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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Posthunt Population Size

GMUs: 128, 129, 133, 134, 135, 140, 141, 142, 147
Land Ownership: 74% Private, 14% Federal (USFS or DOD), 10% State Land Board, CPW 2%, <1% Other
Posthunt Population: Previous Obj. 6,500 2011 Estimate 8,106 Approved New Obj. 8,000 (7,800-8,800)
Posthunt Sex Ratio: Previous Obj. 37 2011 Prehunt Estimate 40 2011 Posthunt Modeled 37 Approved New
Obj. 35 (30-40)
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Figure 1. PH-7 Pronghorn modeled post-hunt population and objective range from 1998
through 2011.
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Figure 2. PH-7 Pronghorn buck and antlerless harvest from 1984 through 2010.
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Figure 3. PH-7 Pronghorn observed prehunt sex ratio, posthunt objective range, and modeled
posthunt sex ratio from 1998 through 2010.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION
The Thatcher Pronghorn Data Analysis Unit (DAU PH-7) is a large pronghorn DAU in
southeastern Colorado. Pronghorn are found throughout the DAU but higher concentrations tend
to be in the western and south-central portions of the DAU. The majority of the DAU is private
land and the potential for game damage, primarily to fences and pasture land, exists throughout
the DAU. Urbanization, along the I-25 and Colorado Highway 50 corridors, is reducing the
amount of pronghorn habitat in the DAU. The DAU is currently experiencing the initial stages
of wind power development that may impact the pronghorn population in unknown ways.
In 2008, Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) estimated the pronghorn herd to be more than
2,500 animals over the long-term population size objective. In response, CPW asked the Parks
and Wildlife Commission (PWC) to institute a December doe season and to increase license
numbers. Pronghorn harvest has increased substantially since 2009 with a corresponding
decrease in the estimated population size.
The scoping process for this plan included two online surveys, public meetings, and a 30-day
online comment period. Prior to developing population and sex ratio alternatives, we prepared
two separate online surveys for hunters and landowners. We solicited input on the online
surveys through mailing 605 postcards, to sportsmen who applied for pronghorn licenses in PH-7
and 505 postcards to landowners in southeastern Colorado. We also contacted the Colorado
Farm Bureau and Colorado Cattlemen’s Association so they could advertise the landowner
online survey to their membership. After receiving feedback from the online surveys and the
public meetings in La Junta, and Walsenburg, we prepared a draft DAU plan which included
three alternative population and sex-ratio objectives. We posted the draft plan on the CPW
website for a 30-day public comment period and mailed copies of the plan to interested
landowners, County Commissioners, officials with the USFS Comanche National Grassland, and
the State Land Board.
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Landowner comments were evenly split for both increasing and decreasing the population with
10 landowners wanting an increase in the pronghorn population above modeled 2011 levels, and
10 landowners wanting a decrease in the population. There were 9 landowners that wanted the
population to stay at the current level. Hunters were split on whether increase the population
above 2011 levels (43%) or stay at modeled 2011 levels (43%). Many hunters and landowners
expressed concern over the amount of hunting pressure in the DAU and some landowners
indicated that hunters are causing problems, including trespassing and damage, on their property.
Landowners indicated that they would prefer the CPW to manage pronghorn in a way that
minimizes damage caused by pronghorn (as opposed to limiting the number of pronghorn
hunters). Some landowners expressed dislike for the December doe season. Since the DAU is
primarily private, many hunters have asked the CPW to facilitate access to properties in the
DAU.
Both landowners and hunter expressed that the CPW was currently issuing the correct number of
buck hunting permits and that the sex ratio objective should remain at 35 (range 30-40).

Population Objectives
Alternative #1— 8,000 (7,200-8,800) pronghorn
This was the estimated 2011 Post-hunt population size. Under this alternative harvest pressure
would be reduced to hold the population at the new population size.

Alternative 2 — 6,500 (5,500-7,500) pronghorn
This alternative represents a 25% reduction in numbers from the current modeled population size
and is the current long-term population objective.

Alternative 3—9,000 (8,000-10,000) pronghorn
This alternative encompasses a 20% increase from the current modeled population size.

Sex Ratio Objectives
Alternative #1 — 35 (30-40) bucks per 100 does
This alternative represents the current sex ratio objective and encompasses the long-term average
sex ratio for the population.

Alternative 2 — 30 (25-35) bucks per 100 does
This alternative would reduce the current sex ratio objective by ~20%.

Alternative 3 — 45 (40-50) bucks per 100 does
This alternative would increase the current observed sex ratio by ~15%.
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Approved Alternatives
Post-hunt population objective range =7,200-8,800
The DAU is 74% private, so we tried to balance the needs of landowners when choosing
a preferred alternative. Landowners were evenly split in their preference between
alternatives, but 19 of 29 landowners preferred a population objective at or above the
2011 post-hunt population level of approximately 8,100 animals. Hunters were evenly
split on keeping the population at this population level and increasing the population.
Given the feedback of landowners and hunters, we chose this alternative because it
represents a compromise between increasing the objective, but also acknowledges the
concerns of landowners that did not want to see an increase in the long-term objective.
We will continue to address local concerns for landowners as point sources of conflict
and damage occur within the DAU. Because of low production and increased harvest in
2011, we will have to reduce licenses to allow the population to reach this level. We will
lower antlerless licenses and consider the removal of the December hunting season if it is
shown that we can maintain the population with regular season licenses. However, we
may seek alternative strategies which target harvest in areas with a high potential for
game damage.

Post-hunt sex ratio objective range = 30-40 bucks per 100 does
This alternative maintains the current sex ratio objective for the population. It was
favored by most of the landowners and hunters in the DAU. This alternative will
continue to provide a high level of opportunities for hunters and landowners to draw
hunting licenses.

This DAU plan was approved by the Colorado Parks and Wildlife Commission on July 12,
2012
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INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE
The Colorado Division of 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 and the Colorado Legislature. Colorado’s wildlife
species require careful and increasingly intensive management to accommodate the many and
varied public demands and growing human impacts. The CPW uses a “Management by
Objective” approach to manage the state’s big game populations (Figure 4).

Select management objectives for
a DAU

Collect data on harvest and
population demographics

Conduct hunting seasons and
translocations

Assess population and compare to
DAU objectives

Set hunting regulations and
translocation plans to achieve
goals

Set removal/supplementation
goals compatible with DAU
objective
Figure 4. Management by Objective process used by CPW to manage big game
populations by Data Analysis Unit.
With the Management by Objective approach, big game populations are managed to achieve
population objectives established for a Data Analysis Unit (DAU). A DAU is the geographic
area that includes the year-round range of a big game herd. A DAU includes the area where the
majority of the animals in a herd are born, live and die. DAU boundaries are delineated to
minimize interchange of animals between adjacent DAUs. A DAU may be divided into several
Game Management Units (GMUs) in order to distribute 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
1
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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 United States Forest Service (USFS), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), city
and county governments, hunters, guides and outfitters, private landowners, local chambers of
commerce, and the general public. In preparing a DAU plan, agency personnel attempt to
balance the concerns of all the stakeholders when setting the population and sex ratio objectives.
DAU plans are approved by the PWC and are reviewed and updated every 10 years.
The DAU plan serves as the basis for the annual herd management cycle. In this cycle, the size
and composition of the herd is assessed and compared to the objectives defined in the DAU plan.
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 Thatcher
pronghorn herd. The DAU plan will be in place from 2012-2022 with the expectation that it will
be reviewed and updated in 2022.

DESCRIPTION OF DAU AND HABITAT
Geography
The Thatcher Pronghorn DAU is located in south-central Colorado and contains portions of
Huerfano, Otero, Pueblo and Las Animas counties. It consists of Game Management Units
(GMU’s) 128, 129, 133, 134, 135, 140, 141, 142 and 147. The DAU is bounded on the north by
the Arkansas River; on the east by Colo. 109 (N of Purgatoire River), the Purgatoire River (S of
Colorado 109), Chacuacho Creek, U.S. 160 and Colo. 389; on the south by the New Mexico
State line; and on the west by I-25. The Thatcher DAU covers 4,581 mi2 ranging in elevation
from 4,038 ft where The Arkansas River flows through La Junta to 9,665 ft at the top of Fishers
Peak. Topography ranges from flat hay meadows to gentle slopes, rolling hills to steep ridges
and gulches to cliffs and high elevation grasslands (Figure 5).

Climate
Precipitation ranges from 50+ cm (20 in) at higher elevations to less than 15 cm (6 in) in the
lower elevations, mainly in the form of winter and spring snowfall and late summer
thunderstorms.
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Land Ownership and Use
The surface area of PH-7 encompasses approximately 4,581 mi2, of which approximately 4,079
mi2 is considered pronghorn habitat. Of the 4,079 mi2 of pronghorn habitat 74% is privately
owned. The CPW owns 83 mi2 (2%), State Land Board owns 423 mi2 (10%), BLM owns 21 mi2
(1%), USFS owns 236 mi2 (6%) and the Department of Defense Owns 311 mi2 (8%; Figure 6).
The majority of private land use in PH-7 is dedicated to agriculture. Agricultural practices in
PH-7 include livestock production and limited dryland farming. There is limited irrigated
agriculture along the Arkansas River corridor, but it is not considered within the overall
pronghorn range.
Wind energy development in PH-7 is in the initial stages as of the writing of this document.
Several windfarms have been proposed especially in the area east of Walsenburg. At the current
time only the preliminary meteorological tower placement has occurred. Agreements with
landowners have been put in place, but regulatory and power distribution challenges have
prevented any towers being built within the area.

Vegetation
PH-7 is located in South-central Colorado, which is generally classified as Central Shortgrass
Prairie or Cholla grassland.
Major grass species include Blue Grama (Bouteloua gracilis), Buffalo Grass (Buchloe
dactyloides), Parry oatgrass (Danthonia parryi), Sand dropseed (Sporobolus airoides), Side-oats
grama (Bouteloua curtipendula), Indian Ricegrass (Oryzopsis hymenoides), and Ring Muly
(Muhlenbergia pungens).
Major shrub species include Gambles oak (Quercus gambelli), mountain mahogany (Cerocarpus
montanus), Cholla cactus (Opuntia whipplei), juniper (juniperus spp.) and skunkbrush sumac
(Rhus trilobata).
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Figure 5. PH-7 Geography and GMU Boundaries.
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Figure 6. PH-7 Land Ownership
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HERD MANAGEMENT HISTORY AND BACKGROUND
History
Population Size and Inventory
In 1988, the Wildlife Commission established a population objective of 6,500 pronghorn for the
DAU. At that time population estimates were derived from biennial post-season aerial counts,
harvest data and the POP II computer program (Fossil Creek Software, 1992 v.7.03, Fort Collins,
Colorado). Using these methods, the 1987 post-hunt population estimate was 6,440 animals.
Modeled estimates showed that the population increased until 1991 when it was estimated to be
approximately 7,970 animals. The population estimate was then revised in 1992 to reflect a
population of approximately 4,100 animals. This reduction was due to agency and landowner
observations of fewer animals and several years of low fawn:doe ratios. From 1992 to 2004 the
population estimate varied from a low of 3,838 animals in 1996 to a high of 4,960 animals in
2004.
Throughout this timeframe, post-season minimum counts were attempted within the DAU in an
attempt to verify the modeled population estimates. One mile transects were flown in pronghorn
habitat and every pronghorn observed was counted. These flights often encountered problems
that prevented the entire DAU from being flown prior to the first measurable snowfall. Problems
included: aircraft maintenance, airplane availability, weather conditions, and conflicts for
available staff time. The inability to fly the entire DAU prevented the agency from establishing
a minimum count for the DAU to check the validity of the modeled estimate.
Fortunately in 2005, a postseason minimum count was accomplished where a minimum of 7,611
pronghorn were observed. Population estimates after 2005 were modified to reflect this
minimum count.
Post-hunt Sex Ratio
Pre-hunt sex ratios were derived from pre-season aerial counts conducted from a fixed-wing
aircraft. Observers flew three or four mile wide transects across the DAU and classified every
group observed into bucks, does and fawns. This data was entered into the POP II model which
then generated post-season sex ratio estimates. From 1988 to 2006, the preseason classification
flights were accomplished approximately every other year.
From 1998 to 2000, post-hunt sex ratios have varied from a high of 56 in 1991 to a low of 28 in
1993. In 2000, the post-hunt sex ratio was estimated to be approximately 34 bucks per 100 does.
From 1988 to 2000, the estimated buck:doe ratio averaged 38 bucks per 100 does.
Harvest
Pronghorn harvest in PH-7 has varied from 1988 to 2000. Buck harvest was between 384
animals in 1989 to 312 animals in 1988. From 1988 to 2000, the average buck harvest was 343
6
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bucks. Doe/fawn harvest varied from a high of 233 in 1992 and 1994 to a low of 180 in 1997.
The average doe harvest between 1988-1997 was 201 does and fawns.
During the winter of 1997-1998 a blizzard dropped over 2 feet of snow across most of
Southeastern Colorado, increasing winter pronghorn mortality and resulting in several feeding
operations to try to increase over-winter survival. Because of documented pronghorn winter
mortality, license numbers were reduced. This resulted in decrease buck and doe/fawn harvest in
PH-7. Harvest declined from 284 bucks and 125 does and fawns in 1997 to a low of 244 bucks
and 101 does and fawns in 2000. License numbers, and therefore harvest, remained at these low
levels until the 2005 season.
Hunting Pressure
From 1988 to 1997, the number of hunters in the DAU ranged from 562 in 1988 to 846 in 1992
and averaged 733 hunters per year. Following the blizzard of 1997-1998, hunter numbers
declined from 613 in 1998 to 436 in 2000.

Population and Sex Ratio
Population Size and Inventory
Historically, the population model for A-7 was based on preseason sex and age ratio flights,
harvest data, and a single postseason minimum count collected in 2005. During the minimum
count, observers flew one-mile wide transects across the DAU, counting every animal observed.
It’s important to note that only a percentage of the pronghorn herd was counted during minimum
counts so the actual population size was higher in these years. The relationship between the
minimum count and the population size is currently unknown.
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, would be generated with distance sampling. No
estimate of precision was possible with the minimum count. Second, detection probabilities (i.e.,
the percentage of the population observed) could be estimated with distance 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 have dispersed from
winter concentrations but before fawns were born. Therefore, estimates produced through
distance sampling represented preproduction estimates. In 2009, the distance sampling estimate
for the Thatcher DAU was 8,086 ± 1,555 pronghorn and pre-hunt 2009 was 10,029 ± 1,856
pronghorn.
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Sex Ratio Estimates
Sex ratio estimates for PH-7 are calculated from preseason 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 2006, classification flights were done
approximately every other year. Since 2006, flights have been done annually.
In 2011, the preseason sex ratio for PH-7 was estimated to be 36 bucks per 100 does. Observers
classified 827 pronghorn in 2011. The three year average for the DAU is 46.0 bucks per 100
does and the long term average since 1992 is 42 bucks per 100 does.

Licenses
License levels in PH-7 have varied greatly in the last decade mostly due to perceived or real
changes in population levels due to two winter events. The winters of 1996-1997 and 2006-2007
were characterized by deep winter snows (>2 ft) that fell in December and did not dissipate until
late February or March. In both of these winters CDOW personnel conducted feeding operations
in an effort to reduce winter mortality. As a result of these two events license numbers were
decreased, especially on the female side, to allow the population to increase.
Following the post-season flights in 2005 CDPW personnel have been trying to move the
population towards the population objective. License numbers have been steadily increasing
since that timeframe (Figure 7).
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Figure 7. Buck and antlerless licenses in DAU PH-7 between 1993-2011
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The highest license levels have been in the most recent years with 885 male and 1595 female
licenses being issued for the DAU in 2011. Drought effects on fawn:doe ratios have been noticed
in flight data for the last several years. Fawn:doe ratios have been in the 20-30 fawns to 100
does range in three out of the last six years effectively limiting population growth.
Until 2007, muzzleloading hunters needed to draw one of the relatively few statewide buck or
doe tags to hunt in PH-7. In 2007, all DAUs in Colorado became specified for muzzleloading
with initial license numbers being set at 30 buck and 20 does in 2007. Licenses have been
increasing since that time to increase pronghorn harvest across the DAU. Muzzleloader licenses
were set at 100 buck and 100 does for the 2011 season.
Archery hunting in PH-7 is with over-the-counter licenses that are unlimited in number. This
hunting season is very popular with hunters especially those that use the services of a guide and
outfitter. It is rare to see a waterhole in the southern units without a blind during the archery
season.

Harvest
From 1984 to 2006, harvest within A-7 has remained relatively stable, consistent with license
allocations. Following the minimum count of 7,611 pronghorn collected in 2005, where we
documented that we were significantly over objective, our harvest strategy has been to decrease
the population through doe harvest. Since 2007, license numbers have been increasing until
2011, where 885 buck and 1595 doe licenses were available (Figure 8). This increase in license
numbers has brought about record pronghorn harvest within PH-7. A total of 726 bucks and 753
does/fawns were harvested in 2010. This additional harvest has basically mirrored production of
this population and has held it to an estimated population of 8,100 pronghorn.
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Figure 8. Pronghorn harvest in DAU PH-7 from 1984 through 2010
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Success Rates and Preference Points
Harvest success rates have been relatively static for rifle buck hunters since 2003, with the
average success rate of 89% from 2003-2010. Archery success rates have been climbing over
the same period, increasing from a low of 22% in 2006, to a period high of 55% in 2010. Rifle
doe harvest success has decreased since 2007, as hunter densities have increased with CPW
efforts to reduce the pronghorn population (Figure 9). While there certainly are more does on the
landscape, this lower doe success rate may be a reflection of hunters hunting less days, or with
less intensity, for females than they would for males. Preference point levels also suggest that a
buck hunt is a less frequent event for hunters and perhaps hunters in PH-7 hunt “harder” for a
buck.
With the increase in doe licenses preference points (PP) required to draw a license have dropped
from 0-2 preference points depending on GMU desired, to 0 points for all the GMU’s in the
DAU.
Buck licenses have increased within the DAU as CPW has been trying to drop the population,
but have historically been more in demand by our hunting public. Beginning in 2006, most
GMUs without large areas of public land required between 2-4 preference points to draw a buck
license. Those units with a large amount of public land, GMUs 135 and 142 required 4 or 7 PP
to draw a buck license, respectively. As license numbers have increased most of the GMUs have
dropped to 0-1 PP to draw buck licenses. This trend is not followed by those areas with public
land as GMU 135 still requires 4-5 PP to draw a buck tag and GMU 142 has actually increased
to 9 PP to draw a buck tag.
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Figure 9. Pronghorn hunter success rates in DAU PH-7 from 2003 through 2010 by method of take

Disease
Disease is not thought to be a factor regulating pronghorn populations in PH-7. Unlike deer, elk,
and moose, pronghorn are not known to carry Chronic Wasting Disease (CWD). Other diseases
affecting pronghorn include bluetongue and epizootic hemorrhagic disease (Lance and Pojar
1984; O’Gara 2004).
10
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Game Damage
There is currently no appreciable level of pronghorn game damage in PH-7. From 2008 to 2010 there
has not been any pronghorn damage claims paid to landowners within the DAU. A significant
amount of damage caused pronghorn within the DAU is damage to pastureland with most problems
being resolved by dispersal hunts on the affected properties.

Habitat Management
Pronghorn habitat in PH-7 will likely be impacted in the future by rural housing development in
the northern, western and southern parts of the DAU and by wind energy development in the
western and southern parts of the unit. Fencing, irrigated agriculture and fragmentation
associated with human development have already reduced the available pronghorn habitat in
some portions of GMUs 128, 133, 134, and 140.
A newer and less understood impact to habitat in PH-7 is wind energy development. Impacts to
pronghorn herd population performance, vital rates, etc are still largely unknown but there is a
direct loss of habitat due to the development footprint. Road density, vehicle use, and electricity
transmission lines may increase across pronghorn habitat as a function of wind energy
development.
The status of future Conservation Reserve Program (CRP) contracts in PH-7 may also produce
changes in pronghorn habitat. If many landowners chose to not re-enroll current CRP lands and
put them into agricultural production which could increase damage claims and impact pronghorn
in PH-7 in unknown ways.

CURRENT HERD MANAGEMENT
Current Post-Hunt Population
Based on the 2010 post-hunt population model, the herd in PH-7 is currently near 8,100
pronghorn (Figure 10). This is above the current long-term objective of 6,500 pronghorn, but
until transect sampling for population estimation began in 2008, there weren’t any rigorous
population estimation data available and the herd was believed to be around 7,500. In the last
year since those refined estimates became available, management has focused on stabilizing herd
numbers until a rewrite of the DAU plan was accomplished.

11
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Figure 10. PH-7 modeled post-hunt pronghorn population and objective range from 1998 through 2011.

Current Sex & Age Ratios
The current sex ratio objective for PH-7 is 37 bucks per 100 does. The 2011 modeled post-hunt
sex ratio for PH-7 was 37 bucks per 100 does (Figure 11).
The fawn to doe ratio is estimated annually during prehunt classification flights. In 2011, we
estimated there were 55.3 fawns per 100 does. This was higher than both the three year average
fawn to doe ratio of 41.0 fawns per 100 does and the overall average ratio of 41.7 (data have
been collected periodically since 1993). Fawn to doe ratios fluctuate annually depending on
spring weather conditions.
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Figure 11. PH-7 Pronghorn observed prehunt sex ratio, posthunt objective, and modeled posthunt sex ratio from
1998-2011.

Current Management Strategies/Problems
The current management strategy is to maintain/increase harvest pressure to move the population
downward towards the objective. Modeling and population estimation process refinements in the
12

PH-7 Pronghorn Management Plan-July 2012
last 2 years have shown the herd to be further over objective than models in previous years.
License numbers were increased in from 2007-2011, with particular emphasis on doe hunts. If
fawn recruitment remains at average levels, further increases in harvest will be needed to reduce
this herd to 6,500 animals.
Game damage claims have been minimal, but some landowners feel there is an over-abundance
of pronghorn, particularly in the western portions of GMUs 133 and 134, and the southern
portions of GMU 128. This landowner sentiment reflects a belief that concentrations of
pronghorn on agricultural lands represents forage or crop loss to the producer. Conversely, other
landowners in the eastern portions of GMUs 133 and 134 are concerned about the lower number
of pronghorn that they have observed in recent years. These very divergent viewpoints illustrate
the difficulty in selecting a preferred alternative for this DAU.
The primary management issue for PH-7 is estimated population size relative to the population
objective. Despite a steady increase in licenses (Figure 7) and doe harvest (Figure 12) since
2009, we have been unable to bring the population to objective. Our strategies to deal with the
high pronghorn population size have been to 1) increase license numbers during the regular rifle
season, 2) institute a private land only late rifle season for does, and 3) to make doe licenses list
B throughout the DAU. The primary difficulty with this strategy is the composition of
landownership in the DAU. Since the DAU is primarily private land, our ability to harvest
pronghorn is limited by the willingness of landowners to allow access on their property.
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Figure 12. PH-7 Pronghorn buck and antlerless harvest from 1984 through 2010.

Data collection on pronghorn is becoming increasing difficult in the DAU due to wind energy
exploration. Currently, we collect most pronghorn survey data from a small plane flying at low
altitudes (<300 ft. above ground level). Wind energy companies utilize small towers to
determine whether sites have suitable meteorological conditions for wind turbines. These
meteorological towers present a hazard to low flying aircraft. As such, we might need to explore
alternative methods for collecting data on pronghorn in the future.
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ISSUES AND STRATEGIES
Issue Solicitation Process
Hunter Input
Following the 2011 late doe rifle season, we mailed postcards to a randomly selected subset of
sportsmen who applied for a pronghorn license in the DAU in 2010 (n=611 sportsmen). The
selected subset of sportsmen was developed from a list of those who were successful at drawing
a pronghorn hunting license in 2011. The postcard provided hunters with a brief description of
the DAU planning process and directed the sportsmen to a website where they could fill out a
survey. Sportsmen were also instructed to call the Southeast Regional Service Center if they
wished to receive a paper copy of the survey. A total of 69 (11%) sportsmen completed the
survey.
In the survey hunters were asked to provide background information, hunting and harvest
information and their opinions regarding changes to population and sex ratio objectives. Overall,
hunter satisfaction was high in the DAU with 73.1% of respondents rating their satisfaction with
hunting in the DAU as Good or Excellent (Figure 13). The percentage of respondents who rated
their satisfaction as Poor was 9.0%. Sportsmen favored a population objective that would
maintain or increase the number of pronghorn in the DAU (relative to the current population
size; Figure 14). Less than 5% of respondents favored a reduction in the current population size.
The majority of respondents (43.3%) also supported no change in the sex ratio objective (Figure
15).
In the written comments, a number of hunters expressed frustration with their inability to obtain
access in the DAU. Many sportsmen suggested that CPW work with private landowners to
secure access for hunters. Survey respondents also indicated that there were too many road
hunters in the DAU which reduced the quality of the hunting experience.
The survey text, summary data for all questions and written comments are available in Appendix
A.
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Figure 13. Overall hunting satisfaction of hunters who responded to the hunter survey for DAU PH-7.
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Figure 14. Percentage of responses to the question asking hunters how they would like the pronghorn herd to
change in size in the PH-7 DAU. (*Aggregate responses to question asking if they would like to see the herd
increase or decrease in size by 25 or 50%. See full text of question in Appendix A).
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Figure 15. Percentage of responses to the question asking hunters how they would like to see the sex ratio change
in the PH-7 DAU.

Landowner Input
We also developed an online survey to solicit landowner input for this DAU plan. However,
unlike the hunter survey, the survey was developed for individuals who owned property in DAUs
PH-6, PH-7, and/or PH-8 because landowner addresses were available from county assessor
records, not by GMU. We developed a list of landowners by randomly selecting properties
within the DAUs. We also asked the Colorado Farm Bureau and the Colorado Cattlemen’s
Association to contact their membership with information about the survey. As with the hunter
survey, landowners were instructed to call the Southeast Regional Service Center if they wished
to receive a paper copy of the survey. We mailed a total of 505 postcards and received 49
responses to the survey. In the survey, landowners were asked to identify the generation location
of their property so we could assign the results to the appropriate DAU. Twenty of the
respondents indicated that they owned property in DAU PH-7. The survey text, summary data
for all questions and written comments are available in Appendix B.
In the survey, landowners were asked to provide background information, their opinions
regarding changes to population and sex ratio objectives, and opinions about hunters and
pronghorn damage. Landowners in this DAU favored a population objective that would
maintain or increase the number of pronghorn in the DAU (relative to the current population
size; Figure 16). The majority of respondents (46%) also indicated that they were satisfied with
the current number of buck permits in the DAU (Figure 17).
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Figure 16. Percentage of responses to the question asking landowners how they would like the pronghorn herd to
change in size in the PH-7 DAU.
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Figure 17. Percentage of responses to the question asking landowners how many buck hunting permits to issue in
the PH-7 DAU.

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. Prior to initiating this DAU plan, we were frequently approached by
individuals who expressed concerns about hunter behavior during the pronghorn hunting season.
We, therefore, 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.
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Trespassing was the most commonly cited problem by survey respondents with 42% of
landowners indicating that hunters had trespassed on their property at least once in the last five
years (Figure 16). Twenty-six percent (26%) of landowners reported major problems with
trespassing. Too many hunters asking for permission received the second highest percentage of
complaints (37%) followed by damage caused by hunters and rude conduct by hunters. Other
reported problems included road hunter without a place to hunt, chasing and shooting at coyotes
from the bed of a pickup and hunters not having any contact with the landowner except for
during hunting season.
We asked landowners if pronghorn caused damage to their property. Eight of 19 (42%) of
respondents indicated that pronghorn damaged to their property with four of the eight
landowners reporting severe damage. Damage to pasture land was the highest type of damage
reported (7 of 8 landowners) followed by damage to fences (4 of 8 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. Landowners
indicated that they preferred management practices which limited the amount of damage caused
by pronghorn (7 of 19 landowners) compared to limiting the number of hunters (4 of 19
landowners)(Figure 18) . A high number of respondents also indicated that the current numbers
of pronghorn and hunters in the DAU were acceptable (6 of 19).
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Figure 18. Percentage of responses to the question what is your preference in managing pronghorn in the PH-7
DAU.

.
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MANAGEMENT ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT
Based on the responses from the landowner and hunter surveys three alternatives were developed
and presented to stakeholders.
Two public meetings were organized in February 2012 to gather input from stakeholders on the
direction of future management in PH-7. The meetings were advertised in local media and on
the CPW website for 30 days. Meetings took place at the La Junta senior center in La Junta on
February 21, 2012 and at Lathrop State Park Visitor Center in Walsenburg on February, 23 2012.
Attendance at the La Junta meeting was 7 members of the public including 5 landowners and 1
outfitter. Attendance at the Walsenburg meeting was 3 landowners. Weather could have been a
factor in the lower attendance as a snow storm was occurring that evening.
A survey form was handed out to all the participants of the public meetings which included the
three alternative presented at the meetings (see Appendix D). Responses to the questionnaire
preferred the lower population levels with most attendees selecting the 6,500 pronghorn
population objective (Figure 19).
When asked the question about the level of buck harvest in the DAU slightly more people (3 of 5
respondents) that attended the meeting wanted the buck:doe ratio to remain at 35(range of 30-40)
bucks per 100 does.
During the discussions additional comments were noted and summarized in memos to those in
attendance, these summary memos can be found in Appendix E.
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Responses to Preference of Pronghorn
Population Levels in PH-7 from Attendees of
Two Public Meetings
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Figure 19. Percentage of responses that favored the three population size alternatives from two public meetings on
pronghorn management in PH-7.

When the press release came out for the public meetings we also received 8 comments by email.
Comments included too few pronghorn in the DAU (N=2), too many pronghorn in the DAU
(N=1), opposition to the December doe season (N=1), comments promoting and wanting
expansion of the Big Game Access Program (N=1), and a comment to add information in the
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regulation brochure to identify GMUs with limited public land. Email comments can be viewed
in their entirety in Appendix F.
Since the DAU is primarily private, we considered the needs of landowners when drafting
management alternatives. The majority of landowners surveyed indicated that they would like
pronghorn herd size to remain the same or increase from 2011 levels while hunters preferred an
increase in the population size. Landowners also indicated that they would like CPW to manage
the pronghorn population to minimize damage caused by pronghorn rather than limit the number
of pronghorn hunters. Many sportsmen and landowners expressed concern that the current
density of hunters in the DAU was too high. Both hunters and landowners indicated that the
current buck to doe ratio was acceptable.
Based on these results, we proposed three population objective and three sex ratio alternatives
for consideration.

Population Objectives
We developed four alternative population objectives for the DAU to account for the conflicting
perspectives between landowners and sportsmen. In the draft version of this DAU plan, we
chose not to select a preferred alternative so we could maintain neutrality during the public
comment period.
Alternative 1—8,000 (7,200-8,800) pronghorn
This alternative encompasses the current pronghorn population size. Respondents to our
landowner survey indicated that they preferred we maintain or increase the current number of
pronghorn on the landscape. If adopted, this alternative would allow managers at CPW to take a
slightly less aggressive approach to doe harvest in DAU which should reduce hunting pressure in
the DAU. However, harvest would need to be maintained at a level which prevents the
population from increasing which will give sportsmen the opportunity to harvest animals.
Alternative 2—6,500 (range 5,500-7,500)
This alternative represents a 25% reduction in numbers from the current modeled population size
and is the current long-term population objective. Although the majority landowners (42%)
suggested that the current population size of pronghorn in the DAU was acceptable, a high
percentage of landowners (25%) indicated that they would prefer the population size to decrease
by ≥25%. If adopted, this alternative would require a continuation of current management
practices, including a high level of hunting pressure. Under this alternative, sportsmen would
continue to have access to a high number of licenses, but as the population declines, their chance
of harvesting an animal would also decline.
Alternative 3—9,000 (8,000-10,000) pronghorn
This alternative encompasses a 20% increase from the current modeled population size.
Landowners and hunters supported an approach that would maintain or increase the current
population size. If this alternative were to be adopted, the CPW would need to reduce the
number of licenses in the DAU to allow the herd to grow. This would reduce hunting pressure
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for private landowners but it would also reduce opportunity for hunters. In the long term, this
alternative would create higher potential for pronghorn-caused damage on private land.

Sex Ratio Objectives
We developed three sex ratio alternatives to incorporate the conflicting views of sportsmen and
landowners. As with the population objectives, we did not choose a preferred alternative in the
Draft DAU to maintain neutrality. The 2011 posthunt modeled sex ratio is 36 bucks per 100
does.
Alternative 1—37 (30-40) bucks per 100 does
This is the current sex ratio objective and encompasses the long-term average sex ratio for the
population. Under this alternative, the CPW would be able to maintain the current management
practices which was favored by the majority of both landowners and sportsmen in our outreach
surveys. This management approach was favored by 37% of landowners and 43% of sportsmen
who responded to the respective outreach surveys.
Alternative 2—30 bucks per 100 does (range 25-35)
This alternative would reduce the current sex ratio objective by ~20%. If adopted, the CPW
would have to increase buck licenses proportionally to bring the population closer to objective.
In the near term, this would provide more hunting opportunities for sportsmen. However, as the
population neared objective, sportsmen would have access to fewer bucks in the population, and
thus their opportunity to harvest a buck would also decrease. This management approach was
favored by 42% of landowners and 16% of sportsmen who responded to the respective outreach
surveys.
Alternative 3—45 bucks per 100 does (range 40-50)
This alternative would increase the current observed sex ratio by ~15%. To bring the population
closer to objective, CPW would have to dramatically decrease buck license numbers. This
would reduce the opportunity for sportsmen to obtain a license in the DAU but could eventually
result in a higher quality hunting experience since there would be proportionally more bucks in
the population. This approach was favored by 29% of landowners and 15% of sportsmen from
the respective outreach surveys.

30-DAY PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD
Outreach Efforts
After proposing the three population and sex ratio alternatives, we finalized a draft DAU plan
and used multiple avenues to solicit stakeholder feedback. The draft DAU plan was posted on
the CPW website from 15 February 2012 through 16 March 2012. We sent the draft DAU plan
and a short questionnaire to the State Land Board, Officials with the USFS Comanche National
Grasslands, and County Commissioners from Huerfano, Otero, Pueblo and Las Animas
Counties. Plans were also sent to sportsmen and landowners who had either routinely discussed
pronghorn management with local DWMs or who had expressed an interest in reading the draft
during the initial scoping process.
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We received 4 comments on the draft plan during the 30-day comment period. Three individuals
selected the preferred alternatives with the fourth wanting an increase in the population level.
Written comments may be reviewed in Appendix G.

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVES
We considered feedback from both the outreach surveys and the 30-day comment period when
selecting preferred alternatives. Since the DAU is primarily private, we attempted to balance the
needs of landowners when choosing preferred alternatives.

Post-hunt population objective range = 7,200-8,800
When soliciting input from landowners about the population size objective, we asked for their
preference relative to the post hunt population in 2011, which was 8,100 pronghorn in PH-7.
Landowner feedback was split across all the alternatives with 10 landowners selecting an
increase in the population objective (9,000 pronghorn), 9 landowners selecting the alternative for
a stable population (8,000 pronghorn) and 10 selecting the alternative of decreasing the
population objective (6,500 pronghorn). Hunters were generally split on the population objective
with equal numbers wanting to increase the population and to maintain the population at
modeled levels.
The equal split between landowner preferences demonstrates the underling difficulty in
managing pronghorn populations in SE Colorado. However, we feel that the selection of 8,000
pronghorn (range of 7,200 to 8,800 animals) is a reasonable compromise as it represents the
comments of 19 out of 29 landowners that wanted either the same, or more pronghorn within the
DAU. We will continue to address local concerns for landowners as point sources of conflict
and damage occur within the DAU.
Because of increased harvest and unforeseen low production in 2011 we will have to temporarily
reduce licenses to allow the population to reach this objective. We will lower antlerless licenses
in the near future and will consider the removal of the December hunting season if it is shown
that we can maintain the population with regular season licenses.

Post-hunt sex ratio objective range = 30-40 bucks per 100 does
This alternative maintains the current sex ratio objective for the population. It was favored by a
majority of landowners and hunters in the DAU. This strategy will continue to provide a high
level of buck hunting opportunities for hunters.
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APPENDIX A, Hunter Outreach Survey
30 June 2011
Dear Colorado Sportsman,
Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) is interested in your input on the management of the
Thatcher Pronghorn Herd in southcentral Colorado, including Game Management Units (GMUs)
128, 129, 133, 134, 135, 140, 141, 142, and 147 (see map below). In Colorado, pronghorn
populations are managed for specific geographic areas with a pronghorn management plan.
Pronghorn management plans describe trends in pronghorn numbers and actions CPW has and
will take to manage pronghorn for a 10 year period. CPW is interested in incorporating the
concerns and desires of the public with the biological characteristics of the Thatcher pronghorn
herd in the management plan it is developing for the next 10 years. Public input is, therefore, a
very important part of the planning process.
Please help us to learn what you think about the pronghorn herd in the Thatcher area and how
you interact with pronghorn in this area. The information you provide will help CPW develop
objectives and management actions for pronghorn in parts of Huerfano, Las Animas, Otero, and
Pueblo counties.
If you have any questions about this pronghorn herd or its management, please call me at
7195615306 or email me at allen.vitt@state.co.us.
Sincerely,
Allen Vitt
Terrestrial Biologist
Colorado Parks and Wildlife
Pueblo, CO
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Pronghorn Data Analysis Unit (DAU) PH-7 Hunter Survey
Part 1 – Background Information
1a.

Please enter your CID number. (n=67 responses; n=0 skipped question)

1b.

Are you a resident of Colorado? (n=67 responses; n=0 skipped question)
(97.0%; n=65)
(3.0%; n=2)

1c.

Do you live in the within GMUs 128, 129, 133, 134, 135, 140, 141, 142, & 147? (n=67
responses; n=0 skipped question)
(14.9% n=10)
(85.1%; n=57)

1d.

Do you own or lease 40 acres or more of property in the DAU? (n=67 responses; n=0
skipped question)
(6.0%; n=4)
(94.0%; n=63)

1e.

(If you answered yes to question 1c): How many acres do you own or lease? (n=3
responses; n=0 skipped question)
40-160 acres (25.0%; n=1)
161-640 acres (50.0%; n=1)
641-5000 acres (0.0%; n=0)
5000+ (25.0%; n=1)
Part 2 – Hunting and Harvest Information

2a.

As a recreational activity, how important to you is pronghorn hunting compared to your
other recreational activities? (n=67 responses; n=0 skipped question)
(7.5.0%; n=5)
(68.7%; n=46)
(17.9%; n=12)
my other recreational activities (4.5%; n=3)
(1.5%; n=1)

2b.

Overall, how would you rate the quality of pronghorn hunting in GMUs 128, 129, 133,
134, 135, 140, 141, 142, & 147?
(n=67responses; n=0 skipped question)
(20.9%; n=14)
(52.2%; n=35)
(13.4%; n=9)
(9.0%; n=6)
(4.5%; n=3)
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2b.

Did you have a pronghorn license to hunt in GMUs 128, 129, 133, 134, 135, 140, 141,
142, & 147 in 2011?
(n=67responses; n=0 skipped question)
(100.0%; n=67)

2c.

(If you answered yes to 2b): Did you hunt pronghorn in GMUs 128, 129, 133, 134, 135,
140, 141, 142, & 147 in 2011? (n=67 responses; n=0 skipped question)
(92.5%; n=62)

2d.

(0.0; n=0)

(7.5%; n=6)

(If you answered no to 2c): Why did you NOT HUNT in the DAU in 2011 (Check all
that apply)? (n=5 responses; n=62 skipped question)
(0.0%; n=0)
(0.0%; n=0)
demands of my family obligations (0.0%; n=0)
(40.0%; n=2)
The cost of hunting licenses, equipment or other expenses (0.0%; n=0)
(0.0%; n=0)
(20.0%; n=1)
(40.0%; n=2)
Illness
I had planned on hunting in the Apishapa area, but found that the area 134
was not at all accessible except through private land.

2e.

During which season did you hunt? (check all that apply)? (n=62 responses; n=5
skipped question)
-the-counter either-sex archery (0.0%; n=0)
(37.1%; n=23)
(50.0%; n=31)
(8.1%; n=5)
(8.1%; n=5)
(11.3%; n=7)

2f.
How many days did you hunt in the DAU in 2010? (n=62 responses; n=5 skipped
question)
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2g.

How many years out of the past 5 have you applied or purchased an antlerless pronghorn
permit in GMUs 128, 129, 133, 134, 135, 140, 141, 142, & 147? (n=62 responses; n=5
skipped question)
(16.1%; n=10)
(33.9%; n=21)
(21.0%; n=13)
(12.9%; n=8)
(3.2%; n=2)
(12.9%; n=7)

2h.

How many pronghorn did you harvest in 2010 in the DAU? (n=62 responses; 5
skipped question)
(25.8%; n=16)

(66.1%; n=41)
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Part 3 – Population Objective
Population Objective: Colorado Parks and Wildlife 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 may be above or below the number of animals that can
be supported by the available habitat.
CPW strives to keep the number of pronghorn near the herd's social carrying capacity. When
populations are above the population objective, CPW increases hunting license numbers
(primarily female licenses) to increase harvest. This translates to more hunters in the field. When
populations are below objective, CPW can decrease the number of hunting
licenses to reduce harvest and allow the population to increase.
Question 3: For the 2012-2022 time period, relative to the current number, how would you like
to see the pronghorn herd to change in GMUs 128, 129, 133, 134, 135, 140, 141, 142, & 147?
Check one
(n=67 responses; n=0 skipped question)
(0.0%; n=0)
(4.5%; n=3)
(43.3%; n=29)
(31.3%; n=21)
(11.9%; n=8)
Don’t know/No opinion (9.0%; n=6)
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Part 4 – Male:Female (Sex) Ratio Objective
Male:Female Ratio Objective: 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 available to hunters, 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, and require
additional preference points to draw a permit, 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, require less Preference Points, but could
increase competition and interference among hunters.
Currently, DAU PH7 is managed for a 37 buck:100 doe sex ratio objective. In 2011, a minimum
of between 09 resident preference points were needed to draw a rifle buck tag, depending on the
unit (e.g., 9 PPs to draw a rifle buck license in GMU 142, 5 PPs to draw a rifle buck license in
GMU 135 and 01 PPs to draw a rifle buck license in GMUs 128, 129, 133, 134, 140, 141 and
147).
Question 4: For the purposes of pronghorn hunting, what should PH-7 be managed for? (n=67
responses; n=0 skipped question)
the number of buck hunting permits (easier to draw a license, more hunters in the
field) (16.4%; n=11)
Decrease the number of buck hunting permits (more PPs required to draw a license, more
bucks in the population) (14.9%; n=10)
Maintain the current number of buck hunting permits (43.3%; n=29)
I’m not sure (25.4%; n=17)
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Written Responses to Hunter Outreach Survey
1

As a youth hunter, I would like to see less hunters and more opportunity for a quality hunt. In the
past four years I have seen a drastic drop in the numbers of Antelope in general I see in this hunting
area. For me, it is more about opportunity to see game than actually killing an animal. This is
something that has been tough lately. Thank you.

2

This was my first hunt for pronghorn. We met the wildlife ranger the day (day 2) I harvested my
pronghorn. He told us how very busy it was (day 1) "open season". He handed out numerous
tickets. Which is good however I am really concerned about the number of hunters not paying
attention as to where they hunt (should) and should not hunt. Many horses and cattle roam this
area. Safety is #1 in my book. Maybe (recommend) you have 2 rangers in this area.

3

had a good time

4

The previous year - fall 2010 - there seemed to b e way too many hunters. The result was seeing
fewer bucks in 2011. The population per mile is already less dense than many other pronghorn
hunting areas.

5

shot the doe during regular rifle season did not have any luck during Dec.

6

I tried to hunt the Apishapa area, but access to that area was impossible on the public side and the
rest of access was over private land. If we could encourage private landowners to allow hunting,
and if licensed hunters could access the list of these owners to make contact, it might improve the
hunting situation.

7

Currently, the pronghorn rifle season is BEFORE the muzzleloader season. It is very difficult to
enjoy a good muzzleloader hunt because the pronghorn are so spooky after the rifle hunt. Could
you please switch the muzzleloader and rifle hunts to improve the muzzleloader hunting
experience?

8

Big Game access prgramm on private land for Pronghorn would be nice even if the fee was
seperate or a little more than the normal programm

9

There are definitely too many road hunters.

10

Great hunt!

11

I would estimate that we saw 20 bucks in the first hour, with 4 of them being good shooters. I was
finished with the animal tagged, field dressed and loaded into the pickup by 8:15. Lots of animals
were seen to say the least.

12

Look forward to applying again

13

I was very disappointed at the number or road hunters. opening day I observed over 20 trucks
driving around and ZERO hunters on foot. my hunting buddy and I were the ONLY hunters on foot,
and we both filled our tag on opening day. we observed only other hunter on foot when he walk 100
yards from his truck. not one was camped out, or actually hunting on foot at any time. (and during
the 2nd rifle elk hunting season, I personally observed quad-runner driving on horse/foot only trails)
The DOW really really needs to increase the number of seasonal field officers to enforce road
hunters & ohv abuse on public lands !)

14

I saw very few animals this year compared to other years. Not sure if it was because of the lack of
moisture, but a noticable decline.

15

During the 2011 hunt east of aguilar on unit 133, I counted 22 different bucks and encountered only
4 does. The number of late season licenses should be reconsidered.
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16

Since only very few land owners allow hunters in these units, the large number of hunters within a
very small area makes the hunting very dangerous. On a 13,000 Acre property, there were
approximately 30 to 35 hunters. Some of which do not exercise any caution or respect for fellow
hunters.

17

Question: What is the benefits of having the buck pronghorn rifle season prior to the muzzle loader
season? most states I have hunted in have there rifle season after the muzzle loader seasons. I'm
sure I'm not the first to ask this question but it was just a thought. It wasn't a real problem for me
since I hunt private land in GMU 133. thanks,

18

The pronghorn population is very sparse in area 135 compared to previous years. I talked to a
game warden in area 135 and he stated that he did not know what has happened to the herd, he
noticed that the population was way down.

19

I hunted 135 with my son. We both got bucks opening day. We hunted the NG and there were a lot
of other hunters. The antelope were gone by second day of season to private land. You might think
about having private land/public land tags for the area to limit the pressure on the NG and still have
sufficient buck take. Limiting the number of hunters on the NG would increase the quality of the hunt
for those who don't have access to private land.
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APPENDIX B, Landowner Outreach Survey
25 June 2011
Dear Landowner/Operator:
Wildlife managers at the Colorado Division of Wildlife are updating three pronghorn herd
management plans in the following eastern plains hunting units (Game Management Units or
GMUs): 110, 111, 112, 113, 114, 115, 118, 119, 123, 124, 129, 133, 134, 135, 140, 141, 142,
and 147. These GMUs include all or part of the following counties in southeastern Colorado:
Elbert, El Paso, Pueblo, Huerfano, Las Animas, Crowley, Otero, Lincoln, Cheyenne, and Kit
Carson (see map on back). As a landowner and/or agricultural producer in this area, the CPW is
seeking your input on the future management of these herds. 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 and return it in the enclosed postage-paid
envelope. 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. You may skip any questions you do not feel
comfortable answering. If you have any questions about this survey, please contact feel free to
contact us.
Thank you for your participation.

Sincerely,

Julie R. Stiver
4255 Sinton Rd
Colorado Springs, CO 80907
Julie.Stiver@state.co.us
719.227.5225

Allen Vitt
600 Pueblo Reservoir Rd.
Pueblo, CO 81005
Allen.Vitt@state.co.us
719.561.5306

32

PH-7 Pronghorn Management Plan-July 2012

33

PH-7 Pronghorn Management Plan-July 2012

Pronghorn Herd Management Plan Landowner Survey
Please note: Questions are printed on both sides of each page
Return the survey by July 25, 2011 to:
Colorado Division of Wildlife, Attn: Pronghorn Survey, 4255 Sinton Rd., Colorado Springs, CO
80907
Part 1: Background Information
The Colorado Division of Wildlife will be updating three different pronghorn management plans
(see enclosed map). The Division would like to know the general location of your property so we
can assign your responses to the appropriate management plan. Each plan includes a separate
grouping of Game Management Units (GMUs), which are listed below:
1. Hugo PH6 management plan GMUs: 112, 113, 114, 115
2. Yoder PH8 management plan GMUs: 110, 111, 118, 119, 123, 124
3. Thatcher PH7 management plan GMUs: 128, 129, 133, 134, 135, 140, 141, 142, 147
1. In which county(ies) is your property located? (Check all that apply)2.
Cheyenne
Crowley
El Paso
Elbert
Huerfano (n=5)
Kit Carson
Las Animas (n=17)
Lincoln
Otero (n=2)
Pueblo (n=9)
Other (please specify)_____________________
2. If you own/manage property in HUGO PH6, please indicate in which GMU your property is
located. (Check all that apply; see green area in enclosed map)
GMU 112 (n=2)
GMU 113 (n=4)
GMU 114 (n=5)
GMU 115 (n=2)
I DO NOT own/operate property within the boundaries of the Hugo Management Plan PH6
3. If you own/manage property in YODER PH8, please indicate in which GMU your property is
located (check all that apply; see tan area in enclosed map).
GMU 110
GMU 111
GMU 118
GMU 119
GMU 123
GMU 124
I DO NOT own/operate property within the boundaries of the Yoder Management Plan PH8
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4. If you own/manage property in THATCHER PH7, please indicate in which GMU your
property is located (check all that apply; see blue area in enclosed map).
GMU 128 (n=5)
GMU 129 (n=0)
GMU 133 (n=13)
GMU 134 (n=4)
GMU 135 (n=2)
GMU 140 (n=1)
GMU 141 (n=3)
GMU 142 (n=0)
GMU 147 (n=1)
I DO NOT own/operate property within the boundaries of the Thatcher Management Plan
PH7
5. How many acres of land do you own, lease or manage?
<160 acres (n=1)

160-1000 acres
(n=1)

1001-5000 acres
(n=4)

>5000 acres
(n=14)

Background Info

Part 2. Management Objectives
Population Objective
The Division 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, the Division 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 CDOW can decrease the number of hunting
licenses to allow the population to increase.
6. How would you like the number of pronghorn in Game Management Units (GMUs)
which include your property(ies) to change?
I would like the pronghorn herd size to:
Decrease by
more than
50%

Decrease by
1-50%

Same the
same

Increase by
1-50%

Increase by
more than
50%

No Opinion

2

3

6

4

5

1

Buck Objective
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
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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.
7. Which of the following general strategies should CDOW use to guide decisions about
how many buck pronghorn permits to issue in the Game Management Unit(s) which
include your property?
6. Management Objectives
Increase the number of buck pronghorn hunting permits (easier to draw a license, more
hunters in the field) (n=7)
Decrease the number of buck pronghorn hunting permits (harder to draw a license, fewer
hunters in the field) (n=8)
Maintain the current number of buck pronghorn hunting permits (n=0)
No opinion (n=4)

Part 3. Hunting and Damage
8. Have you hunted pronghorn in Colorado in the last five years? Hunting and Damage
Yes
No

Please answer questions 9 & 10 (n=2)
Skip to question 11 (n=7)

I prefer not to answer this question

Skip to question 11(n=0)

9. Out of the last 5 years, how many years did you hunt for pronghorn? (n=1 skipped
question)
1 of 5 years
(n=3)

2 of 5 years
(n=2)

3 of 5 years
(n=0)

4 of 5 years
(n=0)

10. How did you obtain your license(s)? (Check all that apply)
On a regular draw license (n=5)
On a landowner voucher for the property I own or manage (n=5)
On a landowner voucher for another property (n=2)
Family only landowner license (n=2)
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11. Do you lease your property to outfitters? (n=1 skipped question)
YES (n=8)
NO (n=12)
12. Whom did you allow to hunt pronghorn on land you control in the last 5 years?
(Check all that apply)
No one (n=1)
Family, friends, and neighbors (n=15)
Public hunters who paid no access fee (n=5)
Hunters or outfitters who have leased the land or paid an access fee (n=11)
13. Have you changed hunter access to your property in the last 5 years?
No change in hunter access (n=11)
I allow MORE hunters access to my property (n=3)
I allow FEWER hunters access to my property (n=5)
I have CLOSED my property to hunters (n=0)
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14. If you had any problems with pronghorn hunters on your property in the last 5 years,
please rate the level at which you experienced the following problems.
NO
PROBLEMS

MINOR
PROBLEMS

MODERATE
PROBLEMS

MAJOR
PROBLEMS

TOO MANY hunters asking for
12
5
2
0
permission to hunt
TRESPASS by pronghorn hunters
11
1
2
5
on your property
DAMAGE to your property by
13
4
2
0
pronghorn hunters
RUDE CONDUCT by pronghorn
13
4
1
0
hunters on your property
OTHER problems with pronghorn
12
1
1
2
hunters on your property
Comments:
Driving off the two track trails with hunter the bed of the truck, shooting
at/chasing coyotes.
everyone is your good friend during hunting season but don't know you the
rest of the year
Caught some public hunters shooting from county rd 61A which goes through
our land. They ran away when they saw us coming toward them.
Road Hunters with no where to hunt
Road Hunters, with no where to hunt. Applied without getting permission first,,
lack of game, huge problem with late season doe hunters.

15. How would you like to see the number of pronghorn HUNTERS change in the Game
Management Unit(s) which include your property?
Decrease (n=4)

Stay the same
(n=8)

Increase (n=7)

No opinion (n=0)

16. Have pronghorn caused damage to your crops or other property in the last 5 years?
YES, slight damage

Please answer questions 17 & 18 (n=3)

YES, moderate damage
YES, severe damage
NO

Please answer questions 17 & 18 (n=1)
Please answer questions 17 & 18 (n=4)

Skip to question 19 (n=11)
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17. When does the majority of damage occur?
Spring (n=0)

Summer (n=3)

Fall (n=3)

Winter (n=1)

18. What type of crops/land did pronghorn cause damage to on your property? (Check all
that apply) an
Winter
Wheat (n=0)

Corn (n=0)

Alfalfa/Hay
(n=0)

Fences (n=4)

Pasture land
(n=7)

Other (please specify): (n=1; have to water the pronghorn out of my stock tanks )

Hunting licenses are the primary tool available to the CDOW 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 CDOW typically
increases the number hunting permits (primarily for females) available, which increases the
number of hunters in the field.
19. 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=4)
Limit the amount DAMAGE to your property caused by PRONGHORN (fewer pronghorn,
more hunters) (n=7)
The current numbers of hunters and pronghorn in the GMU(s) are acceptable (n=6)
No opinion (n=2)
Part 4. Additional Comments
20. How did you hear about this survey?
Colorado Cattlemen’s Association

CDOW employee (n=2)

Colorado Farm Bureau

Family, friends or neighbors

CDOW postcard (n=16)

Other (please specify):
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Thank you 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 additional comments
on the back of this page regarding pronghorn management or pronghorn hunters.
Please leave any addition comments in the space below:

Written Responses to Landowner Outreach Survey
1

I would like to see more landowners get involved in the program and allow more hunters, especially
kids, be able to hunt pronghorn on their property. If there were some other benefits/incentives, I
believe they would join in as well.

2

THE DOW NEEDS TO GIVE MORE CONTROL TO THE LANDOWNER THREW THE VOUCHER
SYSTEM SINCE UNIT 133 IS 90% privately owned and if they dont we will just stop ALL hunters
again and not worry about hunting seasons anymore

3

We have in place a rotational grazing system which is maintained by use of electric fences. The
Pronghorn have torn these fences to the extent that our rotational grazing plan is inoperable.

4

Not enough landowner vouchers are given to the landowner in the units my land is. It takes 3 or
more pref points to get vouchers in units 141 and 147 because landowners are competing for very
few vouchers since these are completely private ownership.

5

Please let the area managers have the final say

6

season to long, late season doe hunt is ridiculous

7

Thanks for asking for my input! I would like to get upland game birds back, sharptail grouse if
possible too. Use to have a lot of quail before the big snow 5 or so years ago. the habitat seems
right for them again but have not seen any for several years. Are there any programs to
reestablish?? I ranch along the Purgatore river in both 140 & 141. I'll help if you tell me what to do.
Thanks.

8

we have been involved in the land owner voucher program since it began. The program worked for
a few years, However it does not work anymore! We have over 10,000 acres, we have many
antelope, but yet we never draw an y land owner vouchers, to sell to the public to try and make up
some of the damage the antelope have done, Let the land owners have some bucke tags!
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APPENDIX C, Press release for public meetings

News from Colorado Parks and Wildlife
Contact Name: Michael Seraphin
Contact Phone: 719.227.5211

SE COLORADO PRONGHORN MANAGMENT MEETINGS
COLORADO SPRINGS, Colo. - Do you think there too many or too few pronghorn in
southeast Colorado? Colorado Parks and Wildlife biologists want to know. To find out,
the agency is holding public meetings about pronghorn population management in
Limon, Walsenburg and La Junta.
Specifically, biologists would like public input about the pronghorn populations in
portions of Cheyenne, Elbert, El Paso, Huerfano, Kit Carson, Las Animas, Lincoln,
Otero and Pueblo counties.
The following three pronghorn management plans will be discussed: Data Analysis
Units (DAU) PH-6, which includes Game Management Units (GMU) 112, 113, 114 and
115; DAU PH-7, which includes GMUs 128, 129, 133, 134, 135, 140, 141, 142 and 147;
and DAU PH-8 which includes GMUs 110, 111,118, 119, 123 and 124.
Colorado Parks and Wildlife would like input from landowners, livestock operators,
hunters, homeowners and recreationists to assist in formulating the 10-year pronghorn
management plans. The discussion will focus on controlling pronghorn population
through hunting.
To aid the public in discussion, several management alternatives will be presented at
the public meetings. The alternatives generally include increasing or decreasing overall
herd size and male-female ratios, they also may include a status quo option. The
benefits and drawbacks to each alternative will be presented at the meetings.
The meetings will be held in the following locations:
February 21, 6 p.m.
La Junta Senior Center
114 East 2nd St.
La Junta, CO.
February 23, 6 p.m.
Lathrop State Park Visitor’s Center
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70 County Road 502
Walsenburg, CO
March 2, 6 p.m.
Limon Community Center
477 D Ave.
Limon, CO
If you cannot attend these meetings but would like to provide input about pronghorn
management in these areas, you may contact Julie Stiver, CPW biologist in Colorado
Springs at 719-227-5225 or julie.stiver@state.co.us; or Allen Vitt, CPW biologist in
Pueblo at 719-561-5306 or allen.vitt@state.co.us.
For more information on pronghorn in Colorado, visit our species profile page at:
http://wildlife.state.co.us/WildlifeSpecies/Profiles/Mammals/Pages/Pronghorn.aspx.
To learn more about pronghorn hunting in Colorado, please see our Big Game
Regulations at:
http://wildlife.state.co.us/RulesRegs/RegulationsBrochures/Pages/BigGame.aspx.
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Appendix D, Public Meeting Questionnaire with PH-7
Responses
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Appendix E, Discussion memos from La Junta and
Walsenburg public meetings
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Appendix F, Email Responses from Pronghorn Management
in Eastern Colorado Press Release
1

This letter is to inform you that we won't be able to make the meeting tomorrow evening.
But we want you to know that the ****** Ranches, ****** Ranch LP and the ******
Ranch will not go along with any antelope hunts other than the Oct. season. That's people
we leave with no open gates to the public.
***** Names removed to protect privacy.

2

It does no good to contact allen witt.
His mind is not open to other peoples ideas.
no matter the experience of the other person.
THE DIVISION HAS REDUCED THE antelope in units 133 &134 ( im sure others too.)
to such a low level that It isnt any reason to apply.
I have hunted in that area for 12 years and the last two have been disasterous.
Again this year there were doe tags and additional does were taken.
You should just stop all hunting for a couple years.
The same thing has happened with whitetail does in 126.
I have seen 6 in two years.
I have hunted id the Las Animas area for 27 years.
I DONT UNDERSTAND THE DOW AND THE IDEA OF harvesting SO MANY
DOES.
We have lost our hunting opportunity to hunt on private land because NO ANTELOPE
I bow hunt Antelope in the southeast and the numbers of Antelope have dropped over the
last 6 years to a point I am trying to decide if it is worth hunting Antelope at all. I have
been telling myself that it is because of the drought but there does not seem to be a lot of
concern on the CPW side. (I know this is not P but we get that from talking to Allen) I
understand that there is landowner pressure to reduce what they think is competition for the
grass but these same landowners want more tags that they can sell or sell trespassing rights.
I tried the walk in access properties last year because I knew the hunting was going to be
slim where I hunt. It was also slim on these properties if I seen an Antelope at all while
walking the properties. Then again maybe the Antelope do not go to these properties until
the rifle season I do not know. The information that is available on these properties was
supplied by rifle hunters. It was the first year and I may need to give it a second try.

3

I have some friends that hunt around Agilar and the rancher told them that there are no
Antelope to hunt this year and he is stopping all Antelope hunting for a few years and may
not ever open it back up if things do not change. They have harvested several nice
Antelope a year for many years but 2 years ago they only harvested one and last year they
harvested zero Antelope.
I understand to increase herd numbers there would have to be tighter limits on tags and that
currently Archery tags are unlimited. I do not know how big of a impact archers have and I
would hate to see these tags be limited but I do understand if we want any Antelope
hunting it have to be that way. I would like to see rifle doe hunting stopped or greatly
reduce before that happens.
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4

My ranch is located just north of Walsenburg and on the east side of I-25.
At a time when all vegetation is precious, the last thing I need to be doing is providing
forage for over 50 head of antelope. That is probably the equivelant of forage for 5 cows. I
allow hunters, anytime they ask, but there are entirely to many antelope in my opinion.
Your agency makes lots of money off of license sales and we ranchers basically get nothin
for feedin the damn things

5

My son and I have enjoyed the Antelope hunting in S.E. Colorado. Totally because of
DOW's BGMU access. Licenses and have been always available over the last 6 years via
2, 3 choices or leftover.
All in recognition of the BGMU effort of the DOW. Without BGMU access we would not
be able to hunt due to access permission.
The antelope population is stable for hunting just land access is the limiter. Once the herds
move to private land any harvest effort are a zero.
Please continue to promote and support the BGMU program.

6

I am wondering why Colorado does not indicate which big game units have difficult of
limited public access on the Big Game publication. Wyoming doers it and it is a big help in
planning my hunting. The put an * next to the units that have "difficult public access or
predominately private property". The eastern part of Colorado fits this description.
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Appendix G, All Responses from 30-day Comment Period on
Pronghorn Management in Pronghorn DAU PH-7.
1

I have reviewed this draft plan and as a pronghorn hunter who had hunted GMU 133 for
several years in the past, I feel “Alternative 1” is a good choice, as far as population goes. I
also feel a 37-40 buck to doe ratio is optimal. Once again, access to the area is a great
obstacle to the public hunter who can’t afford to join one of the hunting clubs in the area or
pay an exorbitant fee to a landowner. This lack of access to hunt is why landowners
complain about trespassers and road hunters. I was fortunate at the time I hunted in that unit
to have a landowner friend who allowed me to hunt for free on his land. Colorado should
look to Wyoming where they have a program for public pronghorn hunters who draw a tag
in a specific GMU, can obtain a free permit to hunt on one of the participating ranches in
the GMU. There is no check in requirement or disturbing of the ranchers, just a posting of
the permit on ones’ vehicle. Almost everyone who draws a tag can get a free permit.
Wyoming is where I hunt doe pronghorn now. This is a much different program than
Colorado’s “ Ranching for Wildlife” program, where it takes a minimum of TWELVE
years to draw a buck pronghorn tag. Anyway, food for thought.
Thanx for your time.

2

I have no significant comments on the Thatcher unit for antelope management. I know that
we have issues with individuals going past the parking area in the public access portion of
the Blake ranch and several of our large leases have all asked if they could get landowner
vouchers but they have not pushed the issue. I cannot patrol the areas where the state land
is located in Pueblo county to determine if state lease holders charge hunters. As with the
Yoder unit comments, it appears that road hunters are causing most of the issues since they
shoot and ask later if they don’t get caught.
If you asked what alternative I would choose it would be Alternative 1.

3

4

I would like to see additional landowner tags issued to landowners. If antelope have
financial value to them they might feel better about antelope on their land, which will help
us all manage the resource (antelope) better.
Another alternative I would like to see would to have Private Land only licenses available in
unit 135 and possibly some of the other units involved with the Thatcher herd
PLEASE DO AWAY WITH THE LATE DOE HUNT. I don’t like having to worry about
road hunters in December, and did not want the late doe hunt in the first place. I would like
to see more pronghorn – I think the population has been suppressed too much. If there are
damage issues with landowners those should be handled on a landowner by landowner basis
rather than suppress the population DAU wide.
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