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DATA ANALYSIS UNIT PLAN FOR E -4
EXECUTI VE SUMMARY

GMUs: 7, 8, 9, 19 and 19{NorthernLarimer County

Land Ownership: 40% Private, 46% USFS, 6% City/County, 5% State, 2% BLM
Posthunt Population:

PreviousObjective 3,300 2008Estimate(Modeled) 3,750

CurrentObjective 3,6004,200

Posthunt SexRatio (bulls:100 @ws):

PreviousObjective 25 2007 Observed NA 2008Modeled 40
CurrentObjective 30-35 bulls:100 cows

E-4 Posthunt Population Estimate
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Background

The Red FeathePoudre Canyon elk herd {& consists of Game Management
Units (GMUs) 7, 8, 9, 19 and 191. Itis located in northern Larimer County in the area
north and west of Fort Collins.

Before 2001, E4 had been managed witihlimited, overthe-counter bull
licenseg(in the 2% 39 and 4" seasonsiind a moderate level of cow licees. Unlimited
statewidearchery and statewide muzzleloading licenses were uatiti2001in E-4.
Under seasonictures since 1999imited and specified iseason bulicenses have
been available Begnning in 2001, all licensaa E-4 were issued through a limited
drawing to assist the CDOW in providing information to hunters regarding chronic
wasting disease (CWD) and tB&VD surveillance program. However, while the DAU is
limited, many hunting seass areundersubscribed with leftover licenses available
throughout the seasorBull elk hunting ismanaged with a-point minimum antlepoint
restrictionin all seasons

From 19801999 antlered harvesamged between 36860 bulls. Antlerless
harvest wa between 10@50 cows from 1980 to9B9. Harvesincreased during the
1990s and ranged between 2810 cows killed per year. With the inception of private
land-only (PLO) tags in 2000 arah increase in the numbef late- season cow licenses
thatsame gar,E-4 antletess harvest from 200P006increased tdts highest levels at
400-600 per yar. Difficult hunting conditions and antlerless license reductions in 2007
and 2008 contributed to a return to a lower cow harvest of around 300. Bull harvest from
2000-2008ranges slightly below pf2000 levels with annual harvests between-250.

Through 2007 management efforts have been focused on reducing the herd and
reaching a longerm population objective of 3,300 elk as specified in the 1997 DAU plan
(previous) Tactics to reduce population levels have included making antlerless licenses
additional(List B), and the use of PLO and late seasons. The herdliisE
approximately10-15% over the currerbjective with a poshunt 2008 estimate of
3,750

Posthunt sex ratios observed in 2005 and 2006 were significantly over the long
term objective of 25 bulls:100 cows. This may partially be an artifact of the sampling
techniqueput bull:cow ratios are undoubtediygh for units with considerable hunter
pressureas evidenced bthe modeled podtunt 2006 ratiaf 34 bulls:100 cows.

Significant Issues

Thereare no significant issues that have been raised by the public or through
internal agency discussions regarding.EGame damage and landowner compdaint
regarding elk nmbers are minimalFrom the 435 returned public surveys, 2 out of 3
respondents favored increasing the elk herd while input on bull:cow ratios was evenly
split between support of increasing bull ratios and the status quo. The pulbéctdes
increase or maintain bull:cow ratios would be difficult to sustain under a return to over
the-counter (OTC) bull hunting. Additionally, given the proximity o#Ho the
increasingly populated Front Range, it is likely crowding would become am isgler
OTC managementBasedon public comments as part of the DAU revision and DOW
staff discussions, the most prominent issue seems to be future herd size.



Management Alternatives

This management plan provides 3 alternatives for a herd populé&iectioe and
3 options for sex ratio objectives. These population and sex ratio objectives are
independent of one another, and represent different biological issues, social aspects and
hunting strategies in herd management.

Population Objective Alternates

The first population alternative calls fohardof approximately 3,003,600 elk
This would represent a stabilizatishght reductiorof the current herd size with no
sizablechange imumbers from the postunt 2008evels. The second alternagi
increases the herd to approximately 3;@8080 elk. This wouldrequire a small decrease
in antlerless hunting opportunity during the time the herd was growing. The final
population option calls for significantly increasing tierd to 4,2004,700 ek. This
option would require decreases in antlerless hunting for the longest period of time until
the new objective has been reached.

Herd CompositiorSex Ratio Objective Alternative

The first sex ratio alternativaalls for managinghe herd for a 230 bull:100 cow
ratio. This is substantially less than both the current modeled and observed ratios. Since
bull licenses are currently issued at liberal levels and some GMUs are undersubscribed, it
is difficult to predict how bull ratios could be redudedhis level. This alternative
would offer maximum opportunity with no real limits on the number of bull licenses
available each year. Alternative #2 calls for a350bull:100 cow ratio which would be
relatively similar to the current modeled leveEmt. Based on variations in the observed
ratio, this objective could lead to bull licerisgels similar to 2002008 Annual license
reductions would likely not be required to maintain bull ratios at this level. The third
alternative manages for 38 bulls:100 cowswhich would be considered a high ratio,
with more older, larg@antlered bulls. To reach that ratio, some reduction in bull harvest
would likely be necessary.

Preferred Alternatives

The CDOW recommends population objective Alten&t#2; increasing the
herdto betweer8,6004,200elk. This is an increase frometlturrent objective, but
would not occur equally across the DABIk numbers on predominantly public land
GMUs 7, 8, and 19 would increase, while current levels would be anaéat in GMUs 9
and 191.This will requirereductions in antlerless hunting opportunity during the short
termwhile the herd increases to the new objective. The population level will be similar
to the herd size in# during the 1990s. The CDOW recomrmation on sex ratio
alternatives is for Alternative #2 (&b bulls:100 cows). Although this represents an
increase from the current objective, since observed bull:cow ratios have been over
objectivet hi s alternative does ompbsitisnegqui re any

This plan was approved by the Colorado Wildlife CommissioNovember 12, 2009.



RED FEATHER -POUDRE CANYON
ELK MANAGEMENT PLAN
DAU E-4 (GMUs 7, 8,9, 19 & 191)

TABLE OF CONTENTS

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

///////////////////////

////////////////////////

/////////////////

///////////////////////

//////////////////////

,,,,,,,,,,,,,

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

//////////////

""""""

APPENDIX D, Outside agency and public comments on draft pla@ € ....35
APPENDIX E, CDOW followup to USFS letter shown h App. Dé é é é .39
APPENDIX F, Discussion of OTC versus limited licensingn E-4¢ é é é 40



DATA ANALYSIS UNIT PLAN FOR E -4

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of a Data Analysis Unit (DAU) plan is to give the Colorado Division of
Wildlife (CDOW) direction in managing a big game species in a given geographical area.
It identifiessuitable habitat, gives the herd history and current status, and identifies issues
and problemsKey featurs of a DAU plararethe herd size and herd composition
objectives, which araleveloped after considering input from all interested entities.

CDOW intendsto update these plans as new information and data become available, at
least once every ten years.

DAU PLANS AND WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT BY OBJECTIVES

The Colorado Division of Wildlife manages wildlife for the use, benefit and
enjoyment of the peoplef the state in accordance with the CDOWs Strategic Plan and
mandates from the Colorado Wildlife Commission and the Colorado Legislature.

Coloradoo6s wildlife resources require carefu

accommodate the many and earipublic demands and growing impacts from people.

To manage the statebds big game populations,

objectiveo approach (Figure 1). Bi g game
population and sex ratio objectivesaddished folDAUS.

DAUs provide the framework to manage individual herds of big game animals.
DAUs are generally discrete geographically, and attempt to identify an individual big
game populationHowever, individual animal movements may at times straddle or
encompss more than one DAU. While DAU boundaries are administrative, they
represent the best way to encompass the majority of a herd within a biological area, and
allow the most practical application of management tools such as hunting, to reach
objectives. [AUs are typically composed of smaller areas designated as game
management units (GMUSs), which provide a more practical framework where the
management goals can be refined and applied on a finer scale, typically through hunting
regulations.

The DAU plan pocess is designed to balance public demands, habitat capabilities
and herd capabilities into a management scheme for the individual herd. The public,
hunters, federal land use agencies, landowners and agricultural interests are involved in
the determinabn of the plan objectives through input given during public meetings, the
opportunity to comment on draft plans and when final review is undertaken by the
Colorado Wildlife Commission.

The objectives defined in the plan guide a long term cycle of iretiom collection,
information analysis and decision making. The end product of this proaess is
recommendatin for numbers of hunting licenséor theherd (Figurel). A traditional
DAU plan addresses two primary goals: the number of animals the DAUbstantain
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and the sex ratio of those animals expressed as males:100 females. The plan also

specifically outlines the management techniques that will be used to reach desired

objectives. The fact that DAU plans are reviewed and revised akDay&ar bas

providessome assuran@gainst thdongertermf | uct uati ons experienced
big game herds. Changes in land development, public attitudes, hunter success, hunter

access, research results, disease prevalence and game damage may all cawribute

information needed when reviewing or revising a DAU plan. The CDOW strives to

maintain a tight link between the inclusion of publics in the development of population

objectives and the yearly iteration of data collection, analysis and renewed decisio

making to reach those objectives.

Individual DAUs are managed with the goal of meeting herd objectives. Herd data,
which is typically collected annually, is entered into a computer population model to get
a population projection. The parameters g@minto the model include harvest data from
hunter surveys, sex and age composition of the herd gathered by field surveys, and
mortality factors such as wounding loss and winter severity, generally acquired from field
observations. The resultant compuytepulation projection is then compared to the herd
objective, and a harvestcalculated to align the population with the herd objective.

COLORADOOGS BI G GAME MANAGEMENT
BY OBJECTIVE PROCESS

Select Management
Objectives for a DAU

Measure Harvest &
Population
Demoaraphics

Establish Hunting
Season Regulations

Evaluate Populations
& Compare to DAU
Objectives

Conduct Hunting
Seasons

Establish Harvest God
Compatible with DAU
Obijective

Figure 1. Managenent by objectives process used by the CDOW to manage big
game populations on a DAU basis.



DESCRIPTION OF DAU AND HABITAT

Geography

Elk DAU E-4 is located in Larimer County in northcentral Colorade4 &
bounded on the north by the Wyoming state,lon the west by Jackson County, and on
the east by-R5. The southern boundary is defined by Harmony Road, Larimer County
roads 19, 38E, 27 and 44H, the Elk Creek and Pennock Creek divide and Rocky
Mount ain Nati onal HRasrdidaries by the latarhieRiveandithe r d e r
north fork and mainstem of the Cache la Poudre River. The DAUmpriged of GMUs
7, 8,9, 19and 19 (Figure 2)

Elevations range from 12,795 feet at the highest point in the southwestern part of
the DAU to 4,921 feealong the eastern edge near Fort Collihke DAU covers much
of the northern part of the Arapaho/Roosevelt National Forest.
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Climate

The overall climate in B is relatively dry with low humidity.Climate varies
aaoss the DAU as a function of elevation. Conditions on the eastern edge are standard
for the foothills/short grass prairie interface, with relatively mild winters, smaller snow
accumulations and hotter summers. The higher elevation portions in thexpestece
a harsher climate, with long, cold winters, abundant snowfall, and short, cool summers.
Elk summer range generally includes areas between 9,500 and 11,500 feet in elevation.
These areas usually become available to elk as snowlines recedetanlamedMay. The
majority of elk in E4 winter at elevations betweerD®0 and 9,500 feet (Figure 3). A
large proportion on the elk herd in northerd Binter along the Colorado/Wyoming
stateline, and as such are often not in Colorado during the wnotehs.Many west and
southfacing slopes are typically clear of snow all year, with occasional spring and late
winter storms depositing accumulations which quickly melt off. Weatkated winter
elk mortality is usually not a factor in&
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Land Ownership and Use

Elk habitat in E4 is spread across a wide range otllawnership categories
(Figure 4. The largest single land manager is the United States Forest Service (USFS),
followed closely by private landowner®rivate lands encompag$6sqg. miles, 040%
of the DAU while the USF$®asstewardship ove829sq. miles 46% of DAU). The vast
majority of USFS land is National Forest or designatéldevness.There are 4 USFS
wilderness areas in the DAU; Cache Lauth@ Wilderness (14 sq. mi.), Comanche Peak
Wilderness (96 sg. min E-4), Neota Wilderness (15 sq. mi.) and Rawah Wilderness
(113 sg. mi.). There are some small areas 4 Enanaged by the Bureau of Land
Managemen{BLM) (43 sq. miles 02% of DAU). Among state lands, those managed as
State Wildlife Areas@DOW) or State Land Board holdings account for almost all of the
total area 97 sq. milesor 5%). Many of thesestate properties provide elk hunting
opportunities. Outsideof private land, USFS, BLNMnd CDOWands receive alnst all
elk hunting pressure.

Both the City of Fort Collins and Larimer County manage parcels of lané4in E
several of which are in elk habitat. Overall, city and county ownership of land totals 104

sq. miles or 6% of the D4, Larimer County Open Spaceodos (
property is the primary parcel with heavy elk use, although elk can occasionally be found
on the City of Fort Collins Soapstone proper

While Rocky Mountain National PalRMNP) is not in the DAU, it provides a
refuge from hunting on the southern edge €f.ERadio telemetry data from elk marked
on winter range near theZ RMNP interface indicate thatthee el k her d doesnodl
RMNP as part of its main concentratiorear However, some-& elk will utilize RMNP
on a limited, shorterm basis to escape early season hunting pressure.

Besides some areas on the far eastern side that receive little elk use due to urban
development or unsuitablebitat the rest of thBAU falls under the broad category of
overall elk range (see Figure 3). Winter range, however, is more limited, and is generally
found across the central parts of the DAU, such as the areas around Stove Prairie, Salt
Cabin Park, Kelly Flats, Virginia Dalend Cherokee ParkA number of elk also winter
in the far northwestern part of the DAU in the lower Laramie River valfel/along the
Wyoming/Colorado state lingsee Figure 3).

Human occupation is limited, particularly in the western (Laramie Rivezyall
and soutkwestern portions of B (upper Poudre, Joe Wright Creek). To the east,
especially in portions of eastern GMU 8 and most of GMU 191, rural developments are
more common. Irrigated hay and ranching form the main landscape use in the western
pat of the DAU, however, increased fragmentation due to home construction, small
acreage pasturing and hobby livestock ranching is occurring, particularly on the eastern
side. GMU 9 is largely private land with very limited hunting access; however recent
purchases by the City of Fort Collins and LCOS may allow some public access for
hunting in the northern part of the GMU.
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Vegetation

Vegetation on the eastern side of the DAU borderi§ Is composed of
shotgrass praie. Native grasses, namative grasses and croplands dominate much of
the landscape, with areas of sagebrush, rabbitbrush and cacti. Riparian areas are
comprised of cottonwoods, along with alders and willows. Elk in GMU 9, which is the
easteramost unit,rarely venture east into the shortgrass prairie community, but rather
stay in the mixed ponderosa pine/mountain mahogany complexes along theembrah
parts of that area.

Foothills vegetation from approximately 5,500 to 7,000 feet is characterized by
various shrub types and ponderosa pine. Shrubs such as mountain mahogany, juniper,
wild plum, and serviceberry all are present, although the localized diversity varies
greatly.

Moving higher in elevation from the foothills brings a change in vegetatidraa
new ecological region, the montane zone. Ponderosa pine forests may continue to
elevations above 8,000 feet, but often Dougjilastands begin at middle elevations and
continue up to 9,000 feet. Both aspen and lodgepole pine appear as earhecsloniz
inhabiting areas of disturbance.

Areas on the far western and southwestern portion of the DAU represent the
subalpine region. Aspen is present at the lower end of the zone, giving way to lodgepole
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stands as elevation increases. Spruce/fir comiagrare the standard forest type
through the subalpine until 11,500 feet, at which point timberline is reached and tree
growth is nearly impossible given the cold, snow and wind. Above timberline, the
landscape is dominated by tundra vegetation suchsisocuplants, willow species and
small groups of krumholtz trees.

HERD MANAGEMENT HISTORY AND BACKGROUND

The current DAU plan for B was written in 1997. Management objectives were
to maintain the herd at 3,300 animals with a bull:cow ratio of 25:100

History

Elk have historically inhabited-B. Due to market hunting, the population
reached its low point during the late 1800s and early 1900s. Laws were enacted by the
Colorado Legislature in 1913 to stop uncontrolled hunting. This protectiog @aiibh
el k transplant programs resulted in dramatic
(DAUs E-4 and E9). In 1913 and 1914, fifty elk were captured in Yellowstone and
released in Rocky Mountain National Park (south-@fE It is probable thasome of
these elk and their descendants migrated north and provided the nucleus for part of the
present herd. Since the late 1960s, the herd has generally been expanding its range in the
DAU. There are areas in4&that now have regular elk use or ho@hmigratory groups
of elk even though as recently as 20 years a
A radio telemetry study was initiated in 1993 to determine movements-of sub
herds of elk within E4 and the DAU to the south{®). The justiication for this study
was to determine if the recurring damage to fences and crops in the Stove Prairie area
during he early 1990s was being cadsy a specific suberd of elk. Approximately 45
adult cow elk were radio collared and periodically morrgtl aerially to obtain locations
over a 4year period. The study identified at least 5-bebds that often summer together
in the same general area of higllevation range, but which migrate and winter in distinct
areas from one another. The projesbahowed that the-E and E9 DAU boundary is
relatively realistic in delineating a break point between the separate herds. Although
some radioed elk from each DAU used summer range near each other antihe E
9/RMNP boundary, no elk collared in€was ever found to have joined elk iREor
had more than an occasional/peripheral aerial locatid®9 winter range.

Population and Sex Rati

Estimating population numbers of wild animals over large geographic areas is a
difficult and approximate sciee. Numerous attempts have been made to accurately
count known numbers of wild animals in large fenced areas. All of these efforts have
failed to count 100% of the animals. The CDOW recognizes the difficulties of estimating
the size of elk populationsa challenge in managing populations and attempts to
maximize the accuracy of these estimates by using the latest technology and inventory
methodology available. As better information and techniques become available (e.g.,
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new estimates of survival/molitg, wounding loss, sex ratios, density, or new modeling
techniques and software) they are evaluated and used where appropriate. The population
estimate presented in this document should, therefore, not be considered a completely
accurate enumeration tife animals in the DAU.

Elk numbers in 4 have exceeded the lotgrm population bjective (3,300) for
the last 18/ears, however modeleesults for the postunt 2008herd(3,750)indicate
that numbers are now within 256% of objective (Figure 5)Increased harvest pressure

on antlerless elk since 2000 has largely been responsible for reducing herd numbers since

the 1990s.

Observed bull:cow ratio® E-4 have beehigher than would be expected in a
DAU receiving similar bullhunting pressure (Figure.6Although licenses are limited,
hunting pressure is more representative of an-theecounter (OTC) unit, as leftover
rifle bull licenses are commonly undersubscribed. Comparisordoivith a large OTE
license DAU like E6 (White River) indicates th&tom 19962006 hunter numbers per
elk are at least equal, if not higher, iMMETherefore, E4 can be currently considered a
Amaxi mum opportunityo |imited
the 25 bulls:100 cows objective, with agusing 59 bulls:100 cows observed on the

uni t .

posthunt 2006 flight. Typically, cervid winter herd composition ratios tend to

underestimate maliemale ratios due to reduced detection probabilities of males
(McCorquodale2001). Cows and calves winter in lagdherds of up to several hundred,
often in open habitats, while bulls tend to be in r@iéy bachelor herds at that time of
U n d e-randm sampiimg toaditions anhigher proportion of bull
groups often go undetected because they tencetanase broken/timbered terrain and
are present in smaller group sizes. Conversely, completely random flight sampling

year .

Obser ve

protocol or unfavorable survey conditions (i.e. warm temperatures and lack of snow) can

promote overlooking some large caalf groups andesult in insufficient sample size

for a good estimate. Failing to detect a large proportion of cow/calf groups or sampling

in areas that tend to only hold wintering bull groeps bias the bull:cow ratios toward

the high end. In 2006, the classificatiflight failed to observe a number of large

cow/calf groups in areas that traditionally have held wintering heFtdese groups were
in Wyoming at the time of the flight (if only by a few miles) and unavailable for the

survey.
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Figure 5. E-4 modelel post-hunt population 199Q008

13



60
2
50 0= f
3 Pe / o
O 40 v
3 4
= 30 TN | O ’
ﬁ . Dot —O== :Ohgo,,o_.o‘_ __/y.ﬁj_. AN N
S //*/
0 4o .\*4—/
0
Q D > O O AR OO S5 X O 0 QA D
GG I S M IE s
| —&— Observed —O— Modeled — — Objective |
Figure 6. Observed & modeled bull:cow ras from aerial surveys 19D08
Licenses

Prior to 2001, E4 was managed with OTC statewide bull rifle during the general
combined deer and elk seas¢sse discussioavaluatinge-4 OTC versusimited
licensingin Appendix F) During most of the 1990shts provided 3 regular elk rifle
seasonsDuring season structures after 1999, anazlly first season was added; tags
werelimited in numberfor bulls-only and specified t&-4. Archery licensegrior to
2001 were eithesex, unlimited in number andhd statewide. Satewide
muzzleloading licensesere valid in E4 until 2001 as well To allow the CDOW to
contact and irdrm hunters in 4 about CWDand DAU surveillance efforts, all elk
|l icenses were
the fall of 2001. License numbers were set at or above previous levels of hunter
participation to assure that maximum opportunity for bull hunting was still available. In
every year, some antlered rifle and all eitbex arbery seasons were undersubscribed
with leftover licenses available for sale at the end of the seasons. Since 2DBas E
functioned as a limited DAU, in that hunters needed licenses valid only in the DAU to
hunt it, but it still provides hunting opportity levels for bulls similar to units where
statewide OTC tags are in place. In an effort to reduce the number of unsold leftover
licenses, the number @f%, 3% and 4" season rifldull licenses allocated in 20Gihd
2008were reduced to just abovesthumber sold in the previous 2 years.

Regulations have stayed in place across the unlimited and limited management
scenarios protecting yearling bulls from harvest with a minimum poumt antler
restriction. Currently, this regulation is in place asrall antlered seasons and methods

of take, including archery.

mited

n

theodo S5Sofunhast ¢ os pheoy

Licensenumbers availablBave not changed dramatically since becoming limited
in 2001 éee Figure ). Most changes deal primarily with antlerless-s¢asons that
have expanded in both thember of hunts available as well the number of licenses
issual. In setting licenses for 2008omereductions were made in the numbers of

antlerless lateseason and PLO tags.

14



Currently E4 is managed with liberal numbers of archery and muzzleloading
licenses, a moderate level of first season antlerdy licenses, liberal™, 3%and 4"
season antlered and antlerless licenses and a limited numbersddaten and PLO
dered ,Afadditional
meaning that a hunter could possess 2 elk licenses (one List A, one List B) in the same
year in the DAU. Since many seasons are undersubscribed and bull licenses were only
recently limited, graphical depiction of hunter numbers (Figure 8) providese mor
accurate illustration of how license levelsyrhave changed over the lastyBars.

antlerless tags. Antlerless licenses#4E ar e

consi

E4 license history (since limited in 2001)
—&— archery licenses —— muzzleloading licenses
—Z/x— antlered rifle licenses antlerless rifle licenses
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Figure?. E-4 license numbers 2062008 (from 19962000 statewide licenses were

valid for archery, muzzleloading, antlered rifle)

E-4 hunter numbers
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Figure 8 Hunter number# E-4, 19902008 for archery, muzzleloading, antlered and

antlerless rifle.
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The number omuzzleloading and antlerless rifle hunters hassiteancreased
from 1990 to 200%see Figure 8). fis increase idirectly related to the increase in
license numbers @v those same year3he stabilization in muzzleloader numbers and
decrease in antlerless rifle hunter numbers from 2B is also directly related to
license availability.Archery tags were unlimited in number when valid statewide and
since becomindgimited, license levels have been set above dem&nén with a sharp
drop in 2001 when the DAU went limited, archery hunter numbers have increased overall
from 19902008. Since archery license availability is not an issue (unlike antlerless rifle
and muzleloading), the steady increase in archery hunter numbers each yeat {f@xcep
2001 Al i misna ahartifact of neore available licenses, but rather of a growing
demand.

Harvest

Antlered harvest during the 1980s was between 300 and 45@&kcdiptin 1984
when 559 bulls were killed. There were large snow events during that winter, so weather
may have played a large role in that record harvest. Cow harvest was low in the
beginning of the decade with less than 200 cows killed from-1983. From 1984
1989 antlerless harvest ranged between 20@and . Cow harvest during
represented the lowest harvest levels of the last 25 {feigige 9)

Harvest levels from 1990 through 1999 were relatively consistent wit#v@00
bulls and 25-400 cows harvested (Figure 9). Antlerless harvest averaged about 30% less
than antlered harvest in these years. Antlerless harvest surpassed antlered harvest when
the numbef private landonly (PLO) tags increased from 50 in GMU 19 in 1999 to 500
allocated across all 5 units in 2000 (Figure 9). Thedateson antlerless tags in GMU 19
also nearly doubled at the same time from 100 in 1999 torlZB00. Antlerless harvest
continued to exceed antlered harvest every fyear 2000to 2006. Antlerlss Icense
reductions and poor hunting conditian®2007 and 2008rought cow harvediack down
to around 300

While antlered harvest has decreased slightly since thienpted years before
2001 with harvest between 2880 bulls, cow harveg20012006) has been anywhere
from 20% to 80% higher than bull harvest with a range of arouneb@0&illed per
year. The decline in bull harvest, at least in 2001 and 2002, is most likely explained by
the inception of limited bull licenses in& Bull rifle hunter numbers dropped 50% from
4,012 hunters in 2000 to 1,991 hunters in 2001 (see Figure 8). The change from a
statewide tag to a urdpecific tag, even with a great availability of licenses, reduced
participation to some degree and that in turn traedlto a reduced bull harvest, as seen
in both 2001 and 2002 (see Figure 9). Trends in bull harvest in the lasshygesaever,
are probablya function of weather as it relates to elk distributelk, movement and
hunter access, compounded byt Eurrenlly having fewer elk.
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Figure 9. E4 antleredand antlerless harvest 192008

SuccesRates

Success rates were defined and analyzed in this document as being the number of
animals harvested divided by the numbers of hunters afield for that fartieethod or
season. In seasons where all licenses are sold, this creates a similar success rate whether
calculated as harvest per hunters afield or harvest per licenses sold. In units where a
large number of licenses are never soldi(&chery for exaple) using harvest per
hunter afield to define success rate is a more meaningful statistic than harvest per license
issued. Including unsold licenses will bias success rates low, as they would be included
in the calculation although they were never pasgd by hunters.

As in many parts of Colorad&:4 hunter success is often driven by weather
conditions thabptimize the balanckeetween snow events that move animals while still
allowing relatively good hunter acces&rchery, muzzleloading and antlergtle
success rates seem to have maintained a relatbve/yout consistentlevel overthe last
10 yearqFigure 10) During the early 1990s however, muzzleloading success was at its
highest levels, with several years in the3®b range. It is uncleaf this was related to
weather or other factors in those years; archery hunters who hunted during the same time
i n September didnodt e x pexpectednfle ®iccess rgteseane s ucces
at least as high or higher thaither archery or mzzleloading Rifle bull harvest success
is low in E4, averaging 1% for the last 1§ears {9902008.

Across Colorado, cow rifle seasons can traditionally have one of the higher
success rates mgiven DAU, and this is true in&£ While E4 is corsistent with other
DAUs in having antlerless rifle abe most successful method of take, the actual success
rateitself is low relative to other Colorado units. From 199999 antlerless rifle success
averaged 24% with a downward trenceothe decadeln 1999, theifle successate on
cows droppeds low as 16%. The inception of PLO cow tags in 2000 brougt® year
increase in antlerless rifle success with 28% of cow rifle hunters harvesting in 2000. This
was a very shotlived increase in succedsy 2002 cow rifle success rates were back
down t o 2 0 %urpassdthahlevel sinte t

Thisrecent decreasirguccess rate trend in rifle cow harvest seems to be mirrored
to some extent in the bull rifle and archery harvests, both of which wéreialowest
levels in 10 years in 2005. Graphical analysis of cow rifle hunter numbers versus
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antlerless rifle success rates indicate a negative relationship between those categories in
E-4 (Figure 11) Thisgraph indicates that as rifle cow huntemuers increase, overall
success rates decrease. It is probable that the decrease in the elk population since 2000
has had some negative effect on success rates, particularly for antlerless elk. From 2001
2006, the number of elk available to hunters desed, while the number of elk hunters
increased. This negative relationship presumably reduced opportunities for elk for any
given hunter and therefore impacts overall success rates. Despite decreasing individual
antlerless hunter success, increased lcawesthrough 200éhas been susted by

keeping overall antlerledgense numbers at a very high level.

E-4 success rates 1990-2008 (harvest per hunter afield)

—e— Archery success
40% —— Muzzleloading success
35% X —— Antlerless Rifle success

300/ \ K —A— Antlered Rifle success
0
25% [\ A

20%
15%
10%
5%
0%

Success rate

Figure 10 E-4 harvest success rates for archenyznteloading, antleceand
antlerless rifle 199@008
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Figure 11. E4 antlerless rifle hater numbersersus success rates 192008
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Disease
Chronic wasting disease (CWD), a transmissdplengiform encephalopathig a
disease of deer and elk, characterized by behavioral changes and progressive loss of body
condition leading to death (Wiims and Young 1992). Currently, there are no known
treatments or antemortem@sts for CWD in elk, although a tonsilar biopsy ftest for
deer has been developed. CWD has been detected in elk in each of the 5 GMlJs in E
The 3 year total (2002007 of submitted elk headsom harvested animals (n =
443 produces a DAkWwide CWD prevadnce rate of 2.0% for-B (Miller 2008. Based
on these data,-E& prevalence is among the highest observed in elk DAUs in the state.
Only E-9, which is directly south d&-4 has a higher estirted prevalence rate (Miller
2008. Through June 200&t least one CWD casasibeen detected statewide inof2
46 elk DAUs. Hunter concerns over CWD vary, but do not seem to impact hunter
participation in E4. Since becoming lamited DAU (when CWD informational outreach
could directly reach # hunters) total hunter numbers have continued to increase. This
is similar to observations made in several other states with CWD where positive disease
status has not decreased parttipn or hunter numbers (Miller 2003, Gigliotti 2004,
Holsman and Petchenik 2006). Over the last 5 years various collection systems have
been in place for hunters to have their elk tested. Most recently, samples have been
accepted at selected CDOW offscend hunters charged a small, subsidized fee to cover
the testing process.

Game Damage

There is currently no significant level of claimed landowner game damage (see
Table 1) as the 1@ear average annual total paymg@®952006)on all claims hasden
$900. During the early 1990s there were a number of claims filed by one or two
landowners in the Stove Prairie area. This damage led to the initiation of the previously
mentioned radio telemetry study as well as the inception of the GMU 19 lateseaso
Game damage has not been a problem in this area éutriegsthe last 10 years.

For landowners in GMUs 7, 8, @9and 191, the Northern Larimer County
Habitat Partnership Program Committee (HPP) can also provide financial compensation
fordocumere d | osses, however to date there haven:
submitted for HPP consideration. Relatively low elk numbers compared to other parts of
the state, reduced livestock numbers and mild winter weather have contributed to a minor
level of canflicts and damage.

Table 1. Game damage claims paid over the last 10 years 20085 in E4

Claim Date Damage Type Claim Paid GMU
07/24/95 | Fence $250.00 8
06/11/96 | Fence $357.50 19
07/01/96 | Fence $125.00 8
04/09/97 | Harvested Crop $770.00 15
05/19/97 | Nursery $2,816.75 19
06/02/97 | Fence $357.50 19
07/14/98 | Fence $420.00 19
08/06/98 | Fence $250.00 8
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08/09/98 | Fence $421.00 19
05/05/99 | Fence $125.00 8
05/31/99 | Fence $233.14 19
05/30/00 | Fence $329.20 19
06/16/01 | Fence $207.25 19
07/14/01 | Fence $140.60 19
08/06/02 | Forage $2,196.00 191
TOTAL $8,998.94

Habitat Management

The CDOW will continue to work with the USFS, BLM and Larimer County to
assure healthy habitat conditions on public lands witkh H hepopulation objective

recommended in this DAU plan will aim to maintain elk numbers below a level where

habitat overuse or degradation might occur.
During 2008, both the local CDOW staff and NLCHPP committee supported
contracting with Colorado State Unigétly (CSU) for inclusion of E4 (and D4) in the
statewide DAU habitat modeling process. Project leaders from CSU attended a number
of HPP meetings and met with CDOW staff to acquire data on the DAU. The final

product was delivered in December 2008;thisc | ude d

a

AHabitat

created specifically for range, livestock and wildlife attributes-#y Bpplicable software

and written summargWockner et al 2008)With deer, pronghorn and moose numbers at
current levels in 4 and present leleof forage production and livestock stocking, all 3

Asses

considered herd population Alternatives were considered compatible based on this model.

In fact, selecting the midpoint numbers for deer and elk assuming average precipitation,
average livestock ratestc suggests the habitat could support a deer herd of 9,815 ( this
is significantly more than currently exist indbbut new DAU plan calls for herd between

10,00012,000) and an elk herd of 4,20Rart of the written conclusion as supplied by

the authos isattached ag\ppendix A.

There are currently a number of active cattle grazing allotmentsti(iTable 2).

To date, producer problems of competition between elk and cattle for forage have not

been an issue. Habitat carrying conditions on a {acge seem to be adequate to
support current levels of both elk and livestock.
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Table 2. Active 2006 livestock allotments on USFS lands i4.EUSFS acreage,
remaining allotment acreage (other agency or private), season dates of use, and numbers

of cow/caf pairs.

Total USFS
Allotment Acres Remaining Altmt. Acr. | Season Numbers
Bennett Creek 26562 850 6/16-9/30 150c/c
North Poudre 2523 2418 05/25-10/30 92clc
Prairie Divide 8163 658 6/15-9/10 200c/c
Greyrock 7920 2224 6/1-9/15 135c/c
12/1-12/31 135c/c
Fanning 120 854 6/10-8/25 8c/c
Hansen 273 557 11/1-12/31 6c¢/c
Swan 2663 160 6/11-9/30 50c/c
Mill Creek 630 162 7/1-9/30 liclc
Moen 1119 723 6/15-9/15 21clc
Schaffer 1592 2296 6/6-10/5 36¢/c
South Trail Creek 1150 2532 5/28-10/10 100c/c
Elkhorn/Ladymoon 11586 6/11-9/30 75c/c
Lone Pine 3733 11/1-4/15 20 bulls
6/5-9/15 120c/c
Dowdy Lake 3833 6/11-9/30 100c/c
Sheep Creek 13444 6/21-9/30 26c¢/c
6/19-9/25 100c/c
George Creek 14414 6/19-9/25 100c/c
Eaton 10121 6/21-9/25 152c/c
Sand Creek 8834 6/16-9/15 334 yrlg
Gabrielson 1696 6/1-7/15 135c/c
Grace Creek (N) 33301 7/1-9/15 180c/c
Grace Creek (S) 33301 6/16-8/30 100c/c
Forrester 3282 7/1-7/31 75c/c

CURRENT HERD MANAGEM ENT
Current Post-hunt Population

Basd on the E4 population model, as well as observed daimnfaerial
inventories, the 200Bosthunt populabn is estimated at approximately 3,7&@imals

(see Figure 5). The philosophy under the 1997 DAU plan was to continue to lower the
cow harvest

populationvid i ber al
objective of 3,300 elk.

Current Sex/Age Composition

and

imaxi

mu m

Annual canputer modeling estimates a 2008 gasht ratio of 4(bulls:100 cows.

While the aerial classification flight in 2006 estite a poshunt bull:cow ratio of 59

bulls:100 cows (see Figure 6) this is very likely an eastimate, With a probable ratio
being closer tahe 3540 bulls:100 cows range. Field staff observations and observed

flight data from years before 2006 alagport a ratio at or below the 3® bulls:100

cows level.
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Current Management Strategies

To date, thestrategyunder the current-$ear season structunas been to provide
maximum opportunity for bull hunting in thé 3%and 4" rifle seasons whilstill
operating under a limited license framewofkrst season licenses are boiflly and are
iIssued conservatively with small numbers available after the limited drawibgral
cow hunting opportunity (List B licenses, increasing late@easLOshas been used to
decreasé¢he DAU population sizéowards objective.

Current Management Problems

There are no pronounced management problemsdin Game damage and
landowner complaints are at low levels. Based onqu@antitative assessments by
CDOW gaff, elk numbers are not negatively impacting habitat. Like much of Colorado,
E-4 is experiencing changes in landscape through rural subdivision growth, small acreage
development and subsequent loss of elk overall and winter range. Due to the high
propation of public land in E4, these changes have had limited impact on a
DAU/populationrtscale, however localized issues of habitat loss have occurred and will
continue to develop. There are also several veeelopment projects in-Ein various
stages bplanning. If these reservoir projects are completed, the cumulative impacts on
elk overall and winter ranga GMU 191 could be significan{based on proposed
inundation footprints) As local municipalities (city, county) purchase and manage large
working ranches, the continuance of active wildlife management on those parcels is
crucial. In most cases, herds can be managed via harvest to keep their size and
distribution compatible with habitat on the property and to minimize impacts on
surrounding landwners. A small amount of limited hunting has been occurring on one
LCOS property, and evaluations are@uwing regarding a limited access hunting program
on at least 2 other properties managed by municipalities.

ISSUES AND STRATEGIES
Issue Solicitation Process

A letter inviting huntergo attendwo DAU planning meetingandrequesting
written input in the form of a-hage questionnaire was sent to2805 D4 or E4
license holders (+8,000)Additional input on theE-4 plan wassolicited by adveising in
local newspapers, the CDOW web page, and issuing press redbasg$oth the DAU
plan meetingand ways to provide written commentf3AU meetings occurred on
February 6, 2007 in Greeley and February 15, 2007 in Fort Collins. Approximately 10
members of the public attended in Greeley and 55 attended in Fort Collins.

Attendeesompleteda questionnaire highlighting what they felt the major
managemernissues were, as well as providing general comments on population
management, bull:cow ratios, toaty of bulls in the herd versus hunting opportunity,
etc.

The E4 questionnaire that was availablelove as well as at the DAU raéngs
is attached as Appendix B
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A summary of results (raw numbers for each response as well as percentages)
from the sirveythat were received during thatial comment priod are attached as
Appendix C

During July 2007 the draft-B plan was posted on the CDOW web page to allow
additional public comments. Draft copies were sent to Larimer County Commissioners,
USFS Gnyon Lakes Ranger District and the Northern Larimer County Habitat
Partnership Program committee. Comments received on the draft plan from this second
public (and agencydutreach #ort are included as Appendix.DAppendix E provides
further information and CDOWesponse to the USFS letter shown in Appendix D.

Issue Identification

Surveys were returned by 435 individuals. Essentially everyone responding
(96%) had hunted for either deer, elk or both in the DAU sometime in the last 5 years.
Thirty onepercent of the respondents were from the immediate Fort Collins area and
29% live outside the DAU. Colorado residents represented 82% of the returns, with 18%
of respondents living out of state.

Nearly two thirds of the survey respondents (64%) stdieyglwould like to see
an increase in the-& elk population, while 31% wanted it to stay at the same level it is
now. Two percent wanted to see a decrease |
preference. When asked about bull:cow ratios 47% wanted tagdes bull:cow ratios
and fewer hunters in the field, even if it meant a more difficult to draw bull license. Forty
percent of the responses wanted to maintain the status qué, iwltiich focuses on
maximum hunting opportunity (no preference points néglenters can hunt every
year). The remaining 13% of the responses were in support of more opportunity, with the
consequence of lower bull:cow ratios and more hunters afield.

MANAGEMENT ALTERNATI VES DEVELOPMENT
Posthunt Population Level

Population Alternative #1
Maintain the herd at approximately 3,0003,600 elk(current
objective).

This would represent a continuation of the current herd size objective with a small
decrease in numbeneeded from the pekunt 2008evels. This would require a shg
decrease in female harvest in the coming years, as the population is modeled to be at or
just slightly above thatarget currently (poshunt 2008. To date, cow harvest has been
aimed at lowering overall numbers. Once at this new objective howeweharvest
would be reduced relative to current levels. This would probably not represent a
dramatic reduction in antlerless hunting opportunity; stabilization could occur through
some combination of elimination/reduction in late seasons and PLO ha@igsh that
there are currently no game damage problems, this alternative would presumably
represent the status quo in terms of predicted conflict levels between elk and private
landowners.
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Population Alternative #2
Increase the herdfrom current size to 3,6004,200 elk.

This would require a small reduction in antlerless licenses for whatever period of
time it took to accomplish the increase43ears). Once the herd reaches this new
objective, cow hunting opportunity would increase over currentddeestabilize the
population at that new level provided that other parameters (survival, coraitadf etc)
remained constantThis option would initially lower cow hunting opportunity slightly
followed by a sustained increase over the long terms Wbuld address many of the
comments submitted by the public desiring more elk. As Alternative #2 would increase
overall elk numbers, there would probably be an increase in elk using private lands. This
might result in increased game damage and damagescor other conflicts with
landownergcurrent levels are very low)Conflictscouldinclude vehicle collisions,
fence damage and other factors beyond traditional game damage.

Population Alternative #3
Increase the herdrom current size to 4,200 4,700 elk.

This alternative would represent the largest shift from cumeanagement. To
achieve a significanhcrease in herd size in a short time span, female harvest would have
to be substantially reduced as an option for a number of years (3+). Bualsheould
continue at the present level with graduated increases in opportunity as the herd
increased. Once the new population objective is approached, cow hunting would resume
again as the primary tool to stabilize the population. The eliminatioeasfynall cow
hunting including PLO and latgeasons for shoetm management might prove
contentious to the both the public hunter as well as the private landowner. Damage
claims would likely increase as the elk herd grows. This population level Weulte
largest of the 3 options and therefore has the largest potential for vehicle collisions, fence
and forage damagelhis level should be compatible with present rethibnditions as
current foragdevels can sustain an increased number of eticdized overutilization
may occulin areas wherelk densities are highest concentrated seasonally

Herd Composition- Sex ratios

Composition Alternative #1
25-30 bulls:100 cows

This alternative includes the current sex ratio objective fdrahd idlower than
the current estimate of 34:100. While current bull license allocation is liberal, access
limitations on public lands (wilderness areas and open space), refuges (RMNP) and
private lands contribute to a high bull:cow ratio ##Eeven with sigriicant numbers of
bull licenses being issued each year. The sex ratio offered in this alternative could be
considered low compared to other limited bull DAUSs.

This alternative represents the lowest level of maturity and body/antler size in the
bull segnent of the population relative to the other options. Compared to the other
alternatives this option would offer more bull licenses and smaller antlered/bodied bulls.
Hunters could expect to draw a bull license every year and see the fewest bulls afield
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compared to the other options. This would not requireredyctionsrom current bull
license levels. In fact if demand increased license numbers could be increased as well.

Composition Alternative #2

30-35 bulls:100 cows

This alternative represeras intermediate option between the other 2
alternatives. This would be an increase from the past DAU plan management objective.
However, as the current modeled pbaht sex ratio is within this range and recent
observed bull:cow ratios have been oves tevel, it may be that current numbers of
antlered licenses are sustainable at this ratio. This alternative strikes a balance where
most or all bull hunters could hunt every year and they should see moderate levels of
older, larger bulls while afieldlf observed and modeled ratios decreased, only small
reductions in bull harvest would be needed to maintain this ratio, relative to current
license numbers.

Composition Alternative #3

35-40 bulls:100 cows

This herd composition alternative would provitie oldest, largest antlered bulls
of the 3 options. Increasing the bull:cow ratio objective over the current objective to this
extent would require a reduction in bull licenses. The 2005 and 2006 observed bull:cow
ratios were at or above this level, rewer this likely an anomaly based on how the
sample was collected in those 2 years. H™yed& average observed bull:cow ratio from
20042006 is 40 bulls:100 cows which would put the modeled 2006 estimate of 34 at the
low range of this option and they@ar average (40) at the top range.

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE S

PopulationObjective

The CDOW recommends polation objective Alternative #;2ncreasing the herd from
current siz€3,750 posthunt 2008)0 betwen3,6004,200 elk. This will require

reductians in antlerless hunting opportunity during the shemnwhile the herd

increases to the new objectivelarvest from rifle cow seasons, including PLO seasons,
will need to be redced. Lateseasons wilbe eliminated or reduced in number to
decrease algrless harvestThis recommendedopulation objectivevill be similar to

herd levels seeim E-4 during the 1990sConflicts could increase under Alternative #2
relative to Alternative #1 (status quaojore game damage and auto/alkisions are
possile. Qurrent levels of game damage are minimalvever, and allowing elk herd
increases only on the 3 predominantly public land GMUs should help alleviate conflicts
Once this new objective has been reached, this new herd level will produce a greater
oppatunity for elk hunters. As the population objective is neared, antlerless hunting
license numbers will need to be increased over current levels to stabilize the herd.
Although habitat conditions are not static, gmdsumably have changed some since the
1990s, thepopulation under Alternative #should be sustainable under current forage
conditions livestock numbersandother wildlife densitie§Wockner et al2008)see
Habitat Model Appendix A. An increased population objective was supportedr2:1 i
public comments.
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CompositionObjective

The CDOW recommendation on sex ratio alternatives is for AltemaR (3035

bulls:100 cows). This provides an intermediate level of bull maturity and antler size
relative to the other optionsSurvey responehts were nearly evenly split on composition
alternatives with 47% wanting an increase in ratios and 40% comfortable with the status
guo. Although this recommended alternatigenigher than the previous objective (25
bull s: 100 c o ws)tate anytsigrsfibaot cHartyesadntbull hagvese s s |
management as current observed bull:cow ratios have beeplgeetive and at least as
high as the proposed level for several years. Given present levels of bull huoésssuc
andbull survivaland no largeltange imobserved bull:cow ratios, antlered license levels
should remain relatively consistent with current numbers.
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APPENDIX A
Habitat assessment model: A tool to improvevildlife habitat management.
Elk DAU E-4, Wockner and Boone, contracted by Northern Larimer HPP.

Applicable Excerpt from Appendix 11 (Northern Larimer County), Section E, Pages
130131

E. Habitat Model Results for the Northern Larimer HPP Area

Becauselte Habitat Model in the Northern Larimer County area has been developed to
run for multiple GMUs, and with several variables, many different results tables can be
generated. In the discussion below we present two of the potential results tables with
some asociated interpretation.

The entire North Fork study area currently has an estimated 3,800 elk and 5,600 deer,
which comes out to approximately 40% elk and 60% deer, and thus the corresponding
row in the tables is highlighted in yellowrigure 156 belovoffers results for the whole
study area, winter range, mean precipitation, livestock-teng average, and 6 months

of wildlife on the winter range.

Figure 156. Sample Results for the Whole Study Area specified by the table title.

% Elk #s Low Elk #s Elk #s High Deer #s Low | Deer #s Deer #s High | %

Elk Threshold Midpoint Threshold Threshold Midpoint Threshold Deer
0 0 0 0 3956 23836 43716 100
10 321 1933 3545 2889 17397 31905 90
20 539 3250 5961 2156 13000 23844 80
30 698 4207 7715 1628 9815 17999 70
40 819 4932 9045 1229 7398 13568 60
50 913 5501 10088 913 5501 10088 50
60 989 5960 10931 659 3969 7280 40
70 1052 6335 11619 451 2718 4985 30
80 1104 6652 12200 276 1663 3050 20
90 1149 6920 12692 128 768 1409 10

100 1187 7151 13115 0 0 0 0

Theresults in Figure 156, for the winter range, suggest that the current numbers of elk

and deer are slightly below the middle threshold. This suggests that the range in the

Northern Larimer County area is not being egesized, but is roughly at or slightly

bel ow Acarrying capacityo situation. Over th
harvested in the area due to research on chronic wasting distésenay explain why

wildlife numbers are somewhat below carrying capacity.

The results in Figure Ibare for GMU 19. These numbers roughly correspond with the
onthe-ground estimate for elk and deer in the GMU. Given that the model suggests that
the North Fork study area is being grazed at or near carrying capacity, we could then
suggest that, on an arevide basis, if there are conflicts occurring between wildlife and
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livestock, those conflicts are more likely to be caused by the distribution of animals on
the range (overlapping ranges, periods of grazing) instead of an overabundance of
animals. Likewig, the programs and manipulations employed by HPP to deal with
overlapping ranges and periods of grazing are likely a better solution to addressing
conflicts than to consider drastic changes in the hunting quotas of elk and deer.
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APPENDIX B
Public questionnaire used jointly for&£and D4 DAU process

OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT
ON DEER and ELK MANAGEMENT

In Data Analysis Units # and D4
(Deer and Elk Game Management Units 7, 8, 9, 19 andR&d FeathefPoudre Canyon)

Dear Interested Citizen:

Deer and k herdsin Colorado are managed at the Data Analysis Unit (DAU) levighe
management of each herd is guided by a herd specific management plan called a DAU plan.
DAU plans describe herd populatiand management histories, population objectives and
management strategies for a 10 year peridde DAU planning process is the (CDOWigthod

for incorporating the concerns and desires of the public with the biological capabilities of a
specific elk herd.Public input is, therefore, a vempportant part of the DAU planning process.

Wildlife managers have begun the process of upddtirig the deer anelk management plan
for theRed Feather/ Poudre Canyon area (GMUs 7, 8, 9, 19 and 191). The CD&akirg)
your input on the future management of this herd. The informgitiorprovide willhelp the
CDOW develop objectiveand management strategies both species of big game in northern
Larimer County

Please complete the following survey and retuta: it

COLORADO DIVISION OF WILDLIFE
Attn: Mark Vieira
317 W. Prospect
Fort Collins, CO 80526

Surveys must be received by the
CDOW by March 1, 2007
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Both theRed Feather/ Poudre CanyBlk and DeeData Analysis Ung (DAU E4 for elk and
DAU D-4 for dee) consists of Game Management WifttMUS) 7, 8, 9, 19 and 191This area
is bounded by thearimer County/Jackson County lioa the west, Interstate 25 on the eastl
Wyoming to the north. This area includes the northern portion of Larimer CoutityRacky
Mountain National Park as the southern boundary (Figure 1)

Figure 1: Deer DAU D4 and Elk DAU E-4.

TheColoradoDivision of Wildlife manageshese deer anelk herds to provide the public with
hunting and viewing opportunities while minizimg conflicts anchabitat damage. Often brder
to do this, a balance is need@ both the total number of animals and the proportion ofsnale
(bulls and bucks) in the herd. Both management plans (DAU planghaiéifore, defind) a
population ob¢ctive and?) a male to femaleatio objective pull:cow and buck:doe see below).

Population Objectives: The Division strives to manage big gapwpulations within both the
biological and social carrying capacity of the herd. The biological carodapacity is the

number of animals that can be supported by the available habitat. The social carrying capacity is
the number that will be tolerated by the people who are impacted by theTher &4 elk herd is
currently right at the previous loxigrm objective. When elk populations are controlled at levels
below both the biological and social carrying capacity, people enjoy viewing, photographing and
hunting elk while elk/human conflicts are minimizeds #e number oflk in an area increases,
corflicts between elk and people arise due to, auto/animal collisions, impacts to gardens or yards,
damage togriculture, etc. Many of these issues are similar with deer as well. Fror2R060
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