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Last Chance Pronghorn Herd (PH19) 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Figure 1. PH19 Pronghorn modeled posthunt population, objective, postseason minimum 
counts, and distance estimate from 1999 through 2016. 

 

Figure 2. PH19 Pronghorn observed prehunt sex ratio, posthunt objective range, and modeled 
posthunt sex ratio from 1998 through 2016. 
  

 

GMUs: 103, 106, 107, 109 
Land Ownership: 95% Private, 4% State Land Board, 1% CPW, <1% Other 
Posthunt Population: Previous Obj. 2,000; 2016 Posthunt Modeled Estimate 2,009 
Posthunt Sex Ratio: Previous Obj. 40; 2016 Prehunt Estimate 43; 2016 Posthunt Modeled 
Estimate 32 
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Figure 3. PH19 Buck and Antlerless Harvest, 1999-2015. 

Background Information 

 
The Last Chance Pronghorn Data Analysis Unit (DAU PH19) is a medium-sized pronghorn herd 
in central-eastern Colorado. Pronghorn are found throughout the DAU, with higher 
concentrations in the west. The DAU is almost exclusively private and the potential for game 
damage, primarily to winter wheat and fences, exists throughout the DAU. Wind energy 
development is occurring in the southern portion of the DAU. 
 
In 2010, Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) estimated the pronghorn herd to be 30% higher 
than the long-term population size objective. In response, CPW asked the Parks and Wildlife 
Commission (PWC) to increase license numbers. Pronghorn harvest increased substantially 
between 2010 and 2012 which, combined with drought, resulted in a lower population size. 
The population reached the long-term objective by 2013 and license numbers were reduced 
accordingly. The population has since stabilized at the population objective. 
 
The scoping process for this plan included an online survey and a 30-day public comment 
period. We solicited input for the online survey through 1,922 postcards mailed to hunters 
and landowners. One-hundred four (104) individuals responded to the survey, including 40 
landowners, 41 hunters, 18 individuals who identified themselves as both a landowner and a 
hunter, and five individuals who identified themselves as part of another category. 
 
Survey respondents were asked if they wanted the Last Chance herd to increase, decrease, or 
stay the same relative to 2015 numbers. Respondents who identified as landowners or 
landowners who hunt were split with response to the question. Twenty-five percent (25%) of 
landowners recommended a decrease in population size while 28% favored no change, and 
35% favored an increase (12% of landowners marked no opinion to this question). More than 
half (63%) of hunters favored an increase in the population size. 
 
We also asked respondents about the number of buck licenses allocated for the unit. As with 
population size, landowners were split when asked if they preferred an increase (30%), a 
decrease (26%), or to maintain (32%) the current number of buck licenses. Forty-one percent 
(41%) of hunters favored maintaining the current number of buck licenses while 31% favored a 
decrease and 15% favored an increase.  
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Based on the survey responses, we drafted a DAU plan with three alternative population and 
sex-ratio objectives that attempted to balance the concerns of both landowners and hunters. 
The draft plan was posted on the CPW website for 30 days. We also sent the plan to the 
following stakeholders: State Land Board (SLB), Colorado Cattlemen’s Association, Farm 
Bureau, and county commissioners. We did not receive any public comments during the 30-
day comment period. We received comments in support of our plan from one SLB district 
manager and the Kit Carson County Commissioners. 

Population Objective Alternatives 

Preferred Alternative — 2,000 (1,800-2,200) pronghorn  

This alternative encompasses the current population objective as well as the 2015 and 2016 
modeled population sizes. 

Alternative 2 — 2,500 (2,250-2,750) pronghorn 

This alternative would represent a 25% increase from the 2016 modeled population size. 

Alternative 3—1,500 (1,350-1,650) pronghorn 

This alternative encompasses a 25% decrease from the 2016 modeled population size.  

Posthunt Sex Ratio Objective Alternatives 

Preferred Alternative — 35 (30-40) bucks per 100 does 

This alternative is a 12.5% decrease from the current posthunt sex ratio objective. This 
alternative encompasses the long-term average modeled posthunt sex ratio for the herd (33 
bucks per 100 does).  

Alternative 2 — 45 (40-50) bucks per 100 does 

The target for this alternative (45) would represent a 12.5% increase from the current 
objective.  
 

Alternative 3 — 25 (20-30) bucks per 100 does 
This alternative represents a 37.5% decrease in the current sex ratio objective.  
 
 
This DAU plan was approved by the Colorado Parks and Wildlife Commission on March 2, 2017 
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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). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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 DAU plan. The primary purpose of a DAU 
plan is to establish population and sex ratio (i.e., the number of males per 100 females) 
objectives for the DAU. The DAU plan also 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), 

Select management objectives for 

a DAU 

Collect data on harvest and 

population demographics 

Assess population and compare to 

DAU objectives 

Conduct hunting seasons and 

translocations 

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). 
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city and county governments, hunters, guides and outfitters, private landowners, local 
chambers of commerce, and the public. In preparing a DAU plan, agency personnel attempt to 
balance the biological capabilities of the herd and its habitat with the public’s demand for 
wildlife recreational opportunities. DAU plans are approved by the PWC and are reviewed and 
updated approximately every 10 years. 
 
The DAU plan serves as the basis for the annual herd management cycle. In this cycle, the 
size and composition of the herd is assessed and compared to the objectives defined in the 
DAU 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 DAU plan is to set population and sex ratio objectives for the Last Chance 
pronghorn herd. The DAU plan will be in place from 2017-2027 with the expectation that it 
will be reviewed and updated in 2027. 

DESCRIPTION OF DAU AND HABITAT 

Geography 

 
The Last Chance DAU is in central Colorado (Figure 5) and is comprised of Game Management 
Units (GMU) 103, 106, 107, and 109. This DAU encompasses portions of Arapahoe, Elbert, 
Washington, Lincoln, Kit Carson, and Yuma counties and is bounded on the north by US 
Highway 36; on the east by the Colorado-Kansas state line, and on the west and south by 
Interstate 70.  
 
This DAU covers 3,009 mi2 ranging in elevation from about 6,000 feet on Cedar Point north of 
Limon to about 3,540 feet where South Republican River flows out of Colorado. Topography 
ranges from riparian areas to flat farm lands, rolling prairie to rugged “breaks”. Major 
drainages include the South Republican, the Arikaree, and Landsman Creek.  

Climate 

 
Precipitation averages 12-18 inches per year and falls primarily in the form of thunderstorms 
from April through September. Precipitation amounts tend to be higher in the eastern portion 
of the unit. Winter and spring are characterized by high winds and the potential for blizzards. 

Land Ownership and Use 

 
Most of the DAU is owned by private entities (95% or 2,851 mi2) or by the State Land Board (4% 
or 123 mi2; Figure 6). CPW owns approximately 1% or 35 mi2 of the DAU in the Flagler and 
South Republican State Wildlife Areas. These areas are open to the public for big game 
hunting (Flagler is a youth-only area). However, pronghorn hunting opportunities are minimal 
on these properties.  
 
Agriculture is the predominant land use in the DAU. Over half of the DAU is classified as either 
dryland (54% or 1635 mi2) or irrigated (7% or 200 mi2) agriculture (Figure 7). Large parcels are 
planted as dryland winter wheat, especially in the central and northeastern part of the unit. 
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The eastern portion of the unit is dominated by irrigated farmland, including corn, milo, and 
sorghum. Livestock grazing occurs throughout the DAU on native rangeland. Native rangeland 
includes shortgrass prairie (30% or 909 mi2) or a sand dune shrub complex (8% or 227 mi2).  
 
Wind energy development is occurring throughout the southern portion of the unit. For 
example, in 2011, the 139 turbine Cedar Point Wind Energy Project was completed north of 
Limon (RES Americas 2015). The Limon I, II & III Wind Energy Centers, with a total of 368 
turbines, was completed in 2014 (NextEra Energy Resources 2015). 
 

 
Figure 5. PH19 Boundaries 
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Figure 6. PH19 Landownership 

 

 
Figure 7. PH19 Land Cover. 
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HERD MANAGEMENT HISTORY AND BACKGROUND 

Historic Population Size and Sex-ratio estimates  

 
Between 1975 and 1999, the posthunt pronghorn population averaged 1,700 animals with a 
high population of 2,600 in 1981, and a low of 1,100 pronghorn in 1990. The buck: doe ratio in 
the Last Chance DAU was as high as 42 bucks per 100 does in 1981 and hit a low of 3 bucks per 
100 does in 1991.  

Harvest and Hunting Pressure 

 
Since the DAU is almost exclusively private, pronghorn harvest is dependent on access to 
private property. Historically, hunters were granted permission to hunt if they asked prior to 
the opening day of the season.  
 
Between 1975 and 1999, harvest averaged 291 pronghorn (163 bucks, 108 does, 20 fawns) per 
year. The largest harvest occurred in 1982 with 558 animals taken when the goal was to 
reduce the population. The smallest harvest occurred in 1975 with 75 animals harvested. The 
number of hunters has averaged 435 per year between 1988 and 1998. The largest number of 
hunters occurred in 1989 with 605 hunters and a low of 381 in 1994. Hunter success averaged 
59% over the years 1989 through 1998 with a high of 68% in 1989 and a low of 49% in 1998.  

Game Damage 

 
Prior to 1999, game damage complaints included grazing on winter wheat and rye, damage to 
seed watermelon, spreading bindweed, and fence damage. CPW suggested hazing to reduce 
complaints, especially on winter wheat and rye fields. 

CURRENT HERD MANAGEMENT 

Population Size and Inventory 

 
Between 1999 and 2009, the modeled posthunt population size for the DAU averaged 1,925 
pronghorn (range 1,490-2,210; Figure 8). Models were based on preseason sex and age ratio 
flights, harvest data, and postseason minimum counts that were completed in 2000 and 2005. 
During minimum counts, observers flew one-mile wide transects across the DAU, counting 
every animal observed. A total of 1,600 pronghorn were counted in 2000 and 1,868 were 
counted in 2005. 
 
In 2008, the CPW began surveying pronghorn populations through aerial line transect distance 
sampling (Buckland et al. 2001; Guenzel 2007). Distance sampling provided a superior 
technique to minimum counts for two reasons. First, estimates of both population size and 
density, and corresponding levels of precision, were generated with distance sampling. No 
estimate of precision was possible with the minimum count. Second, detection probabilities 
(i.e., the percentage of the population observed) could be estimated with distance sampling. 
In contrast, an unknown portion of the population was observed during minimum counts, 
making an extrapolation between the minimum count and actual population size problematic. 
 
Distance sampling estimates were conducted in the spring after animals had dispersed from 
winter concentrations but before fawns were born. Therefore, estimates produced through 
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distance sampling represented preproduction estimates. In 2010, the distance sampling 
estimate for the Last Chance DAU was 2,605 (standard error = 345). The survey was repeated 
in 2012, and the estimated population size was 1,920 (standard error = 285). 

 
The current modeled posthunt population estimate for 2016 is 2,009 pronghorn, which 
incorporates summer 2016 production estimates and 2016 harvest projections into the model 
(Figure 8). Therefore, the population is modeling at the DAU objective (2,000). The current 
objective was originally set in 1988 and reauthorized by the PWC in 1999.  

Current Age Ratios 

 
The fawn to doe ratio is estimated annually during prehunt classification flights. In 2015, we 
estimated the ratio to be 48.1 fawns per 100 does. This was comparable to both the three-
year average fawn to doe ratio of 45.6 fawns per 100 does and the average overall ratio of 
46.0 for data collected from 2005-2015. Fawn to doe ratios fluctuate annually depending on 
spring weather conditions. 

Sex Ratio Estimates 

 
Sex ratio estimates for PH19 are calculated from prehunt classification flights conducted with 
a fixed-wing airplane. Observers fly three or four mile wide transects across the DAU, 
classifying every group observed into bucks, does and fawns. Prior to 2005, classification 
flights were done sporadically. Since 2005, flights have been done annually. Since the unit has 
a relatively low density of pronghorn, sample sizes for these counts tended to be low 
compared to surrounding DAUs.  
 
The long-term average (1999-2015) prehunt sex ratio is 47.5 bucks per 100 does, with a 
minimum ratio of 21.8 observed in 2007 and maximum ratio of 76.1 observed in 2008 (Figure 
9). It is important to note that the high variation in sex ratios is likely due to inherent 
uncertainty found with estimates derived from low sample sizes compared to actual variation 
in the true sex ratio. Since 2010, the ratios have been relatively stable with a low of 37.8 in 
2013 and a high of 54.9 in 2010. 
 
In 2015, the prehunt sex ratio for PH19 was estimated to be 53.0 bucks per 100 does. The 
three year average for the DAU is 46.1 bucks per 100 does and the long term average since 
2005 is 49.8 bucks per 100 does. Since sex ratio estimates are collected prior to the hunting 
season, the observed prehunt ratio is higher than the modeled posthunt ratio. 
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Figure 8. PH19 Pronghorn modeled posthunt population, objective, postseason minimum 
counts, and preseason range from 1999 through 2016. 

Figure 9. PH19 Pronghorn observed prehunt sex ratio, posthunt objective range, and 
modeled posthunt sex ratio from 1998 through 2015. 

Licenses, Success Rates, & Harvest 

 
Between 1998 and 2003, models suggested the population was stable. Therefore, licenses 
remained relatively unchanged at 250 for bucks and 180-195 for antlerless animals. Success 
rates (percent of pronghorn harvested per license) averaged 49% (range 46-53%) for buck 
licenses and 45% (range 33-53%) for antlerless licenses during this period. Therefore, hunters 
harvested an average of 124 (range 116-132) bucks and 87 (range 65-103) antlerless animals 
during this period. 
 
The unit experienced a drought in 2003-2004, so licenses were reduced to 310 for the 2004 
and 2005 seasons. Success rates increased to an average of 70% for bucks and 52% for does 
over these two seasons so total harvest was not appreciably lower. Hunters harvested an 
average of 124 bucks and 71 antlerless animals during the 2004 and 2005 seasons. 
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In 2005, we counted 1,868 animals during a posthunt minimum count. Since only a portion of 
animals are counted during the posthunt counts, we acknowledged that the population was 
likely above objective and increased licenses to 475 total (240 buck and 235 antlerless) for 
both sexes for the 2006 through 2009 seasons. Following the distance estimate in 2009, we 
recognized we were not offering enough rifle licenses to move the population to objective. In 
response, we doubled antlerless licenses from 235 to 470 for the 2010 season and asked the 
PWC to make antlerless licenses list B in 2011 to encourage doe harvest. We also doubled 
buck licenses from 240 to 480 and doe licenses from 470 to 940 for the 2011 and 2012 
seasons. From 2006 to 2011, buck success rates averaged 64% (range 59-70%) and antlerless 
success averaged 46% (36-52%). With the increase in license numbers, buck harvest peaked at 
297 bucks in 2011 and antlerless harvest peaked in 2012 at 345 pronghorn.  
 
At the same time, we increased license numbers, the DAU experienced a drought. Drought, 
combined with increased harvest, resulted in a drop in population size and the DAU dropped 
below objective in 2012. Consequently, we recommended reductions in license numbers 
starting in 2013. The population remained below objective through 2015. Following two years 
of high fawn production in 2014 and 2015, the population rebounded from a low in 2013 and is 
predicted to be at objective in 2016. License numbers, harvest, and success rates are graphed 
in Figures 10 and 11. 
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Figure 11. PH19 Buck and antlerless harvest success rates, 1998-2015. Success is defined as 
the percent of pronghorn harvested per license. 

Disease 

 
Pronghorn are susceptible to bluetongue and epizootic hemorrhagic disease (Lance and Pojar 
1984; O’Gara 2004). Epizootic hemorrhagic disease was prevalent in deer on the eastern 
plains in 2012 so it is likely pronghorn were also infected with the disease. Blue tongue was 
found in pronghorn in 2013 and 2014. Although we know pronghorn can die from these 
diseases, the population level impact on the PH19 herd is unknown. 

Game Damage 

 
The primary game damage complaint for pronghorn in the Last Chance DAU is for winter 
wheat. In recent years, damage complaints have been limited to GMU 106. In 2011, 2012 and 
2015 CPW offered damage and dispersal licenses to mitigate the potential for conflicts 
between pronghorn and crops.  

Habitat Management 

 
Pronghorn habitat in PH19 will be impacted in the future by wind energy development, 
especially in the southern portion of the unit. Road density, vehicle use, and electricity 
transmission lines will likely increase across pronghorn habitat in areas with wind energy 
development. However, the effects of wind energy on pronghorn populations are currently 
unknown. Taylor (2014) found that wind turbines did not negatively affect movement, 
resource selection, or survival of pronghorn on a winter range in Wyoming. She concluded 
that roads and fences had a greater impact on her population.  
 
Since the DAU is almost exclusively private, future habitat changes will depend on private 
landowners. Besides wind energy development, fluctuations in crop prices, especially for 
winter wheat and corn, are one factor that could influence habitat in the unit. Increased 
acreage in certain crops, especially winter wheat, could change pronghorn distribution if 
animals move to these parcels in the winter. This scenario could increase the potential for 
game damage. Alternatively, if the amount of Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) acreage 
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were to increase, the unit will have additional grassland habitat which might attract 
pronghorn. 

Other Management Concerns 

 
Compared to other DAUs (e.g., PH6 and PH8) in southeastern Colorado, PH19 has relatively 
few issues, probably since densities of pronghorn in this unit are low compared to other units. 
The primary concerns expressed by landowners were about damage to fences and the spread 
of weeds by pronghorn.  

ISSUES AND STRATEGIES 

Initial Issue Solicitation Process 

 
In April 2015, we mailed postcards to a randomly selected subset of sportsmen and 
landowners (n=1,922 postcards). The list of sportsmen was generated from all individuals who 
had applied for a license in PH19 between 2010 and 2014, including both successful and 
unsuccessful applicants (n=743 sportsmen). The list of landowners was generated from county 
assessor records and we restricted the sample to individuals with property within the 
geographic boundaries of PH19 (n=1,179 landowners). The postcard directed recipients to an 
online survey. Individuals were also instructed to call the CPW Southeast Regional Service 
Center if they wished to receive a paper copy of the survey. One-hundred four (104) 
individuals responded to the survey, including 40 landowners, 41 hunters, 18 individuals who 
identified themselves as both a landowner and a hunter, and five individuals who identified 
themselves as part of another category. 
 
The first question of the survey asked individuals to identify themselves as landowners, 
sportsmen, landowners who hunt, or other so they could be directed to the appropriate set of 
questions. Sportsmen were asked to provide background information, hunting and harvest 
information and their opinions regarding changes to population and sex ratio objectives. 
Landowners were asked to provide background information, their opinions regarding changes 
to population and sex ratio objectives, and opinions about hunters and pronghorn damage. 
Landowners who were also hunters were asked both sets of questions. 
 
We asked respondents to base their answers to population and sex-ratio questions on the 
“current” population size, which in 2015, was estimated to be 1,825 pronghorn. The 
applicable sex ratio for the survey was the observed sex ratio of 47.5 bucks per 100 does from 
2014 prehunt classification. 
 
Hunter Responses 
 
Overall, hunter satisfaction with hunting in the DAU was mediocre with 77% of respondents 
rating the quality of hunting as Good or Fair. The percentage of respondents who rated their 
satisfaction as Poor was 18%. Only two people rated the quality of hunting as Excellent (3%).  
 
Sportsmen favored a population objective that would maintain (26%) or increase (63%) the 
number of pronghorn in the DAU (relative to the current population size; Figure 12). Less than 
5% of respondents favored a reduction in the current population size.  
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To assess opinions towards a change in the sex ratio objective, we asked respondents how 
they would like us to change buck permits in the unit relative to current levels. More 
respondents favored no change (41%) in buck licenses compared to the number that favored a 
decrease (31%) or an increase (15%) in buck licenses. Thirteen percent (13%) of respondents 
had no opinion (Figure 13).  
 
In the written comments, hunters expressed frustration with the lack of pronghorn in the 
unit, the number of nonresident hunters, and hunting clubs that charge a fee to hunt. The 
survey text, summary data and written comments are available in Appendix A. 
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Relative to the current number (in 2015 = ~1,825 pronghorn), how would you like 
to see the pronghorn herd change in GMUs 106, 107, and 109? 

Figure 12. Percentage of responses to the question asking hunters how they would like the 
pronghorn herd to change in size in the Last Chance pronghorn DAU. (*Aggregate responses to 
a question asking if they would like to see the herd increase or decrease in size by 1-50% or 
more than 50%. See full text of question in Appendix A). 
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Figure 13. Percentage of responses to the question asking hunters how they would like to see 
the buck licenses change in the Last Chance DAU. 

 
Landowner Input 
 
To assess landowner input, we combined responses from both landowners and landowners 
who also hunt. When asked how they would like to see the population size change, 
landowners were split in their response. Of 57 individuals who responded to the question, 25% 
of landowners favored a decrease in population size, 28% indicated we should retain the 
current population size, and 35% favored a population increase. Seven (or 12%) landowners 
had no opinion (Figure 14).  
 
Landowners were also split when asked how they would like us to manage buck licenses in the 
DAU. Of the 57 individuals who responded to the question about buck hunting, 26% indicated 
we should decrease buck licenses, 32% favored no change in buck licenses, and 30% indicated 
they would like an increase. Seven (12%) landowners had no opinion (Figure 15). 
 
Since the DAU is almost exclusively private, hunters depend on landowners for hunting access. 
Thus, effective management of pronghorn through hunting in this DAU depends on landowner 
receptiveness to hunters. Therefore, we asked landowners a question about whether and to 
what degree they experienced any of the following four problems with hunters: 1) trespass, 2) 
property damage, 3) too many hunters asking permission to hunt, 4) rude conduct. 
Additionally, landowners were given the option to specify any additional problems they 
experienced.  
 
Overall, 18 of 57 (32%) landowners indicated that hunters had caused problems on their 
property sometime in the last five years (Figure 16). Trespassing was the most commonly 
cited problem with all 18 landowners indicating that hunters had trespassed. Fourteen of 57 
(25%) landowners indicated that hunters had caused damage to their property. Twelve of 57 
(22%) landowners responded that hunters were rude and 11 of 56 (20%) landowners said that 
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too many hunters were asking permission to hunt. Other problems cited by landowners 
included road hunting, shooting from vehicles, and extending permission to other hunters. 
Although the percentage of landowners indicating that they had experienced problems with 
hunters is concerning, it was lower in PH19 compared to the units to the south. For example, 
in a survey conducted in 2012 in PH8, 70% of landowners indicated they had problems with 
hunters trespassing on their property (Stiver 2012). 
 
Twenty-six percent (15/57) of the landowners who answered the survey indicated that 
pronghorn caused damage to their property. Sixty percent (9/15) of the landowners with 
damage ranked the level of damage as light. Only one landowner (7%) indicated the damage 
was severe. Damage to fences was the most common type of damage reported (10/15 
landowners) followed by damage to winter wheat (7/15 landowners). 
 
Since hunting licenses are the primary tool available to CPW for managing pronghorn 
numbers, landowners face a tradeoff between the number of pronghorn and pronghorn 
hunters on the landscape. Recognizing this tradeoff, we asked landowners whether they 
preferred us to limit the number of hunters in the DAU or to limit the damage caused by 
pronghorn. A higher proportion (46% or 26/57) of landowners indicated that the current 
numbers of hunters and pronghorn in the DAU was acceptable. Twelve of 57 (21%) asked us to 
limit the number of pronghorn hunters while 10 of 57 (18%) asked us to limit damage caused 
by pronghorn. Nine landowners had no opinion. 
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Relative to the current number (in 2015 n=1,825), how would you like to see the 
pronghorn herd change in the GMUs which include your property(ies) to change?

Figure 14. Percentage of responses to the question asking landowners how they would like 
the pronghorn herd to change in size in the Last Chance pronghorn DAU. (*Aggregate 
responses to the question asking if they would like to see the herd increase or decrease in 
size by 1-50% or >50%. See full text of question in Appendix A). 
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Figure 15. Percentage of responses to the question asking landowners how they would like 
CPW to manage buck pronghorn licenses in PH19. 
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Figure 16. Percentage of landowners who indicated they experienced the listed problems 
caused by pronghorn hunters in the previous five years. Note percentages might not equal 
100% due to rounding. 
 

Management Alternatives Development 

 
Since the DAU is primarily private, we considered the needs of both landowners and hunters 
when drafting management alternatives. A slight majority (35%) of landowners surveyed 
indicated that they would like pronghorn herd size to increase relative to 2015 levels. 
Twenty-eight percent (28%) of landowners preferred a management alternative that would 
retain the current population size, and 25% of landowners wanted a decrease in the 
population size. Most hunters (63%) favored an increase in the population objective. Both 
hunters and landowners indicated that the current number of buck licenses was acceptable. 
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Based on these results, we proposed three population objective and sex ratio alternatives for 
consideration. The modeled posthunt population for the timeframe of the survey (2015) was 
1,825 pronghorn and the buck to doe ratio was 33.5. The current modeled population size (as 
of 2016) was 2,009 and the modeled sex ratio was 32.3 bucks per 100 does. The current 
posthunt population objective is 2,000 pronghorn and the current sex ratio objective is 40 
bucks per 100 does. 

Posthunt population objectives 

Alternative 1 — 2,000 (1,800-2,200) pronghorn  

This alternative encompasses the current population objective as well as the 2015 and 2016 
modeled population objectives. More than half of surveyed landowners (63%) indicated that 
they would prefer we manage for a stable or increase in population size. Additionally, 
landowners indicated that the current number of pronghorn and pronghorn hunters on the 
landscape were acceptable. If this population objective is adopted, we would maintain 
license numbers during years of average fawn production but would need to increase license 
numbers following years of higher than average fawn production. This would allow hunters 
more opportunity but could create conflicts between landowners and hunters. However, given 
the relatively low level of conflicts that were reported during the survey, we do not 
anticipate many issues between hunters and landowners. The objective range would allow for 
some flexibility for managing the population at the high end of the objective when conditions 
were favorable for high fawn production. 

Alternative 2 — 2,500 (2,250-2,750) pronghorn 

This alternative would represent a 25% increase from the 2016 modeled population size. It 
encompasses the distance sampling estimate from 2009. Hunters overwhelmingly and 35% of 
landowners favored an increase in the population objective. If adopted, we would need to 
reduce current license numbers to achieve this objective, which would reduce hunter 
opportunity. However, following years of above average fawn production, we would not have 
to increase licenses as aggressively to maintain the population at objective. At this population 
size, there is an increased potential for damage caused by pronghorn on private land. 

Alternative 3—1,500 (1,350-1,650) pronghorn 

This alternative encompasses a 25% decrease from the current modeled population size. 
Approximately, 25% of landowners and 5% of hunters favored a decrease in the pronghorn 
population size. To achieve this objective, we would need to increase license numbers in the 
unit. This would create more hunter opportunity in the near term, but as the population 
decreases, the quality of hunting in the unit would also decrease. At smaller population sizes, 
we would anticipate very few conflicts between landowners and pronghorn. However, 
increasing license numbers, especially in a low density population, could increase conflicts 
between landowners and hunters. 

Sex ratio objectives 

Alternative 1 — 35 (30-40) bucks per 100 does 

The target for this alternative (35) would represent a decrease from the current posthunt sex 
ratio objective (40) for the population. However, the current sex ratio objective is at the top 
end of the range. This alternative encompasses the current modeled posthunt sex ratio (32.3 
bucks per 100 does). Additionally, since we began regular inventory of this DAU in 2005, the 
average modeled sex ratio (33.6) is near the target for this objective. If this alternative is 
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adopted, we would be able to retain the current level of buck licenses in the population. 
Thirty-two (32%) percent of landowners and 41% of hunters favored an alternative that would 
maintain the current number of buck licenses. 

Alternative 2 — 45 (40-50) bucks per 100 does 

The target for this alternative (45) would represent an increase from the current objective. 
However, this alternative encompasses the long-term average prehunt sex ratio of 44.6 bucks 
per 100 does in the population. If adopted, we would have to decrease buck licenses in the 
DAU to reach objective since the objective is set for the posthunt population. This alternative 
would reduce opportunities for hunters but could eventually result in a higher quality hunting 
experience since there would be proportionally more bucks in the population. This 
management strategy was favored by 26% of landowners and 31% of hunters.  

Alternative 3 — 25 (20-30) bucks per 100 does 

This alternative would represent a decrease in the current sex ratio objective. To bring the 
DAU closer to this objective, CPW would have to dramatically increase buck license numbers. 
This would increase opportunity for hunters but could eventually result in a lower quality 
experience because there would be proportionally fewer bucks in the DAU. This approach was 
favored by 30% of landowners and 15% of hunters from the outreach survey. 
 

30-Day Public Comment Period 

 
After proposing three population and sex ratio alternatives, we finalized a draft DAU plan and 
used multiple avenues to solicit stakeholder feedback. The draft plan was posted on the CPW 
website from 9 September-12 October 2016. We sent the draft DAU plan to the Colorado 
Cattlemen’s Association, the SLB district mangers for Districts 2, 3, 5, and 6, the Regional 
Managers for the Colorado Farm Bureau, and the pertinent country commissioners for 
Arapahoe, Elbert, Washington, Lincoln, Yuma, and Kit Carson Counties (Appendix B).  
 
We received two responses to the draft DAU plan during the 30-day comment period 
(Appendix B). The Kit Carson County commissioners reviewed the draft DAU at their 14 
September 2016 meeting but did not have any comments or questions. John Valentine, SLB 
South Central District Manager, provided detailed comments about our management and 
suggestions for facilitating hunting on SLB lands. He supported alternatives that would 
maintain the current population size and buck license numbers. We received no comments 
from the public during the 30-day comment period. 
 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES 

Preferred post-hunt population objective range = 1,800-2,200 pronghorn 

We considered feedback from the outreach survey and the 30-day comment period when 
selecting a preferred population alternative. Most respondents, including both landowners 
and hunters, indicated they preferred a management strategy that would retain or increase 
the population size relative to 2015 levels (n=1,825 pronghorn). Our preferred population 
objective range includes the 2015 population size but allows for >20% increase at the top end 
of the range. The preferred alternative includes the historic long-term objective but adds a 
range in population size to allow for management flexibility. 
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Preferred post-hunt sex ratio objective range = 30-40 bucks per 100 does 

 
Survey responds preferred status quo in buck license numbers for the DAU. The preferred 
alternative represents a decrease from the current posthunt sex ratio objective. However, 
the previous objective appears to be unrealistically high for the population. Therefore, we 
chose a preferred alternative that includes the long-term average modeled sex ratio for the 
population, which will allow us to retain the current number of buck licenses. 
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APPENDIX A: Outreach Survey 
 
1 April 2015  
 
Dear Sir or Ma'am,  
 
Wildlife managers at the Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) are updating the pronghorn herd 
management plan in the following hunting units (Game Management Units or GMUs): 106, 107, 
and 109. These GMUs include part of the following counties in eastern Colorado: Arapahoe, 
Elbert, Washington, Lincoln, Yuma, and Kit Carson (see map below). As a hunter, landowner 
and/or agricultural producer in this area, the CPW is seeking your input on the future 
management of this herd. The information you provide through this survey will influence 
pronghorn management strategies and objectives in the area.  
 
Please take a few minutes to fill out this short survey. Your responses are private and will not 
be associated with your name or address in published reports. While your response to this 
questionnaire and any of the questions is completely voluntary, you can help us effectively 
manage pronghorn and pronghorn hunting in Colorado by sharing your experience and views.  
 
If you have any questions about this survey, please feel free to contact me at 
julie.stiver@state.co.us or 719.227.5225.  
 
Thank you for your participation.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Julie Stiver  
Wildlife Biologist  
Colorado Parks and Wildlife  
Colorado Springs, CO 

 
1. Which of the following statements best characterizes your interest in GMUs 106, 107, or 
109? (Please choose one)  

(n=40) 
. (n=41) 

(n=18) 
(n=5) 

1 Don't hunt pronghorn 

2 land is in CRP with wind towers on it. 

3 none of the above 

4 Hunter but have not hunted these areas 

5 I would like to hunt Colorado Pronghorn. 
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QUESTIONS SPECIFIC TO HUNTERS 
 
Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) strives to manage pronghorn populations within the social 
carrying capacity of the herd. The social carrying capacity is the number that will be 
tolerated by the people who are impacted by the herd (hunters, wildlife viewers, 
landowners). The social carrying capacity is often below the number of animals that can be 
supported by the available habitat.  
 
A population objective is set at the herd's social carrying capacity. When populations are 
above the population objective, CPW increases hunting license numbers (primarily female 
licenses) to bring the population closer to objective through increased harvest. This translates 
to more hunters in the field. When populations are below objective, the CPW can decrease 
the number of hunting licenses to allow the population to increase. 
 
2. For the 2015-2025 time period, relative to the current number, how would you like to 
see the pronghorn herd change in GMUs 106, 107, and 109? 

 Decrease 
greatly 

(over 50% 
fewer 

pronghorn) 

Decrease 
slightly 

(25% fewer 
pronghorn) 

Stay the 
same 

Increase 
slightly (25% 

more 
pronghorn) 

Increase 
greatly 

(over 50% 
more 

pronghorn) 

Don’t 
know/no 
opinion 

I would like 
the pronghorn 
population to: 

n=0 
0% 

n=2 
5% 

n=10 
26% 

n=13 
34% 

n=11 
29% 

n=2 
5% 

 
 
Decisions about how many and what type of pronghorn hunting permits to issue are included 
in the pronghorn management plan. Permits can be issued in a way that maximizes either the 
number of buck hunting licenses, the number of bucks available to hunters, or some 
compromise between the two. In general, a decrease in the number of buck hunting licenses 
could make buck permits more difficult to draw but may limit competition and interference 
among hunters and increase buck harvest rates. Conversely, an increase in the number of 
buck hunting licenses could make buck licenses easier to draw but could increase competition 
among hunters and decrease buck harvest rates. 
 
3. Which of the following approaches should guide the number of licenses allocated in 
GMUs 106, 107, and 109? 

□ Increase the number of buck hunting permits (easier to draw a license, more 
hunters in the field) (n=6; 15%) 

□ Decrease the number of buck hunting permits (more PPs required to draw a 
license, more bucks in the population) (n=12; 31%) 

□ Maintain the current number of buck hunting permits (n=16; 41%) 

□ I’m not sure (n=5; 13%) 
 
  

https://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=U1wqYFQwyOUeCEebjGIzrvnp0HlQBDimDc3K0SrEMnzbA7L%2bfsKv3dtJoYO%2bmG%2fo&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
https://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=U1wqYFQwyOUeCEebjGIzrvnp0HlQBDimDc3K0SrEMnzbA7L%2bfsKv3dtJoYO%2bmG%2fo&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
https://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=U1wqYFQwyOUeCEebjGIzrvnp0HlQBDimDc3K0SrEMnzbA7L%2bfsKv3dtJoYO%2bmG%2fo&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
https://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=U1wqYFQwyOUeCEebjGIzrvnp0HlQBDimDc3K0SrEMnzbA7L%2bfsKv3dtJoYO%2bmG%2fo&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
https://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=U1wqYFQwyOUeCEebjGIzrvnp0HlQBDimDc3K0SrEMnzbA7L%2bfsKv3dtJoYO%2bmG%2fo&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
https://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=U1wqYFQwyOUeCEebjGIzrvnp0HlQBDimDc3K0SrEMnzbA7L%2bfsKv3dtJoYO%2bmG%2fo&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
https://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=U1wqYFQwyOUeCEebjGIzrvnp0HlQBDimDc3K0SrEMnzbA7L%2bfsKv3dtJoYO%2bmG%2fo&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
https://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=U1wqYFQwyOUeCEebjGIzrvnp0HlQBDimDc3K0SrEMnzbA7L%2bfsKv3dtJoYO%2bmG%2fo&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
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4. How important to you is pronghorn hunting compared to your other recreational 
activities? (Please choose one) 

□ My most important recreational activity (n=2; 5%) 

□ One of the more important recreational activates I participate in (n=27; 69%) 

□ No more important than any other recreational activity (n=8; 21%) 

□ Less important than most of my other recreational activities (n=2; 5%) 

□ Not at all important to me as a recreational activity (n=0; 0%) 
 

5. Overall, how would you rate the quality of pronghorn hunting in GMUs 106, 107, or 
109? (Please choose one) 

□ Excellent (n=1; 3%) 

□ Good (n=16; 41%) 

□ Fair (n=16; 41%) 

□ Poor (n=5; 13%) 

□ I don’t know (n=1; 3%) 
 
6. Which of following factors do you think are limiting the number of pronghorn in GMUs 
106, 107, and 109 (Please choose all that apply.) 

□ Hunting (n=6; 16%) 

□ Drought (n=17; 46%) 

□ Lack of habitat (n=4; 11%) 

□ Poor habitat quality (n=6; 16%) 

□ Predation (n=4; 11%) 

□ Disease (n=2; 5%) 

□ Development (n=2; 5%) 

□ I am not sure (n=11; 30%) 

□ Other (please specify)  

1. Hail storm killed lots of babys in 2014 

2. hesitation of landowners to allow hunting 

3. No water sources like there used to be available to pronghorn. 

4. too much private land 

5. wind turbines 

6 Windmills 

7 I am also concerned about the hunting clubs that keep popping up and this does not 
allow the resident hunters places to go hunt who cannot afford $1500-2000 a year to 
join said clubs. also the DOW is issuing to many Buck tags. I also think that 105 & 106 
& possibly even 107 should be combined for Pronghorn just like 105 & 106 are for 
Deer. 
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7. Did you have a pronghorn license for GMUs 106, 107, or 109 in 2014? 

□ Yes (please continue to question 7) (n=12; 31%) 

□ No (please skip to question 12) (n=27; 69%) 
 

8. How did you obtain your 2014 license(s)? (Check all that apply) 

□ An over-the-counter either sex archery license (n=0; 0%) 

□ A regular draw license (n=9; 82%) 

□ A left over license (n=1; 9%) 

□ A landowner voucher for the property I own or manage (n=1; 9%) 

□ A landowner voucher for another property (n=0; 0%) 

□ Family only landowner license (n=0; 0%) 

□ Game damage permit (n=0; 0%) 
 

9. Did you hunt pronghorn in GMUs 106, 107, or 109 in 2014? 

□ Yes (please continue to question 7) (n=10; 83%) 

□ No (please skip to question 9) (n=2;17%) 
 

10. How many days did you hunt pronghorn in GMUs 106, 107, or 109 in 2014?  

0
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11. How many pronghorn did you harvest in GMUs 106, 107, or 109 in 2014? (Please 
choose one) 

□ 0 (n=2; 20%) 

□ 1 (n=8; 80%) 

□ 2 (n=0; 0%) 

□ >2 (n=0; 0%) 
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12. Why did you NOT HUNT in GMUs 106, 107, or 109 in 2014? (Please check all that 
apply) 

□ Did not draw a license (n=0; 0%) 

□ The complexity of hunting regulations in Colorado (n=0; 0%) 

□ Time demands of my family obligations (n=0; 0%) 

□ Time demands of my job (n=1; 50%) 

□ The cost of hunting licenses, equipment or other expenses (n=0; 0%) 

□ Season conflicted with other obligations (n=0; 0%) 

□ Trouble finding permission to hunt (n=1; 50%) 

□ Lost access to property I previously had permission to hunt(n=0; 0%) 

□ Other (please specify) (n=0; 0%) 
 
13. Why did you NOT have a license for GMUs 106, 107, or 109 in 2014? (Please choose all 
that apply) 

□ I did not apply for a license (n=6; 25%) 

□ I applied for did not draw a license (n=12; 50%) 

□ The complexity of hunting regulations in Colorado (n=1; 4%) 

□ Time demands of my family obligations (n=3; 13%) 

□ Time demands of my job (n=1; 4%) 

□ The cost of hunting licenses, equipment or other expenses (n=2; 8%) 

□ Season conflicted with other obligations (n=4; 17%) 

□ Trouble finding permission to hunt (n=4; 17%) 

□ Lost access to property I previously had permission to hunt (n=3; 13%) 
 
14. Are you a resident of Colorado? 

□ Yes (n=38;93%) 

□ No (n=3; 7%) 
 

15. Do you live within GMUs 106, 107, or 109? 

□ Yes (n=3; 7%) 

□ No (n=38; 93%) 
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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. 
 

1 
CPW issued too large of a number of tags during the drought driving the numbers 
down. The number of hunters was far greater than the Pronghorn numbers. 

2 does this mean that I will draw a buck tag for this year 2015 

3 Don't give out as many out of state tags in these units. 

4 
Head count way down in many units east of I-25 over the last 4-5 years. Suggest 
reducing the number of doe tags in most areas for a couple of years. 

5 

I am also concerned about the hunting clubs that keep popping up and this does not 
allow the resident hunters places to go hunt who cannot afford $1500-2000 a year to 
join said clubs. also the DOW is issuing to many Buck tags. I also think that 105 & 106 
& possibly even 107 should be combined for Pronghorn just like 105 & 106 are for 
Deer. 

6 
I have hunted 109 for quite a few years, usually as a leftover draw. I have had good 
success with filling a doe tag. I think managing the habitat and the quality of 
agriculture would make a dramatic impact on the antelope pop. Thanks 

7 

I hunt in the north part of 107. The drought and reduction of CRP has reduced the 
numbers considerably the past 3 years. I hunt does for the meat and they are easier to 
harvest because of their numbers. The number of animals I see in the north part of 
106 and the south part of 99 (US Hwy 36) seem more plentiful. 

8 

I used to hunt GMU 106 quite often years ago. However, I stopped due to hardly seeing 
antelope, to NOT seein antelope on many occasions. Landowners were very receptive 
to allowing me to hun. Every year that I hunted I did not come across another hunter 
in the field. I do believe however that drought took it's tole and in addition to vehicle 
restrictions. I completely agree, as as for myself, I have always walked and still do not 
only antelope hunting, but elk and deer as well. And I always seem to get my game 
except in GMU 106. I wish I knew the answer for pronghorn herd management. But by 
the same token, if every hunter got their game all the time there wouldn't be any left 
to hunt or just see them. Thank you very much for your efforts. 
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9 

Im a hunter for many years, about 30 years or so, in this time factor, I have noticed 
and seen more and more out of state hunters, I put in for the drawing each and every 
year and talk to other out of state hunters and find out they have less draw points 
than I do and they draw their animals and we as residents dont, funny how that works, 
I have twin sons that I have brought up to hunt and fish, and shown them the right 
ways to hunt and and FOLLOW THE LAWS OF HUNTING and yet we all the time see so 
much unlawful hunting out in unit 107 people going out on property they have no 
permittion to hunt on POUCHING I have talked with the DOW officer out in Flaggler 
about this, when I have permittion to hunt farmers land that I have hunted for years, 
and I see locals out driving thur the land I have permittion to hunt on and when these 
people drive their 4x4 trucks in on land and on both sides of a creek bed with 2 people 
in 2 different trucks with loaded gun in the back of a truck trying to get deer and 
antelope up and running and hunting illegially that is not the way to hunt and very 
unsafe, I told the DOW officer about this and it seemed like he wasnt even concerned 
also the lack of pheasants for the last 2 years its so bad and I have asked many DOW 
officers and yet cant seem to get an answer as too why the population is so low I didnt 
even hunt pheasants last year at all cause of this factor and really think all pheasant 
hunting should be stopped for a few years to let the population grow again its not just 
about the antelope its all the animals and the populations and there are no pheasants 
out there at all 

10 Question #9 would not accept any of my options 

11 thanks for the opportunity to provide input 

12 
The Federal Government should not be running the Colorado Parks and Wildlife 
Division. That should be left up to the STATE. 

13 
The reduction in the quantity of pronghorn in unit 107 over the last decade has been 
shocking and sad. Contact information omitted 

14 
The wind turbines are bad for antelope. They seem to drive them away. Too many 
landowners are locking up their land or are asking for $ to hunt. 
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QUESTIONS SPECIFIC TO LANDOWNERS WHO HUNT 
 

1. How important to you is pronghorn hunting compared to your other recreational 
activities? (Please choose one) 

□ My most important recreational activity (n=1; 6%) 

□ One of the more important recreational activates I participate in (n=9; 50%) 

□ No more important than any other recreational activity (n=6; 33%) 

□ Less important than most of my other recreational activities (n=2; 11%) 

□ Not at all important to me as a recreational activity (n=0; 0%) 
 

2. Overall, how would you rate the quality of pronghorn hunting in GMUs 106, 107, or 
109? (Please choose one) 

□ Excellent (n=1; 6%) 

□ Good (n=7; 39%) 

□ Fair (n=5; 28%) 

□ Poor (n=5; 28%) 

□ I don’t know (n=0; 0%) 
 
3. Which of following factors do you think are limiting the number of pronghorn in GMUs 
106, 107, and 109 (Please choose all that apply.) 

□ Hunting (n=5; 29%) 

□ Drought (n=9; 53%) 

□ Lack of habitat (n=3; 18%) 

□ Poor habitat quality (n=3; 18%) 

□ Predation (n=3; 18%) 

□ Disease (n=0; 0%) 

□ Development (n=1; 6%) 

□ I am not sure (n=4; 24%) 

□ Other (please specify)  

1. Crop rotation, overgrazed grasslands, lack of BLM support 

2. The number of pronghorn are growing, not be limited 

3. Land owners do not want them 

 
4. Did you have a pronghorn license for GMUs 106, 107, or 109 in 2014? 

□ Yes (please continue to question 7) (n=4; 22%) 

□ No (please skip to question 12) (n=14; 78%) 
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5. How did you obtain your 2014 license(s)? (Check all that apply) 

□ An over-the-counter either sex archery license (n=0; 0%) 

□ A regular draw license (n=3; 75%) 

□ A left over license (n=0; 0%) 

□ A landowner voucher for the property I own or manage (n=2; 50%) 

□ A landowner voucher for another property (n=0; 0%) 

□ Family only landowner license (n=0; 0%) 

□ Game damage permit (n=0; 0%) 
 

6. Did you hunt pronghorn in GMUs 106, 107, or 109 in 2014? 

□ Yes (please continue to question 7) (n=2; 50%) 

□ No (please skip to question 9) (n=2; 50%) 
 

7. How many days did you hunt pronghorn in GMUs 106, 107, or 109 in 2014?  
Single response to the question = 3 days 
 
8. How many pronghorn did you harvest in GMUs 106, 107, or 109 in 2014? (Please choose 
one) 

□ 0 (n=1; 50%) 

□ 1 (n=1; 50%) 

□ 2 (n=0; 0%) 

□ >2 (n=0; 0%) 
 

9. Why did you NOT HUNT in GMUs 106, 107, or 109 in 2014? (Please check all that apply) 

□ Did not draw a license (n=0; 0%) 

□ The complexity of hunting regulations in Colorado (n=0; 0%) 

□ Time demands of my family obligations (n=0; 0%) 

□ Time demands of my job (n=0; 0%) 

□ The cost of hunting licenses, equipment or other expenses (n=0; 0%) 

□ Season conflicted with other obligations (n=2; 100%) 

□ Trouble finding permission to hunt (n=0; 0%) 

□ Lost access to property I previously had permission to hunt (n=0; 0%) 

□ Other (please specify) (n=0; 0%) 
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10. Why did you NOT have a license for GMUs 106, 107, or 109 in 2014? (Please choose all 
that apply) 

□ I did not apply for a license (n=0; 0%) 

□ I applied for did not draw a license (n=3; 21%) 

□ The complexity of hunting regulations in Colorado (n=2; 14%) 

□ Time demands of my family obligations (n=1; 7%) 

□ Time demands of my job (n=1; 7%) 

□ The cost of hunting licenses, equipment or other expenses (n=0; 0%) 

□ Season conflicted with other obligations (n=1; 7%) 

□ Other (please specify) (n=1; 7%) 
 

1. 
1st choice Buck tag 2nd choice Doe tag 3rd choice refund. There were no leftover 
licenses available for Buck or Doe in unit 107 
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QUESTIONS SPECIFIC TO ALL LANDOWNERS INCLUDING THOSE WHO HUNT 
 

1. Are you a resident of Colorado? 

□ Yes (n=38;93%) 

□ No (n=3; 7%) 
 

2. Do you live within GMUs 106, 107, or 109? 

□ Yes (n=3; 7%) 

□ No (n=38; 93%) 
 

3. In which county(ies) is your property located? (Please choose all that apply) 

□ Arapahoe (n=11;20%) 

□ Elbert (n=4;7%) 

□ Lincoln  (n=16;29%) 

□ Kit Carson (n=16;29%) 

□ Washington (n=19;35%) 

□ Yuma (n=8;15%) 

□ Other (please specify) (n=2) 

1. Lincoln and Kit Carson 

2. Kit Carson  

 
4. How many acres of land do you own, lease, or manage? (Please choose one) 

□ <160 acres (n=12; 21%%) 

□ 160-1000 acres (n=20; 34%%) 

□ 1000-5000 acres (n=15; 26%) 

□ >5000 acres (n=11; 19%) 
 

5. Do you lease your property to outfitters? 

□ Yes (n=3; 5%) 

□ No (n=54; 95%) 
 

6. From 2010-2014, did you allow anyone to hunt pronghorn on your property? 

□ Yes (please continue to question 7) (n=40; 70%) 

□ No (please skip to question 8) (n=17; 30%) 
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7. Whom did you allow to hunt pronghorn on land you control in the last 5 years? (Please 
choose all that apply) 

□ Family, friends, and neighbors (n=34; 87%) 

□ Public hunters who paid no access fee (n=13; 33%) 

□ Hunters or outfitters who have leased the land or paid an access fee (n=2; 5%) 

□ Other (Please specify) 

1. Immediate Friends and Family Only 

2. I don't know if this the right place to give my opinion or not but here I go. I have 
talk to outfitters about leasing my ground and my opinion is after our visit is the 
outfitters are the reason we can't control the population of the Pronghorn or 
Deer and anything else they have control of. Don't get me wrong in today society 
it would be so much easier to allow the outfitters to stand the liability for the 
hunters that are on your property. Just some food for thought. Thanks for 
listening. 

 
8. Have you changed hunter access to your property in the last 5 years? (Please choose 
one) 

□ No change in hunter access (n=38; 67%) 

□ I allow MORE hunters access to my property (n=4; 7%) 

□ I allow FEWER hunter access to my property (n=10; 18%) 

□ I have CLOSED my property to hunters (n=5; 9%) 
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9. Have you had problems with pronghorn HUNTERS on your property in the last 5 years? 

□ No (n=39; 68%) 

□ Yes (please rate the level at which you experienced the following problems with 
hunters) (n=18; 32%) 
 

  
NO PROBLEMS 

MINOR 
PROBLEMS 

MODERATE 
PROBLEMS 

MAJOR 
PROBLEMS 

Total 
Responses 

TOO MANY hunters 
ask for permission 
to hunt 

6 7 3 1 17 

TRESPASS by 
pronghorn hunters 
on your property 

0 6 6 6 18 

DAMAGE to your 
property by 
pronghorn hunters 

4 5 6 3 18 

RUDE CONDUCT by 
pronghorn hunters 
on your property 

6 5 2 5 18 

OTHER problems 
with pronghorn 
hunters on your 
property (please 
specify in box 
below) 

10 2 3 3 18 

1 Hunters drive county roads and shoot on to property from roads 

2 hunting from INSIDE trucks parked on the side of the road. 

3 people asking and then assuming permission is for an entire group 

4 
Road hunters parking at the edge or access to my property waiting for Pronghorns to cross the 
fences and hunters that trespass "passively", "intentionally" and/or "aggressively". 

5 they are told no hunting and as soon as they think you are gone they do it anyway 

 
10. How would you like to see the number of pronghorn HUNTERS change in the Game 
Management Unit(s) which include your property? (Please choose one) 

□ Increase (n=9; 16%) 

□ Stay the same (n=23; 41%) 

□ Decrease (n=14; 25%) 

□ No opinion (n=10; 18%) 
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11. Have PRONGHORN caused damage to your property in the last 5 years? 

□ Yes (please continue to question 10) (n=15; 26%) 

□ No(please skip to question ) (n=42; 74%) 
 

12. Please rate the severity of damage done to your property by PRONGHORN. 

□ Light damage (n=9; 60%) 

□ Moderate damage (n=5; 33%) 

□ Severe damage (n=1; 7%) 
 

13. When does the majority of damage occur? 

□ Spring (n=10; 18%) 

□ Summer (n=10; 18%) 

□ Fall (n=10; 18%) 

□ Winter (n=10; 18%) 
 

14. What type of crops/land did pronghorn cause damage to on your property? (Please 
check all that apply) 

□ Winter Wheat (n=7; 47%) 

□ Corn (n=1; 7%) 

□ Alfalfa/Hay (n=1; 7%) 

□ Fences (n=10; 67%) 

□ Pasture land (n=3; 20%) 

□ Other (please specify) (n=3; 20%) 

1. Either deer or antelope tear portions of fences at time 

2. Millitt crop 

3. And to a freshly planted pine trees for living snow fence 
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Hunting licenses are the primary tool available to the 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. As pronghorn numbers increase, 
the potential for crop damage is higher. To lower the number of pronghorn, the CPW typically 
increases the number hunting permits (primarily for females) available, which increases the 
number of hunters in the field.  
 
15. For the purposes of pronghorn management in the Game Management Unit(s) which 
include your property, what is your preference? 

□ Limit the NUMBER of pronghorn HUNTERS (more pronghorn, fewer hunters) (n=12; 
21%) 

□ Limit the amount of DAMAGE to your property caused by PRONGHORN (fewer 
pronghorn, more hunters) (n=10; 18%) 

□ The current numbers of hunters and pronghorn in the GMU(s) are acceptable (n=26; 
46%) 

□ No Opinion(n=9; 16%) 
 

Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) strives to manage pronghorn populations within the social 
carrying capacity of the herd. The social carrying capacity is the number that will be 
tolerated by the people who are impacted by the herd (hunters, wildlife viewers, 
landowners). The social carrying capacity is often below the number of animals that can be 
supported by the available habitat.  
 
A population objective is set at the herd's social carrying capacity. When populations are 
above the population objective, CPW increases hunting license numbers (primarily female 
licenses) to bring the population closer to objective through increased harvest. This translates 
to more hunters in the field. When populations are below objective, the CPW can decrease 
the number of hunting licenses to allow the population to increase. 
 
16. For the 2015-2025 time period, relative to the current number, how would you like 
to see the pronghorn herd change in GMUs 106, 107, and 109? 
 

 Decrease 
greatly 

(over 50% 
fewer 

pronghorn) 

Decrease 
slightly 

(25% fewer 
pronghorn) 

Stay the 
same 

Increase 
slightly (25% 

more 
pronghorn) 

Increase 
greatly 

(over 50% 
more 

pronghorn) 

Don’t 
know/no 
opinion 

I would like 
the pronghorn 
population to: 

n=6 
11% 

n=8 
14% 

n=16 
28% 

n=11 
19% 

n=9 
16% 

n=7 
12% 
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Decisions about how many and what type of pronghorn hunting permits to issue are included 
in the pronghorn management plan. Permits can be issued in a way that maximizes either the 
number of buck hunting licenses, the number of bucks available to hunters, or some 
compromise between the two. In general, a decrease in the number of buck hunting licenses 
could make buck permits more difficult to draw but may limit competition and interference 
among hunters and increase buck harvest rates. Conversely, an increase in the number of 
buck hunting licenses could make buck licenses easier to draw but could increase competition 
among hunters and decrease buck harvest rates. 
 
17. Which of the following approaches should guide the number of licenses allocated in 
GMUs 106, 107, and 109? 

□ Increase the number of buck hunting permits (easier to draw a license, more 
hunters in the field) (n=17; 30%) 

□ Decrease the number of buck hunting permits (more PPs required to draw a 
license, more bucks in the population) (n=15; 26%) 

□ Maintain the current number of buck hunting permits (n=18; 32%) 

□ I’m not sure (n=7; 12%) 
 
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. 
 

1 I am sorry, I have already gave my opinion earlier in the survey. 

2 
I feel that the hunters don't respect the no hunting signs in general I'm always 
asking people to get off my land even though it is posted 

3 
I have few pronghorn on my property. A far bigger problem is deer and their 
destruction of tree plantings. 

4 I haven't seen any antelope on my property in the 9 years of owning it. 

5 

More hunters unfamiliar with the area equals more property damage. Would 
prefer all hunting on my private land be done by people I've approved. Locals or 
family of locals (who go hunting with the locals) are more respectful of my land 
than some outsiders. 

6 
My family and I would like to see more antelope around especially in southern 
Yuma County. 

7 
Pronghorn as wild animals are a welcome sight and I hope their numbers will 
increase. 

8 

Right now the numbers of animals is about right, but we could have a few more. 
My biggest concern as a landowner/nature lover is people trespassing on our 
property and not asking for permission to hunt. I will usually allow hunters asking 
for permission, to hunt on our land. And, most of them are courteous. However, it 
only takes one inconsiderate hunter to put a sour taste in my mouth about all 
hunters. 

9 Thank you for all you do for the animals 

10 
the drought has caused a larger migration to this area and north, causing more 
weed and fence problems....we need to downsize the herd. 

11 
The main problem with the pronghorn is the amount of grass they consume. We 
run a livestock operation and it affects our stocking rate significantly. 

  

https://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=U1wqYFQwyOUeCEebjGIzrvnp0HlQBDimDc3K0SrEMnzbA7L%2bfsKv3dtJoYO%2bmG%2fo&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
https://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=U1wqYFQwyOUeCEebjGIzrvnp0HlQBDimDc3K0SrEMnzbA7L%2bfsKv3dtJoYO%2bmG%2fo&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
https://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=U1wqYFQwyOUeCEebjGIzrvnp0HlQBDimDc3K0SrEMnzbA7L%2bfsKv3dtJoYO%2bmG%2fo&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
https://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=U1wqYFQwyOUeCEebjGIzrvnp0HlQBDimDc3K0SrEMnzbA7L%2bfsKv3dtJoYO%2bmG%2fo&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
https://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=U1wqYFQwyOUeCEebjGIzrvnp0HlQBDimDc3K0SrEMnzbA7L%2bfsKv3dtJoYO%2bmG%2fo&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
https://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=U1wqYFQwyOUeCEebjGIzrvnp0HlQBDimDc3K0SrEMnzbA7L%2bfsKv3dtJoYO%2bmG%2fo&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
https://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=U1wqYFQwyOUeCEebjGIzrvnp0HlQBDimDc3K0SrEMnzbA7L%2bfsKv3dtJoYO%2bmG%2fo&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
https://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=U1wqYFQwyOUeCEebjGIzrvnp0HlQBDimDc3K0SrEMnzbA7L%2bfsKv3dtJoYO%2bmG%2fo&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
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12 The spread of noxious weeds increased with the increase in pronghorns. 

13 
we have had fewer hunters in past 5 years and we have fewer pronghorn in this 
area. if pronghorn are here the hunters will be here. 

14 

We have seen an increase in pronghorn, but our main concern is the increase in 
mule deer. We have property north of county line between Washington and 
Lincoln county and recently counted 30 head of deer down there on pasture land. 
That is getting excessive to us. 

15 I appreciate the invitation to voice my concerns and have my interests reviewed. 

16 give landowners preference on license draw. 

17 
i dont think there is enough proghorn to increase the tags, and the damage is not 
enough to complain about. 

18 

In the last few weeks I have seen pronghorns acting strangely nearby. One was 
even standing on the grass beside i-70 at Genoa and seemed confused, tongue 
hanging out, staggering but in good flesh. We regularly horseback ride through the 
surrounding CRP, but we have seen fewer babies on the ground. We are 
concerned it is because of the wind towers. We miss them. No good hunting in the 
last two years. 

19 
IN the past 5 to 10 years I seen the number of pronghorn on and around my 
property drop from a nice level of 50 to 75 down to about a dozen 

20 

There are very few Proghorns around my area compared to 6-8 years ago. I would 
like to see way fewer licenses go out for several years to try and build up the 
small herds that are around. 

21 Too many hunters! It's like a frickin' war out here during the season. 
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QUESTIONS FOR OTHER INDIVIDUALS 
 

Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) strives to manage pronghorn populations within the social 
carrying capacity of the herd. The social carrying capacity is the number that will be 
tolerated by the people who are impacted by the herd (hunters, wildlife viewers, 
landowners). The social carrying capacity is often below the number of animals that can be 
supported by the available habitat.  
 
A population objective is set at the herd's social carrying capacity. When populations are 
above the population objective, CPW increases hunting license numbers (primarily female 
licenses) to bring the population closer to objective through increased harvest. This translates 
to more hunters in the field. When populations are below objective, the CPW can decrease 
the number of hunting licenses to allow the population to increase. 
 
1. For the 2015-2025 time period, relative to the current number, how would you like to 
see the pronghorn herd change in GMUs 106, 107, and 109? 
 

 Decrease 
greatly 

(over 50% 
fewer 

pronghorn
) 

Decrease 
slightly 
(25% 
fewer 

pronghorn
) 

Stay the 
same 

Increase 
slightly 

(25% more 
pronghorn

) 

Increase 
greatly 

(over 50% 
more 

pronghorn
) 

Don’t 
know/no 
opinion 

I would like the 
pronghorn 
population to: 

n=0 
0% 

n=0 
0% 

n=1 
25% 

n=0 
0% 

n=1 
25% 

n=2 
50% 

 
 
Decisions about how many and what type of pronghorn hunting permits to issue are included 
in the pronghorn management plan. Permits can be issued in a way that maximizes either the 
number of buck hunting licenses, the number of bucks available to hunters, or some 
compromise between the two. In general, a decrease in the number of buck hunting licenses 
could make buck permits more difficult to draw but may limit competition and interference 
among hunters and increase buck harvest rates. Conversely, an increase in the number of 
buck hunting licenses could make buck licenses easier to draw but could increase competition 
among hunters and decrease buck harvest rates. 
 
2. Which of the following approaches should guide the number of licenses allocated in 
GMUs 106, 107, and 109? 

□ Increase the number of buck hunting permits (easier to draw a license, more 
hunters in the field) (n=0; 0%) 

□ Decrease the number of buck hunting permits (more PPs required to draw a 
license, more bucks in the population) (n=0; 0%) 

□ Maintain the current number of buck hunting permits (n=2; 50%) 

□ I’m not sure (n=2; 50%) 
  

https://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=U1wqYFQwyOUeCEebjGIzrvnp0HlQBDimDc3K0SrEMnzbA7L%2bfsKv3dtJoYO%2bmG%2fo&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
https://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=U1wqYFQwyOUeCEebjGIzrvnp0HlQBDimDc3K0SrEMnzbA7L%2bfsKv3dtJoYO%2bmG%2fo&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
https://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=U1wqYFQwyOUeCEebjGIzrvnp0HlQBDimDc3K0SrEMnzbA7L%2bfsKv3dtJoYO%2bmG%2fo&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
https://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=U1wqYFQwyOUeCEebjGIzrvnp0HlQBDimDc3K0SrEMnzbA7L%2bfsKv3dtJoYO%2bmG%2fo&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
https://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=U1wqYFQwyOUeCEebjGIzrvnp0HlQBDimDc3K0SrEMnzbA7L%2bfsKv3dtJoYO%2bmG%2fo&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
https://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=U1wqYFQwyOUeCEebjGIzrvnp0HlQBDimDc3K0SrEMnzbA7L%2bfsKv3dtJoYO%2bmG%2fo&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
https://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=U1wqYFQwyOUeCEebjGIzrvnp0HlQBDimDc3K0SrEMnzbA7L%2bfsKv3dtJoYO%2bmG%2fo&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
https://www.surveymonkey.com/MySurvey_EditPage.aspx?sm=U1wqYFQwyOUeCEebjGIzrvnp0HlQBDimDc3K0SrEMnzbA7L%2bfsKv3dtJoYO%2bmG%2fo&TB_iframe=true&height=450&width=650
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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. 
 

1 
Pronghorns are very mobile. Weather can be a very big factor in where they 
congregate at least briefly. I have seen herds of up to 1000 in nasty weather. 

2 
Land access on the plains is hard to obtain. Landowners whom feel their land is 
stressed by pronghorn activity should be able to contact hunters that wish to have 
access as provided by CPW hunter registrations. 

 
  



 PH19 Pronghorn Management Plan  

38 
 

APPENDIX B: 30-Day Comment Period 
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Responses to our survey questions from the State Land Board Southcentral District 
Manager 
 
1. For the 2015-2025 time period, relative to the current number, how would you like to 
see the pronghorn herd change in GMUs 106, 107, and 109? 
 
 Answer: Stay the Same 
 
2. Which of the following approaches should guide the number of licenses allocated in 
GMUs 106, 107, and 109? 
 
 Answer: Maintain the current number of buck hunting permits 
 
3. How important to you is pronghorn hunting compared to your other recreational 
activities? (Please choose one) 

 
Answer: Less important than most of my other recreational activities  

 
4. Overall, how would you rate the quality of pronghorn hunting in GMUs 106, 107, or 
109? (Please choose one) 

 
Answer: Fair  
 

5. Which of following factors do you think are limiting the number of pronghorn in GMUs 
106, 107, and 109 (Please choose all that apply.) 
 

Answer: Hunting (As evidenced by control of # of licenses) & Agreement with comment 
that landowners are hesitant to allow hunting 

 
6. Did you have a pronghorn license for GMUs 106, 107, or 109 in 2014? 

 
Answer: No  

 
7. Why did you NOT HUNT in GMUs 106, 107, or 109 in 2014? (Please check all that apply) 

 
Answer: Time demands of my job  

 
8. Are you a resident of Colorado? 

 
Answer: Yes 
 

9. Do you live within GMUs 106, 107, or 109? 
 
 Answer: No  
 
Comments: If tags could be give to the SLB on some of the areas in these GMU’s, CPW would 
receive money for licenses and the SLB could work with the lease holders to provide trespass 
permits for hunting. 
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10. In which county(ies) is your property located? (Please choose all that apply) 
 
Answer: Lincoln (manage land for State Land Board)  
 

11. How many acres of land do you own, lease, or manage? (Please choose one) 
 
Answer: >5000 acres (manage land for State Land Board) 
 

12. Do you lease your property to outfitters? 
 
Answer: Yes  
 

13. From 2010-2014, did you allow anyone to hunt pronghorn on your property? 
 

Answer: Yes  
 
14. Whom did you allow to hunt pronghorn on land you control in the last 5 years? (Please 

choose all that apply) 
 
Answer: Hunters or outfitters who have leased the land or paid an access fee  
 

15. Have you changed hunter access to your property in the last 5 years? (Please choose 
one) 

 
Answer: No change in hunter access (Ag lease holders need to apply for a recreation 
lease if they want to hunt on state lands not in the public access program) 
 

16. Have you had problems with pronghorn HUNTERS on your property in the last 5 years? 
 
Answer: Yes  

Comments: Trespass issues, hunters drive county roads and shoot on the 
property from roads, people asking and then assuming permission is for an 
entire group 

 
 

17. How would you like to see the number of pronghorn HUNTERS change in the Game 
Management Unit(s) which include your property? (Please choose one) 

 
Answer: Stay the same  
 

18. Have PRONGHORN caused damage to your property in the last 5 years? 
 
Answer: Yes  

 
19. Please rate the severity of damage done to your property by PRONGHORN. 

 
Answer: Light damage  
 

13. When does the majority of damage occur? 
 
Answer: Winter  
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14. What type of crops/land did pronghorn cause damage to on your property? (Please 
check all that apply) 

 
Answer: Winter Wheat, Alfalfa/Hay, and Fences  
 

Hunting licenses are the primary tool available to the 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. As pronghorn numbers increase, 
the potential for crop damage is higher. To lower the number of pronghorn, the CPW typically 
increases the number hunting permits (primarily for females) available, which increases the 
number of hunters in the field.  
 
15. For the purposes of pronghorn management in the Game Management Unit(s) which 
include your property, what is your preference? 

 
Answer: The current numbers of hunters and pronghorn in the GMU(s) are acceptable  


