk in the northeastern portion of the GMU that wintered in the Bull 
Mountain area.  Since the split in the unit was instituted, it has become evident that it did not achieve the 
desired outcome and is no longer needed for several reasons: 
 

1. At the high elevations of the GMU near the headwaters of West Muddy Creek where the creek 
forked into smaller tributaries, the boundary was not clear and there was confusion for a number 
of hunters. 

2. The GMU split did not result in the desired management outcome, and elk numbers in the 
northeastern portion of the GMU declined as much, if not more, than elk in the southwestern 
portion of the GMU.   

3. Landowners and agency personnel realized that potential private land conflicts are an elk 
distribution issue and not caused by an over-population of elk.  

4. Private land only (PLO) licenses were implemented and are a much more effective means of 
targeting conflict elk utilizing private lands in the area around Paonia than the GMU split. 

5. Damage hunts can also be implemented and are much more effective at targeting and 
redistributing specific elk that may be causing agricultural damage than the GMU split. 
 

STATE LAW REQUIRES CPW TO SOLICIT INPUT FROM STAKEHOLDERS THAT MAY BE 
AFFECTED POSITIVELY OR NEGATIVELY BY THE PROPOSED RULES. THE FOLLOWING 
STAKEHOLDERS HAVE BEEN ADVISED OF AND INVITED TO PROVIDE INPUT ON THE 
REGULATORY CHANGES PROPOSED IN THIS ISSUE PAPER: 
  
*IT IS ASSUMED THAT ALL NECESSARTY INTERNAL PARTIES HAVE BEEN NOTIFIED*. 
Both landowners and hunters that own land and/or hunt in GMU 521 have been contacting CPW 
regarding the low numbers of elk in GMU 521, requesting changes in management that will increase elk 
populations across GMU 521. 
ALTERNATIVES: (POSSIBLE OUTCOMES or POSSIBLE REGULATIONS): 

1. *Preferred Alternative*:  Delete hunt codes EF521S2R, EF521S3R, and EF521S4R and remove 
the restriction on hunt codes EF521O2R, EF521O3R, and EF521O4R to make them valid across 
the entire GMU. 

2. Status quo 
Issue Raised by: Andrew Taylor, Evan Phillips 
Author of the issue paper 
(if different than person raising the 
issue): 

 

CC: J Wenum, Scott Wait, Cory Chick, Craig McLaughlin 
APPROVED FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION BY: Cory Chick 
REQUIRES NEW SPACE IN THE BROCHURE? ☐YES  NO 
ARE ADEQUATE STAFF AND FUNDING RESOURCES 
AVAILABLE TO IMPLEMENT? ☐YES  NO 

REGION, BRANCH, OR SECTION LEADING IMPLEMENTATION SW Field Ops and Terrestrial 
RECOMMENDED FOR CONSENT AGENDA?  YES ☐ N O 
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ISSUES SUBMITTAL FORM 

Date: 10/9/2019 
ISSUE: Should the either-sex elk, private-land-only (PLO) hunt code (EE038P1R) be removed 

in GMU 38? 
DISCUSSION (FACTS AND FIGURES, EXPLANATION OF ISSUE): 
The elk either-sex private-land-only (PLO) hunt code (EE038P1R) is a short, 5-day season in GMU 38 
that runs concurrent with the first rifle season.  It was implemented in 2000, when conflicts on private land 
were a concern in the GMU. Since its implementation, the hunt code and other management strategies 
have served the purpose of reducing those conflicts. Currently, elk refuging on open space and within city 
limits is more of a management concern.  In addition, there is not a realized utility in the hunt code as a 
management tool or recreational opportunity. There have never been more than 15 licenses issued per 
year in the hunt code and since 2006 only 10 licenses have been issued annually. Overall harvest 
success rate for the hunt code is 13%, with most harvested elk being bulls. This is not necessary in an 
over-the-counter (OTC) bull GMU. 
 
We propose eliminating the EE038P1R hunt code because the hunt code is not beneficial enough to elk 
management or hunter recreation to merit and adds to regulation complexity. 

 
WHO ARE THE EXTERNAL PUBLICS IMPACTED BY THIS ISSUE? WHAT PUBLIC INPUT PROCESS 

HAS OCCURRED, IF ANY? 
 
*IT IS ASSUMED THAT ALL NECESSARY INTERNAL PARTIES HAVE BEEN NOTIFIED*. 
 
ALTERNATIVES: (POSSIBLE OUTCOMES or POSSIBLE REGULATIONS): 

1. *Preferred Alternative*: Delete the EE038P1R hunt code. 
2. Status quo 

 
Issue Raised by: Ben Kraft, Tim Woodward, Joe Walter 
Author of the issue paper 
(if different than person raising the 
issue): 

 

CC: Mark Lamb, Shannon Schaller, Mark Leslie 
APPROVED FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION BY: Mark Leslie 
REQUIRES NEW SPACE IN THE BROCHURE? ☐YES ☒ N O 
ARE ADEQUATE STAFF AND FUNDING RESOURCES 
AVAILABLE TO IMPLEMENT? ☒YES ☐ N O 

REGION, BRANCH, OR SECTION LEADING IMPLEMENTATION Terrestrial, NE Region 
RECOMMENDED FOR CONSENT AGENDA? ☒YES ☐ N O 
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ISSUES SUBMITTAL FORM 

Date: 10/9/2019 
ISSUE: Should GMUs 50 & 501 be split from hunt codes MM049* & MF049* (which currently 

include GMUs 49, 50, 500, & 501) and new moose hunt codes be created that include 
GMUs 50, 51, 59, 501, 511, and 581?  

DISCUSSION (FACTS AND FIGURES, EXPLANATION OF ISSUE): 
Currently, GMUs 49, 50, 500, and 501 are combined in one hunt code for moose hunting. Moose 
densities are higher in GMUs 49 and 500, and most animals are harvested in these two units. Splitting 
GMUs 50 and 501 from 49 and 500 would allow for targeted moose harvest in the respective GMUs. 
However, given the lower moose densities in GMUs 50 & 501, CPW staff think it is necessary to combine 
50 & 501 with other GMUs to provide sufficient opportunity to locate and harvest moose during the 
season. 
 
Moose are expanding into GMUs 51, 59, 511, and 581, which are currently not open to moose hunting. 
Moose densities are also relatively low in these four GMUs but radio collared moose location data and 
moose sightings suggest moose hunting is warranted. Achieving moose harvest is critical to maintain 
sustainable moose populations. Additionally, reports of human-moose conflict are increasing in these 
GMUs, which include several urban areas along the Front Range. GMUs 50 & 501 border 51, 511, & 581 
so it logical to combine these GMUs, along with GMU 59 to the south GMU 511. 
 
The additional opportunity, for a species in high demand (>40,000 first choice applicants for 505 moose 
licenses in 2019), would be created through bull and cow hunt codes which would combine GMUs 50, 51, 
59, 501, 511 and 581. Additionally, it will provide CPW staff with a tool to manage moose numbers and 
thus target moose that move into urban areas and result in moose-human conflicts. We anticipate offering 
a limited number of licenses for the 2020 season to assess hunters’ ability to locate and harvest animals 
in these lower density GMUs.  
 
STATE LAW REQUIRES CPW TO SOLICIT INPUT FROM STAKEHOLDERS THAT MAY BE 
AFFECTED POSITIVELY OR NEGATIVELY BY THE PROPOSED RULES. THE FOLLOWING 
STAKEHOLDERS HAVE BEEN ADVISED OF AND INVITED TO PROVIDE INPUT ON THE 
REGULATORY CHANGES PROPOSED IN THIS ISSUE PAPER: 
  
*IT IS ASSUMED THAT ALL NECESSARY INTERNAL PARTIES HAVE BEEN NOTIFIED*. 
Stakeholders include: 1) CPW staff from Areas 1, 5, 13 & 14 and 2) moose hunters. 
 
This recommendation has been discussed internally with field staff and biologists from Areas 1, 5, 13, & 
14. Field staff in these Areas have been in contact with members of the public regarding moose sightings 
and conflicts, including vehicle collisions. We have also contacted hunters in these units along with 
successful moose hunters during mandatory checks. No specific public outreach has been initiated.  

 
ALTERNATIVES: (POSSIBLE OUTCOMES or POSSIBLE REGULATIONS): 

1. *Preferred Alternative*: Separate GMUs 49 & 500 from GMUs 50 & 501 for moose hunting. 
Combine GMUs 50, 51, 59, 501, 511, & 581 to create new hunt codes for bull and cow moose 
hunting. Per the 2020-2024 BGSS, bull moose licenses will be season choice. Cow moose 
licenses under the new hunt codes will float between the methods of take. Cow rifle licenses will 
be valid from October 1-14.  

2. Status quo. 
 

Issue Raised by: Tim Kroening, Teller County DWM 
Author of the issue paper 
(if different than person raising the 
issue): 

 
Julie Stiver, Area 14 Wildlife Biologist 
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CC: Mark Leslie, Brett Ackerman, Shannon Schaller, Brian 
Dreher, Kirstie Yeager, Matt Martinez, Mark Lamb, Frank 
McGee, Jim Aragon.  

APPROVED FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION BY: BRETT ACKERMAN 
REQUIRES NEW SPACE IN THE BROCHURE?  YES ☐ N O 
ARE ADEQUATE STAFF AND FUNDING RESOURCES 
AVAILABLE TO IMPLEMENT?  YES ☐ N O 

REGION, BRANCH, OR SECTION LEADING IMPLEMENTATION SE and NE Terrestrial 
RECOMMENDED FOR CONSENT AGENDA?  YES ☐ N O 
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ISSUES SUBMITTAL FORM 

Date:  10/9/2019 
ISSUE: Should antlerless moose licenses be issued in GMU 76?    
DISCUSSION (FACTS AND FIGURES, EXPLANATION OF ISSUE): 
Moose were transplanted into the upper Rio Grande in 1991-93. In 1999, the moose population in the 
area was of sufficient size to begin a very limited hunting season. In 2003, a separate hunt was 
established in the Weminuche Wilderness to provide additional hunter opportunity in an area being 
underutilized by moose hunters. Reliable census methods and models are not available to assess this 
population, so managers rely on personal observations and input from folks in the field. Managers are 
seeing higher calf production and wider distribution of moose, suggesting that the population has been 
rebounding from a low over the past 15 years to a point we believe that limited cow harvest can once 
again be made available to the public. 

 
STATE LAW REQUIRES CPW TO SOLICIT INPUT FROM STAKEHOLDERS THAT MAY BE 
AFFECTED POSITIVELY OR NEGATIVELY BY THE PROPOSED RULES. THE FOLLOWING 
STAKEHOLDERS HAVE BEEN ADVISED OF AND INVITED TO PROVIDE INPUT ON THE 
REGULATORY CHANGES PROPOSED IN THIS ISSUE PAPER:  

*IT IS ASSUMED THAT ALL NECESSARY INTERNAL PARTIES HAVE BEEN NOTIFIED*. 

Internal – This issue has been raised by DWM Brent Woodward and DWM Jeremy Gallegos.  It has 
been discussed with Area 17 Terrestrial Biologist Brent Frankland, Area 17 AWM Rick Basagoitia and 
SW Senior Terrestrial Biologist Scott Wait. 

External – Local hunters, outfitters and USFS personnel have expressed support of this issue. This 
input has been received through personal communications with these people and other members of the 
public who provide CPW updates of their sightings. 

ALTERNATIVES: (POSSIBLE OUTCOMES or POSSIBLE REGULATIONS): 
1. *Preferred Alternative*: Antlerless moose licenses would be issued in GMU 76 and the 

Weminuche Wilderness.  This would provide management flexibility and additional hunter 
opportunity. 

2. Status quo – There would be no antlerless moose licenses issued in GMU 76 or the 
Weminuche Wilderness. 

 
Issue Raised by: Brent Woodward, DWM Creede;  Jeremy Gallegos, 

DWM South Fork 
Author of the issue paper 
(if different than person raising the 
issue): 

 

CC: Rick Basagoitia, Brent Frankland, Scott Wait 
APPROVED FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION BY: Cory Chick 
REQUIRES NEW SPACE IN THE BROCHURE?  YES  NO 
ARE ADEQUATE STAFF AND FUNDING RESOURCES 
AVAILABLE TO IMPLEMENT?  YES  NO 
REGION, BRANCH, OR SECTION LEADING IMPLEMENTATION Terrestrial 
RECOMMENDED FOR CONSENT AGENDA?  YES  NO 
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ISSUES SUBMITTAL FORM 

Date: 10/9/2019 
ISSUE: Should the pronghorn season in GMUs 9 and 191 be extended to the end of January? 
DISCUSSION (FACTS AND FIGURES, EXPLANATION OF ISSUE): 
Currently, PH-33 (GMUs 9 and 191) has 3 pronghorn rifle seasons; a PLO buck and doe rifle season 
during the regular October pronghorn dates and a late doe season which runs from Nov 1-Dec 31.  This 
season is offered as both an opportunity hunt (CPW has worked to secure a limited-access hunt on the 
City for Fort Collins and Larimer County open space properties) and as a means of addressing 
consistently high wintering pronghorn densities on agricultural fields on private property. While this late 
doe season has helped address damage/conflict issues on private agricultural lands, pronghorn 
numbers continue to increase after the late season closes and CPW has widely used AWM licenses to 
address damage issues. For example, on January 3, 2016 after the late season had closed, DWM 
Nancy Howard counted pronghorn well in excess of the DAU population objective of 1,000-1,200, on just 
a few individual landowners’ parcels and concentrated in north-central GMU 9.  Area Biologist, Mark 
Vieira, flew over the damage area on January 5, 2016 and counted over 1,200 pronghorn concentrated 
on a few parcels of private agriculture lands. Historically, these animals move south from Wyoming and 
are unavailable for Colorado harvest often until late December-January.  Damage complaints have been 
a frequent and chronic event in 5 of the last 9 years and AWM licenses have been issued in at least 5 of 
the last 9 years since 2010.  Using licensed hunters to address large-scale damage issues in these 
GMUs is preferred.  

An optional late pronghorn season running until January 31 has been approved for the 2020-2024 big 
game season structure. It is recommended to add the late pronghorn season length to GMUs 9 and 191 
to harvest migratory pronghorn and reduce damage issues on agricultural lands.   

WHO ARE THE EXTERNAL PUBLICS IMPACTED BY THIS ISSUE? WHAT PUBLIC INPUT 
PROCESS HAS OCCURRED, IF ANY? 

*IT IS ASSUMED THAT ALL NECESSARY INTERNAL PARTIES HAVE BEEN NOTIFIED*.
This issue has been discussed with NE Terrestrial and Area 4 staff.  There has been no public outreach 
as this is viewed as a change that would benefit public hunters.   

ALTERNATIVES: (POSSIBLE OUTCOMES or POSSIBLE REGULATIONS): 
1. *Preferred Alternative*: To extend the GMU 9/191 late doe pronghorn rifle season (AF009L1R)

from Nov. 1 - Dec. 31 to Nov. 1 - Jan. 31.
2. Status quo

Issue Raised by: Angelique Curtis 
Author of the issue paper 
(if different than person raising the 
issue): 
CC: Area 4, Ty Petersburg, Shannon Schaller, and Mark Leslie 
APPROVED FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION BY: Mark Leslie 
REQUIRES NEW SPACE IN THE BROCHURE? ☐YES ☒ N O 
ARE ADEQUATE STAFF AND FUNDING RESOURCES 
AVAILABLE TO IMPLEMENT? ☒YES ☐ N O 
REGION, BRANCH, OR SECTION LEADING IMPLEMENTATION 
RECOMMENDED FOR CONSENT AGENDA? ☒YES ☐ N O 
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