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Executive Summary

The 2023 post-hunt population estimate for Rocky Mountain elk (Cervus elaphus) in the
Northwest Region of Colorado totaled 115,390, which represented almost 38% of the elk in all
of Colorado. The elk populations in NW Colorado have been relatively stable over the last 10
years, however, the winter of 2022-23 severely impacted populations in the NW part of the
NW Region to the point that some of the historically largest herds in Colorado are now below
objective. There are 15 elk data analysis units (DAUs) across northwest Colorado, with 2 herd
management plans (HMPs) that are up-to-date with approved population and sex ratio
objectives in the last 4 years. The other thirteen HMPs are either out-of-date or have never
had official plans approved. Traditionally, Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) staff have
presented one HMP at a time for approval to the Parks and Wildlife Commission (PWC). In
order to address the large numbers of HMPs that need to be updated, staff have taken a new
approach to develop a Regional roll-up of all HMPs in a CPW region for a single big game
species to update or establish new population and sex ratio objectives. This document
presents the final objectives for all 15 northwest elk DAUs, including the new proposed and
recently approved objectives. Table 1, below lists the 13 DAUs with objectives to be updated
and the 2 DAUs that have been approved in the last 4 years that we propose extending. The
plan also describes the significant management issues for elk herds in the northwest part of
the state as well as what public input was used to develop proposed objectives and the
individual HMPs for each of the elk herds.

While elk populations are down from recent historic high numbers around 170,000 in the early
2000’s, populations in northwest Colorado are still some of the largest in the state and North
America. Concerted efforts to increase license quotas were implemented across the state in
the early 2000’s to attempt to bring down elk populations to objective and minimize conflict
with agricultural producers, especially during the severe drought years. Since then
populations have been closer to objective ranges, with some populations dropping below
objectives causing managers to change licensing strategies to attempt to grow elk
populations. Severe droughts and above average winter snow depths and cold temperatures
on elk winter ranges have also impacted populations through direct mortality as well as
impacting available forage quantity and quality.

Through all of the monitoring efforts, research, and public input, we have identified a list of
issues that impact elk populations and herd health in northwest Colorado. Calf survival and
recruitment is one of the biggest factors to monitor when managing elk populations. Habitat
quality and quantity is the biggest factor affecting the potential for elk population size and
growth based on carrying capacity, nutritional value, competition for forage with other
grazers, and protection from disturbance, weather, and predators. Oil and gas development,
renewable energy development, recreation, and residential development can impact elk
populations through direct loss of habitat and indirectly by affecting behavior and use of
quality habitat. There’s also competition with free-roaming horses and livestock. Chronic
Wasting Disease (CWD) prevalence has been increasing in northwest Colorado and has become
one of the greatest issues affecting deer survival. While CWD prevalence isn’t as high in elk,
it is still a factor to consider for elk management. Highway fencing and crossing structures
have become a greater focus on elk and deer management, as fencing is being used to
minimize vehicle collisions, but those fences create barriers to migration and suitable
habitat. Ensuring sufficient crossing opportunities is essential to providing access to suitable
habitat and avoid creating barriers to migration. Finally, predation is always a factor for elk
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management with lions and bears on the landscape, as well as wolves following the passing of
Proposition 114 and natural migration.

Public outreach and associated input have been conducted and evaluated to help establish
proposed population objectives. Evaluation of newly available optional hunter satisfaction
data from our annual hunter harvest surveys as well as public meetings held around the state
have been invaluable to understanding hunter perspectives. The optional hunter satisfaction
data will also be valuable information to gauge hunter satisfaction in the different elk DAUs
from year to year since these questions will be asked every year. In addition, the draft plan
will be posted for 30 days for a public comment period to evaluate the proposed objectives.
Ultimately, most hunters in public meetings and in the harvest data would like to see more
elk across the landscape, but also recognize the challenges of habitat conditions, habitat loss,
predators, competition for forage, and game damage conflict. The plan will be presented this
July to the Colorado Parks and Wildlife Commission in a two-step process to approve the plan
and adopt new population and sex ratio objectives.

Based on habitat conditions with variable drought and above average winter conditions,
public input, competition for forage, disturbance on important seasonal habitats, chronic
wasting disease, and changes to population models, most proposed population objectives are
going to be the same or just slightly different from historic objectives (Table 1). Additionally,
some sex ratio objectives have increased in range as they are expected ratios in DAUs with
Over-the-Counter (OTC) licensing where it is difficult to manage for specific male harvest
(Table 1).
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Table 1. Population and management status of 15 elk herds occurring in NW Colorado. There are thirteen herds in the table with

plans greater than 10 years old (clear rows), while objectives for the other 2 plans completed since 2020 are proposed for
extension (shaded rows). (*DAUs E-1, E-21, and E-47 are minimum count observations for population estimates and objectives.

2023 Proposed
Current Current Post-hunt | Current Sex | 3-Yr Avg Proposed Observed Sex
DAU Plan] Population | Population Ratio Observed | Male CWD Population Ratio
DAU Elk Herd Approved] Objective Estimate | Objective [ Sex Ratio | Prevalence Objective Objective
E-1 |Cold Springs 2013 700-1700 1,130* 40 41 Not 1000-2000 >40
detected
E-2 |Bears Ears 2008 |15,000-18,000( 10,567 20-25 14 2% Status quo 15-25
E-3 |North Park 2008 4,000-4,500 5,794 20-23 15 2% Status quo 20-25
E-6 |White River 2005 |32,000-39,000( 30,376 22-27 21 5% Status quo 15-25
E-7 |Gore Pass 2020 4,000-5,000 3,759 24-28 25 4% Extension Extension
E-8 |Troublesome 2010 3,600-4,300 3,611 21-26 30 0% 3,400-4,400 23-29
Creek
E-10 |Yellow Creek 2022 | 8,500-10,500 16,114 18-25 26 0% Extension Extension
E-12 |Piney River 2013 3,000-4,600 3,852 22-44 20 Not 3,000-5,000 15-43
detected
E-13 |Williams Fork 2010 4,700-5,500 2,887 24-31 27 0% 4,000-5,500 23-29
River
E-14 |Grand Mesa 2010 |15,000-19,000( 15,406 20-25 22 0% Status quo 18-25
E-15 |Avalanche Creek 2013 3,600-5,400 4,237 17-27 22 Not Status quo 19-30
detected
E-16 |Frying Pan River 2013 5,500-8,500 9,823 18-30 22 Not Status quo 17-29
detected
E-19 |Glade Park 2010 2,800-3,800 5,554 30-35 30 Not Status quo 30-40
detected
E-21 |Rangely/Blue None 1200 2623* 40 47 1% 1000-2000 >40
Mountain
E-47 |Green River None 170 99* 30 140 Not 150-250 >40
detected

iii
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Introduction and Purpose

Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) manages wildlife for the use, benefit and enjoyment of the
people of the state in accordance with the CPW’s Strategic Plan and mandates from the Parks
and Wildlife Commission and the Colorado Legislature. Colorado’s wildlife resources require
careful and increasingly intensive management to accommodate the many and varied changes
occurring across Colorado’s landscapes from natural events like drought, wildfire, and severe
winters to increasing public demands and growing impacts from people.

The purpose of this document and the Herd Management Planning (HMP) process is to provide
CPW with long-term objectives that support and accomplish the broader objectives of CPW’s
Strategic Plan. The HMP planning process incorporates public input, habitat capabilities, CWD
prevalence, and herd considerations into management objectives for each of Colorado’s big
game herds. Specifically, the HMP identifies desired population and sex ratio objectives that
guide CPW’s elk management practices. CPW is required by statute to manage all wildlife
species for the benefit of all Colorado residents and visitors to the state. To ensure public
needs are met, the general public, sportspersons, livestock producers, guides and outfitters,
federal land management agencies, landowners, wildlife viewers, recreationists, and local
businesses are involved in determining HMP plan objectives through surveys, public meetings,
comments on draft plans, and input to the Colorado Parks and Wildlife Commission.
Secondarily, the HMP collects and organizes most of the important management data for the
herd into one utilitarian planning document; determines elk herd issues through a public
scoping process; identifies alternative solutions to the issues and problems identified in the
scoping process; and selects the preferred alternative. HMP objectives are set for 10 years.

In Colorado, each big game population is managed as a herd, which is called a Data Analysis
Unit (DAU). Generally each DAU is composed of multiple game management units (GMUs);
however, in some cases a DAU is composed of just a single GMU. DAU boundaries are drawn
in an effort to approximate the year-round range of that herd to include the areas where the
majority of the animals in that population are born and raised and where they die, with
minimal interchange between other herds.

CPW uses a “management by objective” approach to manage the state’s big game populations
(Fig. 1). The objectives set forth in the HMP drive the most important decision in the annual
big game license setting process: How many animals need to be harvested to maintain or
move the population toward those objectives? The management by objective approach is an
annual cycle of information collection, information analysis, and decision making that
culminates each year in a hunting season. Data used in this process are collected through
hunter harvest survey estimates, aerial herd composition surveys, radio telemetry studies to
determine survival, wounding loss, and illegal kill estimates. These data are then used to
estimate population size through a computer modeling analysis. The population modeling
analysis generates harvest recommendations that align population estimates and herd
composition with long-term HMP objectives. The cyclical objective-setting approach is
designed to guide the decision-making process to data collection and analysis. It also focuses
the Parks and Wildlife Commission on goals and objectives.

The purpose of this document is to set management objectives for all elk herds (DAUs) in the
Northwest Region of Colorado. There are 15 individual elk DAUs in the Northwest Region, two
of which have HMP objectives that have been approved by the CO Parks and Wildlife

Commission since 2020, while the remaining DAUs have HMP’s that are expired or have never
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been written. The goal of this regional planning process is to establish current population and
sex ratio objectives for all of the elk DAUs in the Northwest Region with the intent of having
these objectives set for the next 10 years. The two HMPs approved recently will be extended
for another 10 years. Management objectives can always be updated sooner, if the need
arises. If big game season structure changes to limited licensing for archery and rifle, or
individual DAUs are proposed for license limitation, expected sex ratio objectives will remain
sex ratio objectives until new HMPs are updated.

COLORADO'’S BIG GAME MANAGEMENT
BY OBJECTIVE PROCESS

Commission approves Herd
Management Plan objectives

\ 4

[ Conduct hunting seasons ] [ Collect data on harvest and ]

population demographics

A

Set hunting regulations to Assess population and compare
achieve objectives — to HMP objectives

Figure 1. Management by objectives process used by the CPW to manage big game
populations on a DAU scale.
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Description of the Northwest Region Elk Data Analysis Units

There are 15 elk DAUs managed out of the Northwest Region of Colorado. The herds are
spread across the counties of Delta, Eagle, Garfield, Grand, Jackson, Mesa, Moffat, Pitkin, Rio
Blanco, Routt, and Summit, and a small portion of Gunnison County. The DAUs span
15,197,549 acres with a total human population of approximately 416,549. The major cities,
towns, and communities in NW Colorado include Grand Junction, Rifle, Glenwood Springs,
Meeker, Craig, Steamboat, Walden, Kremmling, Hot Sulphur Springs, Silverthorne, Frisco,
Breckenridge, Vail, and Aspen. The elk DAUs span large expanses of public lands (Fig. 2)
managed by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM, 31.9%), United States Forest Service
(USFS, 29.7%), National Park Service (1.8%), State-managed lands (CO Parks and Wildlife-
managed State Parks and State Wildlife Areas, 0.72%, as well as State Trust Lands, 2.7%).
Private lands make up 32.5% of the land ownership.
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Colorado

A
@287

ROUT’[“B Steamsoat
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Utah
Colorado

i <ol P
[ 70 24
o 4 i
i J’ ) /
NW Region Elk DAUs Land
s Ownership
4 |:| Private BLM | US FWS
USFS QOther Federal City/County

state [ NPS
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0o 4 8 16 24 32
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Figure 2. 7Lén_c_J owhership across CPW’s Northwest Region in relation to elk herds.
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Common Management Issues and Strategies

Elk populations in the 15 elk herds existing in the northwest region of Colorado are included
in this document peaked at a combined high population estimate of over 170,000 elk in the
early 2000s. Since that time, these elk populations have been reduced intentionally via
hunting harvest in an effort to adjust for rangeland impacts from persistent long-term
drought, habitat loss, or to limit game damage on private properties. Most recently, mortality
that occurred during the severe winter of 2022-23 has reduced the current combined
population estimate to 115,000 elk. Calf recruitment (calves surviving to one year of age) in
the northwest portion of Colorado has been stable to slightly declining in recent years,
however, calf ratios have not shown the same drastic declines observed in the southwest part
of the state (Fig. 3). The human population on Colorado’s western slope is projected to grow
by 67% between 2020 and 2050 (US Census Bureau 2021), presenting increasing pressures on
wildlife and the habitats they rely on. With a growing human population comes increased
housing developments, infrastructure, traffic, and recreation activities. Table 2 provides a
matrix depicting the primary and secondary management issues affecting the growth or
productivity of the 15 different elk populations in the Northwest Region.

= Colorado
Springs
E-99

Elk Calf Cow Ratios Post-Hunt Elk Calf Cow Ratios (Calves/100 Cows)
5-Year Average 2018 - 2022 Il 25-30 [0 40-45
[ 30-35 Bl 45-50
[ 35-40 Il s0-55
0 125 25 50 75 100 I:l Insufficient data to calculate average

e F———H —__F———Miles *Average calves per 100 cows for herds with at least 3 years of inventory data.

Figure 3. Average post-hunt (winter) calf:cow ratios for Colorado elk herds, 2018-2022.
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Table 2. Issues affecting elk populations in northwest Colorado, rated as either primary (dark
blue) or secondary (light blue) concerns for each elk herd (DAU).

Data Analysis Units (DAU)
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Elk Management Issues
Oil and Gas Development

Predation/Wolves

Residential Development

Drought/Severe Winter/Climate

Habitat quality/quantity

Roadkill

Free-roaming horses

Agricultural game damage / forage
competition

Recreation

Chronic Wasting Disease

Wind/Solar Development

Fencing

Calf recruitment

Chronic Wasting Disease

Chronic wasting disease (CWD) is a fatal neurological disease of deer, elk, and moose. CWD
has likely been in Colorado since the 1960’s; however, it was not confirmed in Northwest
Colorado till 2002. Prevalence was low in the early 2000’s (Table 3), and at that time was not
found throughout many areas of the NW Region. Since 2017, CPW has been conducting
mandatory CWD testing across different deer herds to determine prevalence and then for the
first time conducted mandatory elk testing in 2021 (Fig. 4).
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Table 3. Chronic wasting disease prevalence in northwest Colorado elk herds with the year it
was first detected in hunter harvest from mandatory testing.

Male Mandatory

DAU Elk Herd Prevalence | Testing
E-1 Cold Springs N/A

E-2 Bears Ears 2% 2021
E-3 North Park 2% 2021
E-6 White River 5% 2021
E-7 Gore Pass 4% 2021
E-8 |Troublesome Creek 0% 2021
E-10 Yellow Creek 0% 2021
E-12 Piney River N/A

E-13 |Williams Fork River 0% 2021
E-14 Grand Mesa 0% 2021
E-15| Avalanche Creek N/A

E-16 | Frying Pan River N/A

E-19 Glade Park N/A

E-21 Rangely/Blue 1% 2021

Mountain
E-47 Green River N/A

CPW developed the Colorado Chronic Wasting Disease Response Plan in 2018 to provide
direction for CWD surveillance and management of mule deer and elk herds in response to the
growing detection and prevalence of CWD across the state (CPW 2018). The plan established
a schedule to monitor elk herds every 5 years for prevalence rates. In addition, if prevalence
is determined to be at 5% or greater in the 2 year old and older adult male segment of the
population, then management actions should be taken to reduce that prevalence to below the
5% benchmark. The primary recommendations to manage CWD prevalence in deer and elk
herds are: 1) Reduce population and density, 2) Reduce male/female ratios, 3) Change age
structure, 4) Maximize ability to remove diseased animals at the smallest scale possible (hot
spot management), 5) Remove motivations that cause animals to congregate, 6) Minimize
prion point sources, and 7) Incorporate CWD management actions and prevalence threshold
into herd management plans.

The Northwest elk management plan objectives have been developed to reflect the
recommendations from the CWD response plan and attempt to reduce prevalence rates to or
below the 5% benchmark. In deer, the primary tool for CWD management at the herd level is
to manage for lower buck:doe ratios as bucks carry CWD at approximately 2 times the rate of
females. CWD prevalence in elk to date has been lower than rates found in deer populations
and the male and female prevalence relationship has not been as significant. Managing for
lower population densities can also help reduce the prevalence of CWD. When possible,
license allocation will be directed to later seasons and locations to best address hot spots of

8
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higher CWD prevalence. When harvest is sufficient and sustained, it can be a tool for
attenuating CWD prevalence in adult male mule deer and possibly elk, especially early in the
course of an epidemic (Miller et al. 2020, Conner et al. 2021). Increasing male harvest
reduces male and overall deer abundance and density, male age structure, and the number of
infected deer, all of which appear to reduce disease. Likewise, timing hunting seasons closer
to the breeding season when mature males are more vulnerable to harvest is another strategy
to reduce CWD prevalence (Miller et al. 2020, Conner et al. 2021).

S ARIMER

it

PGlenwood

NW Reglon Elk DAUs CWD
Detection by GMU (2018 - 2022)
S l:l Not Detected - Detected 10-20%
- Detected under 5% - Detected over 20%
I Detected 5-10%

[ ] GMU Boundary "} DAU Boundary

43

PITKIN'joAspen

\nr,,-a; g
7t 1 A 471
Junction” ' (. . 4 S ————

E-19 40

Miles

N o486 24 32
¢ Kilomelers s

Flgure 4, Chromc wastmg disease detection rates in Northwest Region elk herds from
mandatory testing efforts between 2017 and 2021.

Habitat Quality

Altering habitat quality and quantity through land use activities can have significant and long-
term impacts (both positive and negative) on all big game habitats and populations (Johnson
et al. 2016). Examples of habitat alteration include, but are not limited to, land use
conversion from agriculture to residential, habitat type change by natural causes such as
wildfires, habitat quality change as a result of domestic grazing practices, habitat
fragmentation, and climate change. Human recreation and energy development, which are
occurring at unprecedented levels in Colorado, are two examples of human uses on the
landscape that increasingly overlap with, fragment, and negatively impact big game habitats.
Elk, for example, preferentially use areas devoid of motorized activity and require large

9
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blocks of non-motorized habitat for security (Rowland et al. 2000). Numerous studies also
indicate elk avoid popular human recreation areas (Wisdom et al. 2018). This avoidance
results in habitat compression. Human-induced disturbance can also reduce calf survival and
recruitment (Phillips and Alldredge 2000, Shively et al. 2005). Additionally, elk may move to
lower elevation private lands due to the excess recreation activity occurring in higher
elevation public-land habitats. When planning new trails or trail improvements, federal land
management agencies should consult the 2021 Trails with Wildlife in Mind Guide (Trails with
Wildlife in Mind Task Force 2021) to aid in management decisions. Seasonal closures can also

benefit elk and other wildlife in the winter months and during calving when they are most
vulnerable.

Drought/Winter Weather Impacts

Weather and climate conditions also affect elk populations. Severe weather can manifest in
the form of severe winter conditions or extreme drought, and these conditions can have both
direct and indirect impacts on elk populations.

Until the winter of 2022-23 it was generally thought that elk were less impacted by severe
winter conditions than smaller ungulates like deer and pronghorn. However, that winter
showed that even elk can also be vulnerable to winter mortality when conditions are
extreme. Persistent deep, crusted snow limited access to forage during this winter and
resulted in significant winter mortality in the northwest corner of the state.

The impacts of extreme summer drought are less immediate. During periods of prolonged
drought, the nutritional characteristics of forage are compromised and successional stages of
the habitats change. These factors can lead to lower nutritional carrying capacity of the
range. Figure 5, below illustrates the percent of the Upper Colorado Watershed that falls in
the different drought index categories from the year 2000 to present. This watershed includes
the entire Upper Colorado River Drainage, which covers the western slope of Colorado,
southwest Wyoming, Utah, and small parts of New Mexico and Arizona. The graph is similar to
graphs for higher level watersheds in Colorado.

HUC 14 (Upper Colorado) Percent Area in U.S. Drought Monitor Categories
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Figure 5. Time-series drought monitoring graphing depicting the percentage of the Upper
Colorado River watershed in different drought categories from the year 2000 to 2024.
(https://droughtmonitor.unl.edu/)
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Habitat Quantity

Preserving landscapes that elk rely on for habitat, and facilitating safe passage along
migration and movement routes both within and between seasonal ranges, are priorities for
wildlife and land managers in Colorado as well as other western states. CPW relies heavily on
federal land management agencies as well as private property owners to conserve and
enhance habitats for elk and other wildlife species. In 2017 and 2018, several secretarial
orders issued by the U.S. Department of Interior (DOI) directed federal land managers to work
with states to protect big game species and their habitat within the region. Secretarial Order
(SO) 3356: Hunting, Fishing, Recreational Shooting, and Wildlife Conservation Opportunities
and Coordination with States, Tribes, and Territories, and SO 3362: Improving Habitat Quality
in Western Big-Game Winter Range and Migration Corridors, respectively, provided direction
to federal land managers for improving access to lands for recreational activities, particularly
hunting and fishing. SO 3362 also directed DOI agencies to improve habitat quality to ensure
the long-term viability of big game and other wildlife populations, particularly migration
corridors and sensitive winter ranges for elk, deer, and pronghorn. A variety of solutions are
being considered at all levels of government and by private sector stakeholders to better
protect big game winter ranges, and migration and movement routes. These policies aim to
foster collaboration, expand data collection and research, incentivize participation in habitat
connectivity programs, and implement targeted infrastructure solutions.

Oil and Gas Development

Extraction of oil and gas has the potential to affect elk populations directly through habitat
loss and habitat fragmentation from pad, road, and pipeline development and associated
spread of noxious weeds, or indirectly from the increased human presence at pads and use of
roads. Oil and gas development activity in NW Colorado has remained at relatively low levels
over the past decade compared to the high volume of activity experienced between 2006 and
2010. Recent market conditions and commodity price increases have resulted in slight upticks
in the number of permits being submitted; however, active drilling rig counts have not
increased significantly. The figure below (Fig. 6) depicts the number of wells drilled annually
in the Northwest Region from the year 2000 to 2022.
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Wells Spud (drilled) per Year in CPW's NW Region
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Figure 6. Wells drilled annual in northwest Colorado counties from 2000-September 2023.

Colorado’s recently enacted (January 2021) Senate Bill 19-181 (SB-181) oil and gas regulations
contain new provisions and requirements for the protection of wildlife resources during oil
and gas development. In particular, the new regulations contain measures to: reduce noise
and light impacts, require compensatory mitigation to offset direct and indirect impacts to
big game high priority habitats (HPH), limit the density of oil and gas development within big
game seasonal ranges, and analyze alternative development locations to minimize adverse
impacts. Figure 7 illustrates where active wells overlap with elk HPH layers. These new
regulations result in significantly greater wildlife protections compared to the State’s
previous House Bill 1298 oil and gas regulations, and expand CPW'’s involvement and
consultative role during the Colorado Oil and Gas Conservation Commission (COGCC)
permitting process.
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Renewable Energy

Proposed renewable energy projects have increased significantly in the past several years,
with a focus on utility-scale photovoltaic (PV) solar projects in Western Colorado. CPW’s
Northwest Region has consulted on approximately six proposed solar projects that are greater
than 1,000 acres in size during calendar years 2021 and 2022. Of particular concern for big
game species, the National Electric Code (NEC) requires that solar energy facilities be fenced
for security purposes. This exclusionary fencing requirement results in a complete loss of
habitat for big game, and oftentimes creates a significant barrier to daily and/or seasonal
movement patterns.

When siting locations for utility-scale solar projects, developers typically seek areas close to
existing electrical transmission lines and substations, flat topography, southern exposures,
and limited forest canopy cover. Frequently, these landscape characteristics are also
representative of high-quality winter range areas for big game in Western Colorado.
Additionally, to avoid lengthy federal permitting processes, most of these proposed projects
have been located on privately owned lands with 20-30 year lease agreements.
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Urban/Residential Development

Over the past 50+ years, private lands in large portions of Northwest Colorado have
transformed from undeveloped or rural/agricultural landscapes into increasingly suburban and
even urban areas, dominated by residential and commercial developments and fragmented by
roads, highways, and recreational trail networks. These private lands typically lie at lower
elevations, coinciding with big game winter ranges. The human population in Northwest
Colorado has grown consistently since the 1960s, with marked increases in the 1970s and
1990s-2000s (Fig. 8). In the 1970s and 1980s, the growth of the ski industry in Aspen and Vail,
and later in Steamboat Springs and Granby, brought an influx of visitors and new residents
into these areas, facilitated by the construction of Interstate-70 starting in the late 1960s
through the 1990s.

Human population by county in NW Colorado
US Census data

500,000

450,000 W Summit

400,000 M Routt
350,000 H Rio Blanco
M Pitkin
300,000
m Moffat
250,000
u Mesa
200000 m Jackson
150,000 B Gunnison
100,000 W Grand
50,000 m Garfield
. mEagle
2000

1900 1810 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2010 2020 | Delta

Year

Human Population

Figure 8. Human population from 1900-2020 based on US Census data in counties overlapping
CPW’s Northwest Region.

Construction and real estate development are now among the major industries in Northwest
Colorado, especially along the Interstate-70 and State Highway 40 corridors. These
developments have resulted in significant losses of habitat for elk, deer, and other wildlife
species. For example, in 1970, 13,242 km? (74%) of private lands on mule deer overall range
and 7,274 km? (77%) of mule deer winter range in Northwest Colorado were considered
undeveloped (0 housing units/km?). By 2020, almost 30% of undeveloped private land was
converted, leaving only 9,492 km? (53%) of mule deer overall range and 5,146 km? (54%) of
mule deer winter range left as undeveloped. Increasing residential housing development has
been shown to correlate with declining mule deer recruitment rates (Johnson et al. 2016).
Figures 9a-f, illustrate the changes in residential development overlaid with elk DAU’s in NW
Colorado.
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Figure 9(a-f). Maps of housing densities on private lands in Northwest Colorado from 1970-
2020. Undeveloped = 0 housing units/km?, Rural = <3 units/km?, Exurban = 3-59 units/km?,
Suburban = 60-500 units/km?, Urban = >500 units/km? based on Shushinky et al. 2014.
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Along with the growth of the human residential population has come higher vehicle traffic on
roadways, leading to more roadkill of wildlife. Beyond the immediate footprint of habitat loss
through land development, there are also larger-scale, indirect effects on the landscape:
ever-increasing demand for outdoor recreational access has led to development of trail
systems, campgrounds, and access roads, and therefore more human activity on both private
lands and surrounding public lands.

Converting rural and agricultural lands that once functioned as wildlife habitat amounts to
effectively a permanent loss of habitat. Real estate values have increased exorbitantly, so the
financial incentive for ranch owners to subdivide and sell their properties has been immense.
The cost to elk and other wildlife is the likely irreversible loss of habitat and therefore
decreased carrying capacity across the landscape for many wildlife species.

Conservation of private lands should be a priority in order to protect and maintain
connectivity of the remaining undeveloped lands for wildlife use. The Colorado Wildlife
Habitat Program (“Habitat Stamp”) and Great Outdoors Colorado (GOCO), as well as federal
programs and non-governmental organizations such as land trusts, provide funding and
mechanisms to help private landowners set up conservation easements. The challenge,
however, is that conservation easement efforts must compete with the extremely high real
estate prices in the region.

Free-roaming Horses

The Bureau of Land Management manages over 82,000 feral horses and burros on 42,300 acres
across 10 Western states, including Colorado. The Wild Horse and Burro Program’s goal is to
manage healthy feral horses and burros on healthy public rangelands. Areas that are managed
for feral horses are designated as Horse Management Areas (HMAs). Areas with free-roaming
horses and burros but not managed for them are designated as Horse Areas (HAs). The BLM
determines the Appropriate Management Level (AML), or the number of feral horses the
habitat can support with on a given HMA. Since HAs are not managed for feral horses and
burros, and they are not intended to be present on these lands, AMLs are not designated for
these areas.

The BLM in Colorado manages four wild horse herd management areas on 424,505 acres with
an additional five Horse Areas where horses are not managed ranging 426,770 acres (USDI
Bureau of Land Management 2023) (Fig. 10). These areas cover critical elk habitat,
specifically winter ranges. As of September 2023, combined populations in Colorado were
estimated at 1,527 horses which is 185% of the with the appropriate management level for all
HMAs in the state set at 827 animals.
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elk DAUs and winter ranges.

As part of their management strategy, BLM gathers horses from HMAs that exceed appropriate
management levels and allow adoption to the public (Table 4). Some HAs have also had
gathers in recent years. The West Douglas Creek HA horses were gathered in 2021. The BLM
gathered 451 horses there, when they expected the population to be about that number.
Their goal was to remove horses from that HA. The HMAs have also seen some gathering
projects in recent years (Table 4).
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Table 4. Statistics on Herd Management Areas (HMAs) in Colorado as of September 2023(BLM).
*Spring Creek Basin HMA is located in the Southwest Region.

Little Book Cliffs

Wild Horse Range E10 52,634 150 192 117% 2018 96

Piceance-East

Douglas Creek E10 160,841 235 759 323% 2022 867

Sand Wash Basin E1 156,502 362 375 104% 2021 10
Within

Spring Creek Basin* E10 54,528 80 76 AML 2019 166

Totals 424,505 827 1402 1813

Negative impacts from free-roaming horses to wildlife and wildlife habitat include spatial,
water source, and forage competition, and habitat degradation (Hall et al. 2016, Boyd et al.
2017, Danvir 2018). The areas used by horses overlap with elk winter range, winter
concentration areas, and severe winter range (Fig. 10). These areas are critical to the
sustainability and resilience of elk herds and the high levels of non-designated horse use
contribute directly to habitat degradation. Free-roaming horses degrade sagebrush habitats
and riparian areas and can impact the amount of forage available to elk and other grazing
ungulates (Baur 2016).

Management of free-roaming horse populations is highly controversial. Proposed gathers to
manage horse populations often end up in litigation. The inability to manage wild horse
populations to herd objectives has had negative impacts on range conditions. This in turn
creates challenges for land managers when trying to balance permitted livestock use within
these allotments with competing wild horse use resulting in further range degradation.

Recreation

The ecological impacts on elk from recreation are well documented (Trombulak et al 2000,
Hebblewhite 2008). Elk preferentially use areas devoid of motorized activity and require
large blocks of non-motorized habitat for security (Rowland et al. 2000). Numerous studies
also indicate elk avoid popular human recreation areas; contrary to popular opinion, elk
generally do not habituate to hiking or mountain biking. This avoidance results in habitat
compression and loss of functional habitat. Due to avoidance of human activities and
increased vigilance associated with roads and trail based recreation (both motorized and non-
motorized), elk increase their daily activity levels and movements which reduces the time
spent feeding or resting (Edge 1982, Wisdom 2004, Naylor et al. 2009, Rogala et al. 2011,
Cuiti et al. 2012, Preisler et al. 2013, and Wisdom et al. 2018). This increased energy
expenditure, decreased forage intake, and displacement to areas with poorer quality forage
results in a decrease in body condition, which affects individual health, survival and
reproduction (Bender et al. 2008, Johnson et al. 2014). Human-induced disturbance can also
reduce calf survival and recruitment (Phillips and Alldredge 2000, Shively et al. 2005).
Additionally, elk may shift to lower-elevation private-lands due to the intensive recreation
activity occurring in higher-elevation public-land habitats, potentially creating game damage
conflicts.
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Research has demonstrated strong avoidance of human recreational activity by elk, with
minimum separation (avoidance) distances between trail users and elk of approximately 560-
880 meters, and elk flight distances ranging from 500 meters to 1.5 km when startled by
recreationists (Wisdom et al. 2018). Route density is an important consideration to maintain
habitat effectiveness, migration permeability, and use, as habitat is directly lost from the
conversion of infrastructure (roads, trails, trailheads, parking, etc.) and additionally through
behavioral avoidance (Sawyer et al. 2017). When route densities increase to the point that elk
avoidance zones overlap or intersect with one another, habitat effectiveness is severely
reduced or eliminated over substantial areas and this cumulative effect can result in barriers
to both daily and seasonal movements. A recent analysis (Theodore Roosevelt Conservation
Partnership 2022) indicates that 40% of the most critical elk habitats in Colorado are already
affected by recreational trail use. Figure 11 illustrates the densities of roads and trails across

northwest Colorado.
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To ensure that essential habitats remain connected and usable for elk and other big game
animals, CPW recommends that land management agencies and trail organizations should
consult the 2021 Trails with Wildlife in Mind Guide (Trails with Wildlife in Mind Task Force

21



NW Elk Herd Management Plans Draft 2024

2021) to avoid and minimize impacts to local elk populations when planning new trails, re-
routes or improvements. Strategies include avoidance of the highest-priority elk habitats
including production areas and critical winter habitats, limiting density of motorized and non-
motorized roads and trails in elk habitat, and implementing seasonal closures in areas that
overlap elk habitats, particularly during the winter and during spring calving when the young
are most vulnerable. Strategic seasonal closures of motorized routes should be considered
during annual hunting seasons to promote big game use of, and fidelity to, public lands where
they are available for harvest.

Predation

Elk are prey animals for the mid to large-sized predators of western North America. In
Colorado, the primary predators of elk have been mountain lions and black bears over the last
century. Following the passing of Proposition 114 and natural immigration, Colorado also has
wolves on the west slope. Predators may limit or regulate elk populations, primarily through
calf recruitment. All predators are opportunistic and will take advantage of individual prey
that provide the easiest opportunity for a meal. Black bears and coyotes prey primarily on
young-of-the-year during spring and mountain lions will prey on all sex/age classes of elk.
Numerous studies across the United States and Canada have attempted to determine effects
of wolf predation on elk populations, but have found it a difficult factor to isolate. There is
no way to know how wolves will affect elk population dynamics in the long term and in what
way. There are likely to be different effects on different elk herds across the state. Impacts
to elk could be both directly mortality or through shifts in distribution to refuges safer from
wolves.

Elk are the primary prey species of wolves in many Rocky Mountain wolf populations. In
Yellowstone National Park, where wolf predation has been studied extensively, about 90% of
detected wolf kills were identified as elk predation even with mule deer, moose and bison
plentiful on the landscape (Hebblewhite 2010, Peterson 2014). Wolves in a couple of North
American populations have been shown to select for calves, old cow elk and any elk that are
ill or struggling to maintain high nutritional health (Mech 2005). Additionally, elk may use
their habitat differently with wolves present, selecting for more cover or traveling in smaller
groups to avoid detection by wolves (Ripple 2004, Creel 2005).

The influence of predators on elk populations is variable and based on several factors:

e The relationship of the elk population to the amount and quality of forage on seasonal
ranges,

e The presence and location of hiding and stalking cover relative to feeding and resting
areas,

e Abundance and distribution of alternate prey populations, and

e Number, abundance, and distribution of predator species that inhabit the elk range.

Fencing
Highway fencing, including high wildlife exclusion fence and other types of right-of-way
fencing creates a barrier for ungulates and other wildlife. High fence combined with wildlife

underpasses or overpasses is a proven strategy for reducing wildlife-vehicle collisions while
providing access to important seasonal habitats. Under-passes and overpasses can help elk
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and other wildlife move over or under highways to access important seasonal habitats, while
still minimizing vehicle collisions.

While supporting large and diverse wildlife populations, the region is also important
agriculturally and supports numerous cattle and domestic sheep operations. As such,
hundreds of miles of wire fence crisscross the landscape, allowing for a sustainable livestock
industry which can effectively manage grazing, but also posing a hazard to wildlife. In the
only published study on fence-related ungulate mortality, Harrington and Conover (2006)
conducted research in northwest Colorado and northeast Utah and documented one ungulate
(elk, deer, or pronghorn) mortality for every 4 km (2.5 miles) of fence. Multiplied out across
this vast landscape, potential fence-related ungulate mortality becomes staggering. Fences
can also have sub-lethal effects on big game species by causing injury or hair loss during
crossing efforts, separating calves/fawns from adults where crossings are difficult, inhibiting
seasonal migration activities, and increasing the energetic costs of moving through the
landscape. Several recent published studies (e.g. Jones et al. 2019, Segar and Keane 2020 )
have addressed and highlighted the magnitude of potential sub-lethal effects of wire fences
on ungulates inhabiting rangelands in the American West. While fences provide necessary
infrastructure to manage grazing effectively, which ultimately supports quality wildlife
habitat, numerous miles of old abandoned and obsolete fences that no longer serve a
management purpose currently exist in northwest Colorado.

Calf Recruitment

Survival of newborn calves into the yearling age-class is a key factor of population growth. All
the elk management issues discussed previously can play a factor in calf production and
survival. While predation may limit calf survival, hiding cover and disturbance can indirectly
affect the ability of a calf to avoid predators. Figure 13 illustrates the 5-year average
observed calf/cow ratios for the NW elk herds. Generally, calf recruitment in NW Colorado is
faring better than elk herds to the south; however, we are seeing some trends in declining
ratios across most elk herds with some herds seeing a significant decrease in ratios.

23



NW Elk Herd Management Plans Draft 2024

’ K| o
=t ermiineid 7
a5 J/rf'ﬁ

| NW Region Elk DAUs 2022 Calf Cow Ratios
{Calf{100 Cows - 5 year average)

B >5-30 [ ] 35-40 [ 45-50

[ 30-35 [ 40-45 [ 50-55

[ Insufficient data to caleulate average
[] emu dary 1"} DAU d

D 4 8 16 21 32

Miles

£ 1 N oas 15 24 3@
o 1 Jedl Kilomelers

Figure 12: Map depljét;n_g the 5-year average calf:cow ratios for each elk herd in the NW
Region.

RS =

24



NW Elk Herd Management Plans Draft 2024

Elk Herd Management Plans for Northwest Colorado

Public Input

There are 15 elk DAUs in northwest Colorado. The following section comprises the 15
individual elk HMPs with proposed objectives and justification. Two of the fifteen elk herd
management plans have been approved since 2020 and will be extending those objectives as
status quo. The other thirteen HMPs have proposed population and sex ratio objectives.
Public meetings have been held in Grand Junction, El Jebel, Gypsum, Hayden, Hot Sulphur,
Kremmling, Meeker, and Walden to collect input on the status of local elk populations,
management concerns, and provide direction for future management.

In addition to the public meetings, CPW staff have reviewed new optional hunter harvest
attitude survey data to capture input from hunters on their experience averaged across the
2021-2023 hunting seasons. Of the 197,625 limited elk license holders and additional over-
the-counter license holders who reported hunting in northwest Colorado during the 2021,
2022, and 2023 seasons, 71,815 hunters opted in for the additional hunter harvest attitude
survey. The seven graphs below depict the hunters’ responses to seven questions relating to
their hunting experience and observations in the 15 different DAUs in northwest Colorado
(Fig.13). The DAUs in each graph are ranked from least satisfied to most satisfied.

The draft plan will be posted for 30 days for the public to provide additional comments on the
proposed objectives for each DAU from late May to late June 2024. The plan has been
presented to county commissioners, Habitat Partnership Program (HPP) committees and
federal agencies for additional input. The final draft plan will be presented to the Colorado
Parks and Wildlife Commission this summer with a tentative plan to present the first time in
July and for approval in August.

Hunter satisfaction with the total number of elk seen during the 2021-23 seasons
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Even if you only hunted cow elk, how satisfied were you with the number of bulls
seen in 2021-23 seasons?
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Which statement comes closer to your own opinion:
a) | want to hunt more often even if it means less mature bulls
b) | want to hunt mature bulls even if it means | hunt less often
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Over the next ten years, do you think the elk population should: a) Decrease
moderately, b) Decrease slightly, c) Stay the same, d) Increase slightly, e) Increase
moderately
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To what extent did you feel crowded by other hunters while elk hunting: a) Not at all
o0 crowded, b) Slightly crowded, c) Moderately crowded, d) Very crowded
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e.
To what extent did you feel crowded by non-hunters while elk hunting: a) Not at all
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Figure 13 (a-g). Hunter harvest attitude survey questions and 3-year averaged results (2021-

2023) for the 15 elk DAUs ranked from low DAU to high DAU (left to right) in relation to the
specific question.
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COLD SPRINGS ELK HERD MANAGEMENT PLAN

DATA ANALYSIS UNIT E-1
Darby Finley, Wildlife Biologist, Meeker

Cold Springs Elk Herd (DAU E-1) GMUs: 2, & 201

Approval Year for last HMP: 2013
Post-hunt population:
Current (2013 plan) Population Objective: | 700 - 1,700 elk

Post-hunt 2023 Minimum Count: | 1,130 elk
Proposed Population Objective: | Minimum count 1,000 - 2,000 elk

Post-hunt Sex Ratio (Bulls:100 Cows):
Current (2013 plan) Sex Ratio Objective: | 40 bulls per 100 cows
Post-hunt 2023 Sex Ratio: | observed: 78; modeled: NA

Proposed Sex Ratio Objective: | >40 bulls per 100 cows (status quo)
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Elk DAU E-1 Post-Hunt Minimum Counts and Objective Range, 1988-2023
4500 -
4000 °
x 3500 1 e
.."'é' 3000 1 L
g 2500 ® e
£ °
E 2000 - °
=z ®
1500 -
1000 ® e
500 L Y e e e ¢o
® o0 ® ® ..
o
1988 1992 1996 2000 2004 2008 2012 2016 2020
m Objective Range ® Post-hunt Counts

Figure 1-1. Elk DAU E-1 post-hunt minimum counts and objective range, years 1988-2023.
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Figure 1-2. ELk DAU E-1 observed post-hunt sex ratio (bulls:100 cows), years 1988-2023.
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Elk DAU E-1 Observed Winter Calf:Cow Ratios, 1988-2023
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Figure 1-3. Elk DAU E-1 calf production (observed post-hunt calves:100 cows), 1988-2023.

Elk Harvest Estimates in DAU E-1, 1988-2023
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Figure 1-4. Elk harvest estimates in E-1, years 1988-2023.

Background

The Cold Springs Elk Data Analysis Units (DAUs), E-1 is located in the remote northwest corner
of Colorado in Moffat County. DAU E-1 includes Game Management Units (GMUs) 2 and 201.
Public lands within DAU E-1 include 1107 square miles of land managed by the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) (77% of the DAU), 125 square miles of private land (9%), 98 square miles of
Dinosaur National Monument (7%), 87 square miles of State Land Board owned land (6%), 12
square miles of the Brown’s Parks National Wildlife Refuge (1%), and 4 square miles of State
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Wildlife Areas managed by CPW (<1%). Private land accounts for 124 square miles (8%) of the
DAU.

a

The entire landscape of DAU E-1 has the potential to be elk winter range, however, most
years elk will concentrate at lower elevations and south facing slopes throughout the DAU.
Generally, elk will be found at higher elevations throughout the spring, summer, and fall,
although elk can be found in more arid lower elevations throughout GMU 2 year-round.

The current population objective for DAU E-1 is 700-1700 elk. This population objective was
set in the E-1 DAU management plan approved in 2013. The 5-year average post-hunt elk
minimum count estimate for E1 is 2500 elk. The management objective for the E-1 elk herd
has been to maintain the sex ratio at 40 bulls: 100 cows since 1979. E-1 is one of the premier
DAUs in the state managed for high bull ratios. To manage for these high bull ratios, antlered
license numbers are extremely limited to allow for higher rates of recruitment of bulls to
older age classes. Long-term bull ratios have averaged 49 bulls:100 cows. Over the past five
years, the average observed sex ratio has been 39 bulls: 100 cows. The long-term post-hunt
age ratio (calves:100 cows) has averaged 44 since 1988. The highest age ratio was 67
calves:100 cows in 1992 and the lowest was 23 calves:100 cows in 2005. The average age ratio
from 2019-2023 has been 43 calves: 100 cows. The long-term trend for the cow:calf ratios
shows a slightly declining trend. Calf ratios showed a more drastic decline from 2000-2006,
which coincided with the onset of drought conditions in this area, and the peak of the elk
population, but has stabilized since then. Observed sex and age ratios can fluctuate
significantly within the DAU based on timing of flights and winter conditions. Radio collar
location data has shown significant inter-DAU immigration into E-1 from adjacent DAUs E-2
and E-6 when winter conditions are severe. This can result in lower observed bull ratios due
to the increased number of cow-calf groups observed within E-1. In addition, significant
winter movement also occurs across the Green River into DAU E-47. Generally, these
movements include large cow-calf groups from GMU 201. For these reasons, interpreting post-
hunt elk population statistics within the E-1 herd presents some challenges with varying
annual winter conditions.

Significant Issues

The management issues identified in these DAUs are primarily associated with elk
distribution, winter range habitat capability, and early spring elk use on public lands as elk
migrate back to summer ranges. Online survey results identified high bull:cow ratios, low
cow numbers, bull quality, shed antler hunting, and preference point creep affecting hunter
opportunity as the most common issues with elk hunter satisfaction.

Elk distribution is the biggest challenge in achieving annual cow harvest objectives in the
DAU. Hunter pressure and elk distribution are an annual management concern when setting
license numbers for the DAU. Elk seek refuge within Dinosaur National Monument to avoid
hunting pressure in GMU 2, whereas interstate and inter-DAU elk movement is an issue in
GMUs 1 and 201. GMU 201 is bordered on the north by Wyoming and west by Utah. A
telemetry study was initiated in 2012 to better understand interstate elk movement and its
effect on elk distribution, harvest and population management. In addition, more of an
emphasis has been placed on late season hunts to achieve antlerless harvest objectives. It is
important for the CPW to work cooperatively with private landowners, federal land
management agencies, Wyoming Game and Fish, Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, and
Dinosaur National Monument to manage this population to the long term DAU objective.
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In addition to elk distribution, changes in elk behavior have resulted in range expansion and,
in some cases, year round elk use on winter ranges. Elk movement across state lines and the
Dinosaur National Monument boundary create refuge situations that make achieving harvest
objectives difficult. The arid climate that characterizes this DAU, and cyclical drought
conditions also create challenges in managing elk populations within nutritional carrying
capacities of the range. Mild winter conditions and summer drought cycles prevailed across
the DAU during the early 2000’s causing concern about range conditions and the sustainability
of elk numbers which were at peak population levels during this time. Concerns regarding
drought-stressed range conditions amongst management agencies and livestock operators
resulted in a concerted effort to reduce elk numbers across the DAU. Management efforts
implemented to reduce elk numbers to allow for range rest and recovery included designating
additional cow licenses and implementing a late cow elk season in the DAU. These efforts
proved successful in reducing elk numbers across the DAU.

Major concerns regarding historical and current elk population levels in DAU E-1 are centered
on competition between elk and livestock. Federal land management agencies and livestock
operators support the quality management strategy for elk, but have expressed concern about
overall numbers of elk in the DAU. These concerns are focused on spring and summer grazing
competition between elk and cattle. In contrast, outfitters and some landowners are in
support of current or slight increases to population levels.

Stakeholder Outreach and Input

Public meetings were held on October 9th and 11th, 2023 in Hayden, CO and Meeker, CO,
respectively. Forty-four people attended these meetings. Public comment forms were
available for attendees to fill out at the meeting. One person submitted a comment form
after the meeting pertaining to E-1. A QR code was also provided to people that attended the
meeting as a way to comment electronically. Two people commented using the QR code. One
hundred percent of the respondents were Colorado residents.

In addition to the comment forms available through the local public meetings, opt-in big
game hunter attitude surveys have been conducted the past two years while conducting the
big game harvest survey. These surveys have allowed CPW to gather input from hunters on an
annual basis. Based on survey results, the majority of respondents were satisfied with their
overall hunting experience in E-1. Two-thirds of hunters were satisfied with the overall
number of elk they saw while hunting. Respondents were very satisfied with the total
number of bulls they saw while hunting in E-1. The majority of hunters responded that they
would prefer to hunt mature bulls than they would to hunt more often. Additionally, the
majority of respondents also preferred to see the elk population stay the same over the next
10 years.

Overall, the majority of hunters responded to not feeling crowded by other hunters when
hunting in E-1 and an overwhelming majority responded to not feeling crowded by non-
hunters.

Management Alternatives

There are three basic management strategies that CPW is currently using for elk
DAUs. Ideally, all units within a DAU are managed using the same strategy. These basic
management strategies consider various types of hunting opportunities including ease of
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participation, quality of hunting experience, level of success rates, and opportunity to
harvest a quality male animal.

Methods to achieve these various opportunities include offering readily available licenses,
spatial and temporal distribution of hunters and license limitations. These different
management strategies afford various types of hunting opportunities and are often mutually
exclusive and therefore must be balanced among the desires of hunters, landowners, and
economic interests.

The DAU management strategy recommendation by the CPW is status quo. Currently, E-1 is
totally specified for all seasons and managed for quality bull elk hunting. Season structures
within DAU E-1 include limited archery and muzzleloader seasons, an early rifle bull elk
season, and 4 limited regular season antlerless hunts. In addition, late season antlerless
hunts were established in 2008 as a management tool to maintain elk populations within the
objective range. Hunter success in the DAU will remain relatively high under this

strategy. The management recommendation is to maintain this DAU as a quality bull elk
hunting unit with limited bull license quotas.

Post-hunt Population
Minimum count 1000 - 2000 elk

This objective range seeks to maintain the E-1 elk herd within the stated population objective
range which will be assessed through the minimum counts observed during post-hunt sex and
age classification flights. The population objective range is consistent with public desires and
allows the herd to be managed at a population level in-line with carrying capacities given
variable range conditions.

Post-hunt bull ratio
>40 bulls per 100 cows

The CPW recommendation is to manage the sex ratio to maintain >40 bulls: 100 cows. During
the past 5 years (2019 - 2023), the herd has averaged 39 bulls: 100 cows with a range of 18 -
78 bulls:100 cows. Bull ratios can vary widely from year to year based on the number and
composition of elk classified. Since bulls traditionally occupy the same winter ranges every
year, observers generally get a representative sample of bulls. However, bull ratios can
fluctuate annually due to interstate and inter-DAU movement of cow-calf groups. For
example, if a representative sample of cow-calf groups is not obtained due to emigration out
of the DAU or if an influx of cow-calf groups immigrate into the DAU it can influence post-
hunt observed bull ratios. Managing for >40 bulls: 100 cows will allow for continued
recruitment of older age class bull elk within this DAU.

33



NW Elk Herd Management Plans Draft 2024

BEAR’S EARS ELK HERD MANAGEMENT PLAN

DATA ANALYSIS UNIT E-2
Darby Finley, Wildlife Biologist, Meeker

Bear’s Ears Elk Herd (DAU E-2)
Approval Year for last HMP: 2008

GMUs: 3, 4, 5, 14, 214, 301 & 441

Post-hunt population:

Current (2008 plan) Population Objective: | 15,000 - 18,000 elk
Post-hunt 2023 Population Estimate: 10,567 elk
Proposed Population Objective: 15,000 - 18,000 elk (status quo)

Post-hunt Sex Ratio (Bulls:100 Cows):

Current (2008 plan) Sex Ratio Objective:

20-25 bulls per 100 cows

Post-hunt 2023 Sex Ratio:

observed: 11; modeled: 14

Proposed Expected Sex Ratio Objective:

15-25 bulls per 100 cows
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Elk DAU E-2 Modeled Post-hunt Population and Objective Range, 1986-2023
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Figure 2-1. Elk DAU E-2 modeled post-hunt population and objective range, years 1986-2023.

Elk DAU E-2 Observed Post-hunt Sex Ratio, 1986-2023
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Figure 2-2. Elk DAU E-2 observed post-hunt sex ratio (bulls:100 cows), years 1986-2023.
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Elk DAU E-2 Observed Winter Calf:Cow Ratios, 1986-2023

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

0 IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII
1986 1990 1994 1998 2002 2006 2010 2014 2018 2022

Calves per 100 Cows

=8 Calf Production
Figure 2-3. Elk DAU E-2 calf production (observed post-hunt calves:100 cows), 1986-2023.

Elk Harvest Estimates in DAU E-2, 1986-2023
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Figure 2-4. Elk harvest estimates in E-2, years 1986-2022.

Background

The Bear’s Ears Elk DAU, D-2, is located in northwest Colorado and includes portions of Routt
and Moffat counties. The DAU is composed of 7 Game Management Units (GMUs): 3, 4, 5, 14,
214, 301, and 441. The towns of Craig, Steamboat Springs and Maybell are located on the
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southern periphery of the DAU. Ownership patterns vary across elk seasonal ranges within the
DAU, comprising private, state and federal lands. Fifty percent of all elk winter range within
the DAU is on private property, 40% is managed by BLM, and the remaining 10% is a mix of
state and county owned lands. Summer range includes the entire DAU.

Elk within E-2 are migratory, moving from higher elevation summer ranges in eastern portions
of the DAU to lower elevation winter ranges in the western portions of the DAU. Migratory
distances vary greatly with some elk moving 60 to 70 miles between seasonal ranges while
others move relatively short, elevational distances.

Since the mid-1980s the elk population within the E-2 herd steadily grew to its peak level of
more than 34,000 elk in the early 2000s. The peak in the elk population coincided with
persistent drought conditions leading to shared concerns about range health from public land
managers, private landowners, and CPW. Out of concern for long-term range and herd health,
CPW made a concerted effort to drastically reduce the E-2 elk population. From 2002 to
2007, hunters harvested more than 25,000 antlerless elk, achieving antlerless harvest rates of
30% which reduced the E-2 elk herd by a third. The reduction in the elk population was
achieved by liberalizing antlerless elk harvest through limited either-sex elk licenses, list B
licenses, and various antlerless hunts outside the regular seasons. Antlerless hunts outside
the regular seasons included extended private land only, early, late, damage, and distribution
hunts. Since 2008 elk populations in E-2 have remained fairly stable fluctuating between
20,000 and 25,000 elk. However, the severe winter of 2022-2023 resulted in significant,
unprecedented winter mortality across all age classes causing the elk population to fall below
the long-term objective range of 15,000-18,000. It will take time for the elk population to
recover from such significant losses.

Fortunately, the E-2 elk herd has proven to be incredibly productive with a long-term stable
to slightly declining trend in calf ratios. Calf ratios have averaged 54 calves per 100 cows
since 1986. The most recent 5-year average calf ratio has been 48 calves per 100 cows. After
implementing the 4-point antler restriction (APR) for bull elk in E-2 in 1986, observed post-
hunt bull ratios averaged 21 bulls per 100 cows. Bull ratios within over-the-counter (OTC)
units can vary widely. Observed post-hunt bull ratios reached a high of 37 bulls per 100 cows
in 2005 and low of 11 bulls per 100 cows in 2023. Factors that play a role in the fluctuation of
observed bull ratios are all dependent on elk distribution within the DAU as it relates to
weather and timing of weather events during the hunting seasons. The migration of elk in E-2
is driven by weather. Significant snowfall events during the hunting season can trigger elk to
migrate to lower elevation, open sagebrush winter ranges making them more vulnerable to
harvest. When the sequence of these events align, along with OTC licenses, harvest rates on
bulls can be higher and can cause ratios to fluctuate. More recently, multiple factors have
played a role in lower bull ratios. Since 2019, severe winter conditions have resulted in low
calf survival in 2019 and 2022, thus, lower recruitment of bulls to the yearling age

class. Additionally, weather events during 3 of the last 5 hunting seasons have triggered elk
movement resulting in bull elk being more vulnerable to harvest. The combination of these
factors has resulted in lower observed bull ratios. The management strategy of reducing the
E-2 elk herd over the past 20 years with liberal antlerless hunting licenses suddenly changed
after the 2022-2023 severe winter event, and has now become a strategy of recovering the
herd back to within the long-term population objective range.
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Significant Issues

Currently, the most immediate issue facing the E-2 elk herd is the recovery of the elk
population to within the long-term population objective following the 2022-2023 severe
winter. Management concerns over the past two decades primarily revolved around elk
distribution and abundance. For example, elk-livestock competition, especially early spring
elk use on public lands as elk migrate back to summer ranges, impacts of elk overabundance
on drought-stressed winter ranges, the ability to achieve antlerless harvest objectives to
address elk abundance, and chronic wasting disease. Through the implementation of various
harvest management tools the E-2 elk herd was gradually reduced to levels more in-line with
range carrying capacity about the time the severe winter of 2007-2008 occurred. Some of the
same elk distribution issues continue to persist even now with lower population levels.
Distribution hunts and game damage licenses are being used more strategically to target
those specific problem areas.

In more recent years, outdoor recreation has become more of a concern, especially in the
Steamboat Springs area in the eastern portion of E-2. Motorized and non-motorized trail
development north of Steamboat Springs and in the Rabbit Ears and Buffalo Pass areas has
introduced significant disturbance during the spring calving period and throughout the
summer months. The popularity of outdoor recreation has increased the volume of activity
associated with these trails exponentially, to the point of displacing wildlife from the areas
the trail development is occurring and is likely contributing to lower elk calf recruitment
within the subherds that have traditionally utilized these areas for calving.

Rural residential development is a concern across several areas in E-2. Specifically, the Elk
River valley north of Steamboat Springs, the rural mountain subdivision developments around
Quaker Mountain north of Hayden, the Wilderness Ranch and Baker’s Peak mountain
subdivisions southeast of Baggs, WY, and the rural residential subdivisions north of Craig all
pose challenges to the E-2 elk herd. These developments fragment the landscape and have
introduced disturbances to traditional elk production areas and altered elk migration between
seasonal ranges.

The most recent potential land use change in E-2 is the potential of large solar and wind
developments. Two large transmission lines are currently being constructed through the
western portion of E-2 with completion dates of 2023 and 2025. Along with those
transmission lines is the prospect of wind and solar development as two large coal mines are
scheduled to cease coal production by 2028 with the closure of the Craig power plant. The
extent to which solar and wind development will occur is unknown but these developments
have the potential to occupy large tracts of critical winter range and impact big game
migration routes.

Another issue of concern for the E-2 herd is the degradation and loss of winter range due to
drought, wildfire, and overuse. The cyclical weather pattern of summer drought and above
average winter snowfall has been consistent since 2007 resulting in reduced nutritional
carrying capacities across winter ranges especially when above average snow depths occur. A
series of large-scale wildfires has occurred across winter ranges in the western portion of the
E-2. These large-scale fires have converted sagebrush and bitterbrush dominated landscapes
to open grasslands. This type conversion has benefitted elk when winter conditions are mild
and allow for elk to access the herbaceous forage under the snow. However, when winter
conditions are more severe and snow depths are greater, the energy costs are too great to
paw through the deep snow and elk are forced to move to brush dominated landscapes where

38



NW Elk Herd Management Plans Draft 2024

browse is available above the snow line. Oftentimes this puts elk in direct competition with
mule deer and pronghorn. This scenario played out in an extreme way during the severe
winter of 2022-2023 resulting in significant elk mortality that reduced the E-2 population to
historically low levels.

Chronic wasting disease was discovered on the western slope of Colorado in 2002. CWD was
first discovered in E-2 through voluntary head submission by hunters that same year.
Voluntary head submissions by hunters were used as a surveillance tool to identify the
distribution and prevalence of CWD in DAU E-2. Through those surveillance efforts CWD has
been detected in all GMUs within the DAU. Prevalence estimates during the early 2000s were
less than 1%. After the development of the CWD Response Plan in 2018 a revolving mandatory
sampling effort was established for all mule deer and elk DAUs statewide. In 2021 mandatory
CWD testing in E-2 resulted in a prevalence rate of 2%. Surveillance efforts will be important
in monitoring CWD prevalence levels to ensure appropriate management actions are applied
to maintain low CWD prevalence in E-2.

Stakeholder Outreach and Input

Public meetings were held on October 9th and 11th, 2023 in Hayden, CO and Meeker, CO,
respectively. Forty-four people attended these meetings. Public comment forms were
available for attendees to fill out at the meeting. Three people submitted comment forms
after the meeting pertaining to E-2. A QR code was also provided to people that attended the
meeting as a way to comment electronically. Eleven people commented using the QR code.
Eighty-six percent of the respondents were resident and 14% were non-resident.

Twelve of 14 (86%) respondents would prefer the herd to be managed for a greater number of
elk relative to the current estimated population. Two of 14 (14%) respondents preferred to
manage for the same number of elk relative to the current estimated population. The impacts
of the 2022-2023 severe winter likely influenced how respondents answered this question
given the significant elk mortality that occurred resulting in a historically low estimated
population.

When asked which management issues most significantly affect the E-2 elk herd respondents
selected calf recruitment as the number one issue. Second was drought and severe winters
and habitat quality and quantity. Predation was the third most selected issue. Recreation
and trail development as well as residential development were the fourth most selected
issue. Renewable energy development and fencing was fifth. Followed by roadkill and
agricultural game damage. Lastly, was mining and oil and gas development.

Elk Management Issues Percent of Respondents
Calf Recruitment/Declining Elk Numbers 86%
Drought/Severe Winter/Climate 79%
Habitat Quality/Quantity 79%
Predation 64%
Recreation and Trails 43%
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Residential Development 43%

Renewable Energy Development (Wind/Solar) | 36%

Fencing (entanglement, movement barriers) | 36%

Roadkill 29%
Agricultural Game Damage 29%
Mining, Oil and Gas Development 21%

The following written comments were submitted:

e Recent winter kill should have a serious place in determining the number of permits
issued. This will require better population survey techniques in the process of license
allocation.

e Access to public land is limited due to being landlocked and surrounded by private
land. We need corridors through the private land to access the vast public land in
holdings.

I would like to see 15,000 to 20,000 elk in E2 and 20-25 bulls per 100 cows.

Bring the elk numbers back up to 15,000-18,000 elk and 20-25 bulls per hundred.

| would like to see the Bear's Ears Herd back up to 15,000-18,000 Elk with a bull to cow
ratio of 25-30 bulls per 100 cows.

e Would like to see an elk population at 30,000-35,000 and a bull-to-cow ratio of 20-
25/100.

Terrible herd management.
We have to stop hunting elk this late. Move your season dates back into Oct. Only use
of November should be herd objectives on the female side.

e | would like to see the herd objective to be set at 13,000-15,000 for E-2 with sex ratio
of 20-25 bulls -100 cows. | believe the sex ratio is currently much lower than stated by
CPW.

[ ]

In addition to the comment forms available through the local public meetings, opt-in big
game hunter attitude surveys have been conducted the past two years while conducting the
big game harvest survey. These surveys have allowed CPW to gather input from hunters on an
annual basis. Based on survey results, the majority of respondents were satisfied with their
overall hunting experience in E-2. However, hunters were split 50/50 when it came to the
overall number of elk they saw with an almost equal percentage of satisfied and dissatisfied
hunters. Respondents were more dissatisfied than satisfied with the total number of bulls
they saw while hunting in E-2. Although the majority of hunters responded being dissatisfied
with the number of bulls they saw, they consistently responded they would prefer to hunt
more often, even if it meant fewer mature bulls. In contrast to the public meetings held after
the 2022-2023 severe winter, where respondents selected that they would like to see a
greater number of elk, respondents to the 2021 and 2022 big game harvest survey responded
to wanting elk numbers to stay the same or a slight to moderate increase. Based on the
responses to both surveys it appears there is support for the current population objective
range of 15,000-18,000 elk.
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Overall, the majority of hunters responded to not feeling crowded by other hunters when
hunting in E-2 and an overwhelming majority responded to not feeling crowded by non-
hunters.

Management Alternatives

There are three basic management strategies that CPW is currently using for elk

DAUs. Ideally, all units within a DAU are managed using the same strategy. These basic
management strategies consider various types of hunting opportunities including ease of
participation, quality of hunting experience, level of success rates, and opportunity to
harvest a quality male animal.

Methods to achieve these various opportunities include offering readily available licenses,
spatial and temporal distribution of hunters and license limitations. These different
management strategies afford various types of hunting opportunities and are often mutually
exclusive and therefore must be balanced among the desires of hunters, landowners, and
economic interests.

The current management strategy for DAU E-2 is to maximize hunter opportunity and local
economic benefits and minimize landowner conflicts. This management strategy is
characterized by a large number of bull hunters, low hunting success for bulls, and high
annual removal of 2+ year old bulls resulting in post-hunt bull:cow ratios ranging from 15-20
bulls:100 cows. Archery and muzzleloader seasons are limited on the National Forest to
lessen the effects of hunters moving elk off of public lands prior to the 1st rifle season. Rifle
licenses during the 1st season are limited and the season is managed for a quality hunting
experience. Antlerless elk are limited and issued in numbers necessary to achieve population
objectives, bull licenses during 2nd and 3rd rifle seasons are unlimited in number and sold
over-the-counter (OTC). Licenses for the 4th season are limited to focus harvest efforts on
cow elk.

CPW recommends maintaining this management strategy. However, due to the impacts from
the 2022-2023 severe winter, a conservative approach with antlerless licenses will be needed
to recover the population back to within the desired objective range of 15,000-18,000

elk.

Post-hunt Population
15,000 - 18,000 elk

This objective range seeks to recover the herd back to population levels prior to the 2022-
2023 winter. The population objective range is consistent with public desires and allows the
herd to be managed at a population level in-line with carrying capacities given variable range
conditions.

Post-hunt bull ratio
15 - 25 bulls per 100 cows
Although bull:cow ratios in E-2 have gone as high as 37 bulls:100 cows, they are generally

within or near the sex ratio objective range of 15-25 bulls: 100 cows, which reflects the over-
the-counter management strategy employed in E-2. It will take time to recover bull ratios
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back to the proposed objective range after the 2022-2023 winter with conservative license
recommendations.
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NORTH PARK ELK HERD MANAGEMENT PLAN
DATA ANALYSIS UNIT E-03

Eric VanNatta, Wildlife Biologist,

Steamboat Springs

North Park Elk Herd (DAU E-03)
Approval Year for last HMP: 2008

GMUs: 6, 16, 17, 161, 171

Post-hunt population:

Current (2008 plan) Population Objective:

4,000 - 4,500 elk

Post-hunt 2023 Population Estimate:

5,794 elk

Proposed New Population Objective

4,000 - 4,500 elk

Post-hunt Sex Ratio (Bulls:100 Cows):

Current (2008 plan) Sex Ratio Objective:

20 - 23 bulls per 100 cows

2023 3-year Average of Observed Sex Ratio:

15.1 bulls per 100 cows

Proposed New Expected Sex Ratio Objective:

20-25 bulls per 100 cows

L]
Coalmont

—A-Mf:-g-:-ml» T R Wyomng | Land Ownership in Elk DAU E-3
e earl Colorad .4 Y i "
{ o’ a Q/- [ Private BLM City/County
ii & usFs [ NPs
¥ state [0 USFws
E . \* [] GMU Boundary i ! DAU Boundary
S 1-{* ~ Jy:F [ 2.5 5 10
( " : r ey —
Cotumbine =8 GMU 161 = u
° N N o 25 5 10
E. o e — @
v | Kilometers
Fort
j Boettcher Glendevey {
. ° >
Slavonia® { v:"\i
%
& Kinikinik
2
:
Hebron
P GMU 16
.

43



NW Elk Herd Management Plans Draft 2024

Estimated Population Size

mm Population Objective ~ =+=Reported Population Estimates

Figure 3-1. E-3 modeled post-hunt population and objective range, years 1990-2023. Note:
Classification flights were not conducted in 2010, estimated population exceeding 12,000
animals is likely inaccurate from the lack of sufficient data.
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Figure 3-2. E-3 observed post-hunt sex ratio (bulls:100 cows), years 1990-2023.
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Figure 3-3. E-3 calf production (observed post-hunt calves:100 cows) compared to E-3
population estimates, years 1990-2023.
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732 antlerless elk (includes cows and calves).
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Background Information

The North Park Elk Herd, located in North Central Colorado and encompassing all of Jackson
County (commonly referred to as North Park), constitutes DAU E-3. This area contains Game
Management Units 6, 16, 17, 161, and 171.

North Park, situated on the east side of the Continental Divide, is an intermountain park with
elevations ranging from approximately 7,800 to 13,000 feet. This basin represents the
headwaters of the North Platte River, including many significant tributaries such as Grizzly
Creek, the Illinois River, the Michigan River, the Canadian River, and the North Fork of the
North Platte River. North Park is geographically bounded by the Wyoming state line to the
north, the Medicine Bow and Never Summer Ranges to the east, the Rabbit Ears Range to the
south, and the Park Range to the west. E-3 covers 1.04 million acres (1,618 square miles) and
features diverse land ownership, including 35.9% private land, 31.9% USFS, 18.2% BLM, 12%
State, and 1.7% USFWS (Arapaho National Wildlife Refuge). E-3 also includes portions of the
Mt. Zirkel, Platte River, Rawah, Neota, and Never Summer Wilderness Areas.

During summer months, elk are distributed throughout the entire DAU, with higher densities
observed in the periphery of the park in forested and alpine habitats above 8,500 feet. After
the first heavy snowfalls in December, most elk migrate to winter range on the valley floor,
generally below 8,500 feet. Elk in E-3 are short to mid-distance migrants, covering distances
of 5-30 miles between summer and winter ranges. By mid-winter, significant elk
congregations are found on winter range near Independence Mountain, Camp Creek, and the
Arapaho National Wildlife Refuge. Additionally, a subset of the population likely migrates
northward along the North Platte River drainage into Carbon County, Wyoming.

Cattle ranching and hay production have historically been, and continue to be, the primary
land uses in North Park. This high-altitude, semi-desert environment supports an agricultural
foundation consisting of irrigated hay meadows and grazing pastures. The combination of
these features, along with extensive natural riparian areas, results in some of the most
productive wildlife habitat in the state.

Following reintroductions from Wyoming and decades of conservative management in the
early 20th century, the North Park elk population has rebounded from an effective extirpation
in the late 1800s. Currently, the estimated elk population is approximately 5,800 animals
(post-hunt 2023), and has fluctuated between 4,000 and 9,000 animals since 1990 (Fig. 1).
The sex ratio in E-3 has ranged between 20 - 40 bulls per 100 cows, and the current 3-year
average is 15.1 bulls per 100 cows (post-hunt 2023; Fig. 2). Calf:cow ratios during this period
have ranged from 30 - 60 calves per 100 cows, with a current ratio of approximately 34 calves
per 100 cows (Fig. 3). E-3 is managed as an opportunity DAU, offering over-the-counter (OTC)
either sex archery, cow archery, and bull rifle licenses during 2nd and 3rd rifle seasons. All
remaining muzzleloader and rifle licenses have limited quotas. Since 1990, total annual
harvest from all hunting seasons has ranged between approximately 1,000 - 1,800 elk (Fig.4).

Significant Issues
Interstate Movements

Our annual E-3 population model generated a 2023 post-hunt population of approximately
5,800 elk, and relies heavily on data collected from annual winter classification flights.
However, population models assume DAUs are closed populations, with no annual immigration
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or emigration from adjacent DAUs. Observations from North Park mule deer (D-3) migration
studies have revealed that a significant proportion of North Park mule deer winter in
Wyoming, and it may be reasonable to believe a number of North Park elk do too. Despite this
potential violation of our modeling assumption, local CPW field staff believe model estimates
align well with ground observations.

Hunter Distribution, Overcrowding, and Low Harvest Success

While North Park provides good hunting access to public land, harvest success rates for all
seasons in E-3 have consistently remained below those in other opportunity elk DAUs in the
Northwest Region. For instance, the 5-year average success rate (2018-2022) across all
Northwest Region opportunity elk DAUs was approximately 14.5%, while success rates in E-3
alone have consistently remained below 12%. CPW staff hypothesize lower success rates in
North Park are the result of two primary, interrelated factors: high hunter numbers during
OTC seasons and private lands functioning as refuges during all hunting seasons.

As an opportunity unit, CPW does not control the total number of hunters, and North Park’s
proximity to 1-80 and the densely populated Front Range makes OTC hunting highly attractive,
especially to non-resident hunters from the Midwest. Despite ample public land, elk often
inhabit remote, rugged country where many hunters are physically unable or unwilling to
travel through. As such, overcrowding may be exacerbated on public land closer to road
systems with less rugged terrain, leading to fewer successful hunters.

Additionally, large swaths of private land with suitable habitat adjacent to public land often
act as refuges for elk during periods of high human activity, further limiting the success of
public land hunters. This refuge effect may be intensified in years with heavy snowfall during
rifle seasons when elk move quickly from the high country to the valley floor, which is
primarily private land. In an effort to address lower overall harvest success, discourage large
numbers of elk from occupying private land, and achieve management objectives, CPW has
expanded the private land only (PLO) antlerless season in North Park. As of 2021, a single
antlerless PLO license is now valid for all GMUs from August 15 to January 31. Additionally,
limited elk hunting opportunities are now available on the Arapaho National Wildlife Refuge.

Habitat Condition

Currently across E-3, both summer and winter range appear to be in good condition. North
Park typically receives sufficient moisture at higher elevations, and the Park’s expansive
riparian complexes on the valley floor retain water sources year-round. However, the absence
of wildfire activity has been identified as a contributing factor to stalled forest succession on
summer range. With the exception of the Mullen Fire (GMU 6; 2020), Beaver Creek Fire (GMU
161; 2016), and the Burn Ridge Fire (GMU 161, 2002), no significant, expansive wildfire
activity has occurred in the park during the last 20 years. As a result, many large stands of
dense, single-age spruce/pine forests exist, and provide little forage utility for elk and other
ungulates. While some managed timber harvests and habitat treatments have occurred,
additional forest disturbance is likely needed to benefit the long-term net productivity of this
landscape.

Game Damage

Game damage caused by elk, particularly winter hay consumption in stackyards, was
historically a significant concern in E-3 and influenced previous HMP population objectives.
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Widespread and consistent damage in the early 2000s led to extensive funding and
construction of 8’ tall stackyard fencing projects by CPW and the North Park Habitat
Partnership Program (HPP). As a result, elk damage has declined to a more acceptable level.
CPW field staff and North Park HPP continue to assist landowners with occasional hay
depredation issues, and work with private land hunters to reduce the extent of elk
congregating near these areas.

Outdoor Recreation

Another significant management issue for elk in E-3, as well as for elk across their range in the
western United States, is outdoor recreation. Over the last decade, outdoor recreation has
increased dramatically and can have many impacts including functional loss of adequate
habitat, changes in migration patterns, and potentially lower survival rates. In North Park,
areas near the North Sand Dunes, Willow Creek Pass, and the Continental Divide Trail have
witnessed a large increase in motorized and non-motorized recreation, especially during
snow-free months. Disturbance during this time period may be particularly concerning as elk
are calving and building fat reserves for winter survival. As such, continued development of
recreation infrastructure and activity within the DAU may further reduce habitat capability,
and warrants further attention.

Management Objective Recommendations

CPW staff recommend maintaining the current E-3 elk population objective range of 4,000 -
4,500 elk. This goal was first set in 1990 due to game damage concerns and habitat conditions
in North Park and has been the desired objective for the last two herd management plans.
Efforts to achieve this objective have utilized various harvest strategies, such as either-sex,
antlerless, and PLO licenses. However, meeting this management goal has proven challenging.
Since 2012, the E-3 population has consistently ranged between 5,000 and 6,500 elk,
indicating some resilience to current harvest levels. While the objective may have been
reached in 2015 and 2017, the ability of E-3 to bounce back may hinder a stable, long-term
presence within the desired range.

CPW staff hypothesize that the biological carrying capacity of E-3 may exceed this population
objective range, where annual calf recruitment compensates for any reductions made during
harvest. Simultaneously, E-3 may have reached a point of diminishing returns on public
licenses, where, under current conditions, additional licenses may not significantly contribute
to additional harvest. Challenges associated with hunter access to remote areas of public land
exacerbate this issue, although anecdotal trends in increased hunter effort (i.e. venturing
further into the backcountry) may mitigate this impediment in the future.

A key factor in CPW’s recommended population objective is the current level of social
tolerance for maintaining an elk population below 4,500 animals, which has not notably
changed over time. Following two public meetings in the North Park community, stakeholders
overwhelmingly support retaining the current objective of 4,000 - 4,500 elk. CPW recognizes
the importance of local relationships and is committed to collaborating with all stakeholders
to meet this objective.

CPW staff also recommend a minor adjustment to E-3's sex ratio objective, increasing the
upper limit from 23 bulls per 100 cows to 25 bulls per 100 cows, thus updating our preferred
sex ratio objective to 20-25 bulls per 100 cows. While achieving precise sex ratios is difficult
in DAUs with OTC licenses, CPW aims to expand this range for a more practical and achievable
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goal. This slight modification will have minimal effects on CPW's management strategies,
including license setting.

Stakeholder Outreach and Input

CPW staff presented proposed herd management objectives to the public and the North Park
HPP committee in Walden, CO on October 5%, 2023. CPW staff also presented these
objectives to the North Park Stockgrowers Association on December 9", 2023. We received
letters of support for these objectives from the USFS Parks District, BLM Kremmling Field
Office, the Arapaho National Wildlife Refuge, and the Jackson County Board of County
Commissioners.

Strategies for addressing management issues and achieving objectives

CPW staff will continue to manage E-3 as an opportunity DAU, with OTC archery and rifle
opportunities as well as limited muzzleloader and rifle opportunities. To achieve the
recommended HMP objectives, CPW will continue to work collaboratively with our partners in
the federal land management agencies (USFS, USFWS, and BLM), private landowners, county
governments, local municipalities and NGOs to protect and enhance elk habitat. Important
habitat conservation methods include forest management treatments (timber harvest and
prescribed burns), conservation easements or land acquisitions, maintaining landscape
connectivity and movement corridors, and adhering to seasonal recreation closures during
calving season and on winter range. In addition, CPW will continue to set licenses annually to
provide sufficient elk hunting opportunities while also managing to meet herd objectives.
CPW will continue to support an extended, DAU-wide, PLO antlerless season as a tool for
redistributing elk during winter months and mitigating potential game damage issues.
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WHITE RIVER ELK HERD MANAGEMENT PLAN

DATA ANALYSIS UNIT E-6
Darby Finley, Wildlife Biologist, Meeker

White River Elk Herd (DAU E-6) GMUs: 11, 12, 13, 23, 24, 25, 26, 33,
Approval Year for last HMP: 2005 34, 131, 211 & 231
Post-hunt population:
Current (2005 plan) Population Objective: | 32,000 - 39,000 elk
Post-hunt 2023 Population Estimate: | 30,376 elk
Proposed Population Objective: | 32,000 - 39,000 elk (status quo)
Post-hunt Sex Ratio (Bulls:100 Cows):
Current (2005 plan) Sex Ratio Objective: | 20-25 bulls per 100 cows
Post-hunt 2023 Sex Ratio: | observed: 20; modeled: 19
Proposed Expected Sex Ratio Objective: | 15-25 bulls per 100 cows (status quo)
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Elk DAU E-6 Modeled Post-hunt Population and Objective Range, 1986-2023
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Figure 6-1. Elk DAU E-6 modeled post-hunt population and objective range, years 1986-2023.

Elk DAU E-6 Observed Post-hunt Sex Ratio, 1986-2023
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Figure 6-2. Elk DAU E-6 observed post-hunt sex ratio (bulls:100 cows), years 1986-2023.
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Elk DAU E-6 Observed Winter Calf:Cow Ratios, 1986-2023
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Figure 6-3. Elk DAU E-6 calf production (observed post-hunt calves: 100 cows), 1986-2023.
Elk Harvest Estimates in DAU E-6, 1986-2023
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Figure 6-4. Elk harvest estimates in DAU E-6, years 1986-2023.

Background

The White River elk DAU includes portions of Routt, Moffat, Rio Blanco, Garfield, and Eagle
counties in northwest Colorado and consists of 12 Game Management Units (GMUs): 11, 211,
12, 13, 131, 231, 23, 24, 25, 26, 33 and 34. The towns of Craig, Steamboat Springs, Yampa,
Oak Creek, Glenwood Springs, Rifle, Silt, New Castle, and Meeker can be found on the
periphery of the DAU. DAU E-6 covers 4,188 square miles. Ownership patterns vary across elk
seasonal ranges within the DAU, comprising private, state and federal lands. Forty-one
percent of the DAU is private property. Federal lands within the DAU include 21% BLM and
33% USFS. The remaining 4% is a mix of state and county owned lands. Fifty-eight percent of
the winter range is privately owned, 30% is managed by the BLM, 6% by the USFS, and the
remaining 6% is managed by the state.
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Elk within E-6 are migratory, moving from higher elevation summer ranges in eastern portions
of the DAU to lower elevation winter ranges in the western portions of the DAU. Migratory
distances vary greatly with some elk moving 60 to 70 miles between seasonal ranges while
others move relatively short, elevational distances.

Since the mid-1980s the elk population within the E-6 herd steadily grew to its peak level of
more than 60,000 elk in the early 2000s. The peak in the elk population coincided with
persistent drought conditions leading to shared concerns about range health from public land
managers, private landowners, and CPW. Out of concern for long-term range and herd health,
CPW made a concerted effort to drastically reduce the E-6 elk population. From 2002 to
2012, hunters harvested more than 64,000 antlerless elk, achieving antlerless harvest rates as
high as 23% which reduced the E-6 elk herd by a third. The reduction in the elk population
was achieved by liberalizing antlerless elk harvest through limited either-sex elk licenses, list
B licenses, and various antlerless hunts outside the regular seasons. Antlerless hunts outside
the regular seasons included extended private land only, early, late, damage, and distribution
hunts. Since 2012, elk populations in E-6 have stabilized at about 40,000 elk. However, the
severe winter of 2022-2023 resulted in significant, unprecedented winter mortality across all
age classes causing the elk population to fall below the long-term objective range of 32,000-
39,000. It will take time for the elk population to recover from such significant losses.

Fortunately, the E-6 elk herd has proven to be incredibly productive with a long-term stable
to slightly declining trend in calf ratios. Calf ratios have averaged 52 calves per 100 cows
since 1986. The most recent 5-year average calf ratio has been 43 calves per 100 cows. After
implementing the 4-point antler restriction (APR) for bull elk in E-6 in 1985, observed post-
hunt bull ratios averaged 20 bulls per 100 cows. Bull ratios within over-the-counter (OTC)
units can vary widely. Observed post-hunt bull ratios reached a high of 28 bulls per 100 cows
in 2009 and low of 15 bulls per 100 cows in 1997. Factors that play a role in the fluctuation of
observed bull ratios are all dependent on elk distribution within the DAU as it relates to
weather and timing of weather events during the hunting seasons. The migration of elk in E-6
is driven by weather. Significant snowfall events during the hunting season can trigger elk to
migrate to lower elevation, more open winter ranges making them more vulnerable to
harvest. When the sequence of these events align, along with OTC licenses, harvest rates on
bulls can be higher and can cause ratios to fluctuate. The management strategy of reducing
the E-6 elk herd over the past 20 years with liberal antlerless hunting licenses suddenly
changed after the 2022-2023 severe winter event, and has now become a strategy of
recovering the herd back to within the long-term population objective range.

Significant Issues

Currently, the most immediate issue facing the E-6 elk herd is the recovery of the elk population
to within the long-term population objective following the 2022-2023 severe winter.
Management concerns over the past two decades primarily revolved around elk distribution and
abundance. For example, elk-livestock competition, especially early spring elk use on public
lands as elk migrate back to summer ranges, impacts of elk overabundance on drought-stressed
winter ranges, the ability to achieve antlerless harvest objectives to address elk abundance, and
chronic wasting disease. Through the implementation of various harvest management tools the E-
6 elk herd was gradually reduced to levels more in-line with range carrying capacity. Some of the
same elk distribution issues continue to persist even now with lower population levels.
Distribution hunts and game damage licenses are being used more strategically to target those
specific problem areas.
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In more recent years, outdoor recreation has become more of a concern, especially on the
White River National Forest in the eastern portions of E-6. Motorized and non-motorized trail
development have introduced significant disturbance during the spring calving period and
throughout the summer months. The popularity of outdoor recreation has increased the
volume of activity associated with these trails exponentially, to the point of displacing
wildlife from the areas where trail development is occurring and is likely contributing to
lower elk calf recruitment within the subherds that have traditionally utilized these areas for
calving.

Rural residential development is a concern across several areas in E-6. Specifically, the
Colorado, Yampa, and White River valleys. The rural residential development in these valleys
all pose challenges to the E-6 elk herd. These developments fragment the landscape and
have introduced disturbances to traditional elk winter ranges and have the potential to
influence migration patterns.

The most recent potential land use change in E-6 is the potential of large solar and wind
developments. Two large transmission lines are currently being constructed through the
western portion of E-2 and northwestern corner of E-6 with completion dates of 2023 and
2025. Along with those transmission lines is the prospect of wind and solar development as
two large coal mines are scheduled to cease coal production by 2028 with the closure of the
Craig power plant. The extent to which solar and wind development will occur is unknown
but these developments have the potential to occupy large tracts of critical winter range and
impact big game migration routes.

Another issue of concern for the E-6 herd is the degradation and loss of winter range due to
drought, wildfire, and overuse. The cyclical weather pattern of summer drought and above
average winter snowfall has been consistent since 2007 resulting in reduced nutritional
carrying capacities across winter ranges especially when above average snow depths occur. A
series of large-scale wildfires has occurred across winter ranges in the northwestern portion
of the E-6. These large-scale fires have converted sagebrush and bitterbrush dominated
landscapes to open grasslands. This type conversion has benefitted elk when winter conditions
are mild and allow for elk to access the herbaceous forage under the snow. However, when
winter conditions are more severe and snow depths are greater, the energy costs are too
great to paw through the deep snow and elk are forced to move to brush dominated
landscapes where browse is available above the snow line. Oftentimes this puts elk in direct
competition with mule deer and pronghorn. This scenario played out in an extreme way
during the severe winter of 2022-2023 resulting in significant elk mortality that reduced the
E-6 population to historically low levels.

Chronic wasting disease was discovered on the western slope of Colorado in 2002. CWD was
first discovered in E-6 through voluntary head submission by hunters that same year.
Voluntary head submissions by hunters were used as a surveillance tool to identify the
distribution and prevalence of CWD in DAU E-6. Through those surveillance efforts CWD has
been detected in all GMUs within the DAU. Prevalence estimates during the early 2000s
were less than 1%. After the development of the CWD Response Plan in 2018 a revolving
mandatory sampling effort was established for all mule deer and elk DAUs statewide. In
2021 mandatory CWD testing in E-6 resulted in a prevalence rate of 4.5%. Surveillance
efforts will be important in monitoring CWD prevalence levels to ensure appropriate
management actions are applied to maintain low CWD prevalence in E-6.
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Stakeholder Outreach and Input

Public meetings were held on October 9th and 11th, 2023 in Hayden, CO and Meeker, CO,
respectively. Forty-four people attended these meetings. Public comment forms were
available for attendees to fill out at the meeting. Two people submitted comment forms
after the meetings pertaining to E-6. A QR code was also provided to people that attended
the meeting as a way to comment electronically. Eight people commented using the QR
code. All of the respondents were Colorado residents.

Nine of 10 (90%) respondents would prefer the herd to be managed for a greater number of
elk relative to the current estimated population. One of 10 (10%) respondents preferred to
manage for the same number of elk relative to the current estimated population. The impacts
of the 2022-2023 severe winter likely influenced how respondents answered this question
given the significant elk mortality that occurred resulting in a historically low estimated
population.

When asked which management issues most significantly affect the E-6 elk herd respondents
selected predation as the number one issue. Second was recreation/trail development and
renewable energy development. Drought, severe winter, climate and residential development
was the third most selected issue. Habitat quality and quantity as well as roadkill were the
fourth most selected issue. Oil and gas development was fifth. Followed by fence
entanglement and agricultural game damage. Calf recruitment was the next most selected
and lastly, was chronic wasting disease.

Elk Management Issues Percent of Respondents
Predation 90%
Recreation and Trails 80%
Renewable Energy Development (Wind/Solar) 80%
Drought/Severe Winter/Climate 70%
Residential Development 70%
Habitat Quality/Quantity 60%
Roadkill 60%
Mining, Oil and Gas Development 50%
Fencing (entanglement, movement barriers) 40%
Agricultural Game Damage 40%
Calf Recruitment/Declining Elk Numbers 30%
Chronic Wasting Disease 10%
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The following written comments were submitted:

e E-6 | would like to see an objective set at 30,000-35,000 elk with 20-25 bulls per 100
cows. | do not believe the current numbers stated by CPW regarding the population
numbers to be correct, our herds are considerably lower than stated. The current late
season structure needs to be moved to earlier seasons to help grow our herds back and
over-the-counter seasons need to be eliminated and made into draw tags for everyone
(resident and non- resident)

Need to lower the amount of non resident permits

| would like to see 32,000-38,000 elk in E6 and 20-25 bulls per hundred cows

| picked wanting to see more elk but | would really like to see a few more bulls per
100 cows

e Like 23 to 33 bulls per 100 cows. | am ok with status quo on overall population as long
as we have enough feed to support them. | hunted the 2023 1st rifle season and feel
like in the areas | was hunting was short on bulls and | have noticed over the last
couple of seasons bull numbers seem to be down some what in numbers and quality in
the areas of public land | hunt on . | don't know if that's a result of record numbers of
otc hunting or | just suck at it.

e 38,000 - 42,000 would be good

In addition to the comment forms available through the local public meetings, opt-in big
game hunter attitude surveys have been conducted the past two years while conducting the
big game harvest survey. These surveys have allowed CPW to gather input from hunters on an
annual basis. Based on survey results, the majority of respondents were satisfied with their
overall hunting experience in E-6. However, hunters were split 50/50 when it came to the
overall number of elk they saw with an almost equal percentage of hunters satisfied as
dissatisfied. Respondents were more dissatisfied than satisfied with the total number of bulls
they saw while hunting in E-6. Although the majority of hunters responded being dissatisfied
with the number of bulls they saw, more than half responded they would prefer to hunt more
often, even if it meant fewer mature bulls. Similar to the public meetings held after the
2022-2023 severe winter, where respondents selected that they would like to see a greater
number of elk, respondents to the 2021 and 2022 big game harvest survey responded to
wanting elk numbers to stay the same or a slight to moderate increase. Based on the
responses to both surveys it appears there is support for the current population objective
range of 32,000-39,000 elk or potential slight increase to the objective.

Overall, the majority of hunters responded to not feeling crowded by other hunters when
hunting in E-6 and an overwhelming majority responded to not feeling crowded by non-
hunters.

Management Alternatives

There are three basic management strategies that CPW is currently using for elk DAUs.
Ideally, all units within a DAU are managed using the same strategy. These basic
management strategies consider various types of hunting opportunities including ease of
participation, quality of hunting experience, level of success rates, and opportunity to
harvest a quality male animal.
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Methods to achieve these various opportunities include offering readily available licenses,
spatial and temporal distribution of hunters and license limitations. These different
management strategies afford various types of hunting opportunities and are often mutually
exclusive and therefore must be balanced among the desires of hunters, landowners, and
economic interests.

The current management strategy for DAU E-6 is to maximize hunter opportunity and local
economic benefits and minimize landowner conflicts. This management strategy is
characterized by a large number of bull hunters, low hunting success for bulls, and high
annual removal of 2+ year old bulls resulting in post-hunt bull:cow ratios ranging from 15-20
bulls:100 cows. Archery and muzzleloader seasons are limited on the National Forest to
lessen the effects of hunters moving elk off of public lands prior to the 1st rifle season. Rifle
licenses during the 1st season are limited and the season is managed for a quality hunting
experience. Antlerless elk are limited and issued in numbers necessary to achieve population
objectives, bull licenses during 2nd and 3rd rifle seasons are unlimited in number and sold
over-the-counter (OTC). Licenses for the 4th season are limited to focus harvest efforts on
cow elk.

CPW recommends maintaining this management strategy. However, due to the impacts from

the 2022-2023 severe winter, a conservative approach with antlerless licenses will be needed
to recover the population back to within the desired objective range of 32,000-39,000 elk.

Preferred Post-hunt Population Objective

32,000 - 39,000 elk

This objective range seeks to recover the herd back to population levels prior to the 2022-
2023 winter. The population objective range is consistent with public desires and allows the
herd to be managed at a population level in-line with carrying capacities given variable range
conditions.

Preferred Post-hunt bull ratio objective

15 - 25 bulls per 100 cows

Although bull:cow ratios in E-6 have gone as high as 28 bulls:100 cows, they are generally

within or near the sex ratio objective range of 15-25 bulls: 100 cows, which reflects the over-
the-counter management strategy employed in E-6.
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GORE PASS ELK HERD MANAGEMENT PLAN
DATA ANALYSIS UNIT E-07
Eric VanNatta, Wildlife Biologist, Steamboat Springs

Gore Pass Elk Herd (DAU E-07)
Approval Year for last HMP: 2020
Post-hunt population:

GMUs: 15 & 27

Current (2020 plan) Population Objective:

4,000 - 5,000 elk

Post-hunt 2023 Population Estimate:

3,759 elk

Extension Population Objective:

4,000 - 5,000 elk

Post-hunt Sex Ratio (Bulls:100 Cows):

Current (2020 plan) Sex Ratio Objective:

24 - 28 bulls per 100 cows

2023 3-year Average of Observed Sex Ratio:

25 bulls per 100 cows

Extension Expected Sex Ratio Objective:

24 - 28 bulls per 100 cows
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Figure 7-2. E-7 observed post-hunt sex ratio (bulls per 100 cows), years 1986 - 2023.
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Figure 7-3. E-7 calf production (observed post-hunt calves per 100 cows) compared to E-7

population estimates, years 1986 - 2023.
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and 439 antlerless elk (includes cows and calves).
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Background Information

The Gore Pass Elk Herd, encompassing parts of Routt and Grand counties in Northwest
Colorado, constitutes DAU E-7. This area contains Game Management Units 15 and 27.

In the Northern portion of the DAU, E-7 spans Gore Divide between the Yampa River (GMU 15)
and Muddy Creek (GMU 27) drainages. To the south, Canyon Creek divides GMU 27 and GMU
15. E-7 is bounded on the north and east by U.S. Highway 40 from Rabbit Ears Pass to
Kremmling, on the south by the Colorado River and Colorado Highway 9, and on the west by
Colorado Highway 131 from Steamboat Springs to State Bridge. Elevations range from 6,744
feet at State Bridge to 10,811 feet at Red Dirt Peak. Of the 689 square miles in E-7,
approximately 37% (254 mi?) is privately owned, 47% (322 mi?) is managed by the US Forest
Service (USFS; Routt National Forest), 9% (64 mi?) is managed by the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM), 5% (36 mi?) is managed by the State Land Board (SLB), and 2% (13 mi?) is
managed by Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW). Sarvis Creek Wilderness Area also comprises
21% (74 square miles) of the National Forest land in E-7.

During the summer months, elk are widely distributed throughout E-7, although fewer animals
are found along the eastern and southern edges of the unit. High elevation Douglas fir, aspen,
and aspen/conifer stands, interspersed with sagebrush mixed grasslands, provide excellent
forage and cover during summer and fall. In the winter, elk in this unit typically migrate short
distances to elevations below 9,000 feet to avoid heavy snowpack in the mountains. In the
northern portion of GMU 15, elk migrate into Pleasant Valley, which extends between
Steamboat Springs and Lake Catamount. Further south, larger congregations of elk winter on
the south facing slopes of Thorpe and Blacktail Mountains near Stagecoach Reservoir, as well
as along Green Ridge from Oak Creek to Toponas. In the southernmost portion of GMU 15, elk
winter from Toponas to State Bridge, including Radium State Wildlife Area. In GMU 27, most
elk will winter on the east side of the unit from Whiteley Peak down to the Colorado River
near Kremmling. While there is some inter-DAU exchange of elk between E-7 and E-8 along
U.S. Highway 40, and between E-7 and E-12 along the Colorado River near Radium, the
majority of animals remain within their respective DAUs.

Agriculture, in the form of hay and livestock production, is the primary private land use in the
two mountain valleys in this DAU. However, recreation and tourism are rapidly becoming the
economic emphasis in local communities, especially in the area around Steamboat Springs.
The main focus of winter recreation is skiing, with widespread camping, and mountain biking
activities occurring in the summer. However, all forms of summer and winter recreation are
expanding rapidly, including hiking and motorized recreation. Hunting is still an important
land use, with big game hunting bringing in the largest number of hunters. Logging and timber
harvest are historically important uses of forested land.

The population distribution of elk E-7 is weighted more heavily on the western half of the
DAU, with approximately 75% of the population in GMU 15 and 25% in GMU 27. The E-7 elk
population reached its peak at over 7,100 individuals in 1993. In 1998, unlimited either-sex
licenses were offered in an effort to mitigate the effects of severe drought, and the
population stabilized around 5,000 - 6,000 animals. Cow harvest has also increased with the
implementation of either-sex licenses that have replaced bull specific tags for many limited
license hunt codes. Since 2011, E-7 has been at or just above its population objective range of
4,000 - 5,000 individuals, although the severe winter of 2022-2023 recently reduced this herd
below objective. As of 2024, the E-7 population estimate (post-hunt 2023) is approximately
3,800 elk (Figure 7-1).
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In 1985, CPW instituted an antler point restriction on elk to increase both bull age class and
the overall number of bulls in the population. The sex ratio (bulls/100 cows; i.e. bull ratio)
has increased substantially since that regulation was put into place. In 2018, the bull ratio in
E-7 peaked with approximately 36 bulls/100 cows observed during post-season classification
flights. For the last 20 years, the observed sex ratio has fluctuated annually between 20 and
30 bulls/100 cows, with an average of 24 bulls/100 cows. Currently, the 3-year average
observed bull ratio in E-7 is approximately 25 bulls/100 cows (Figure 7-2).

The long-term calf:cow ratio in E-7 has been declining slightly. The 1986-2000 calf:cow ratio
averaged 54 calves/100 cows, and the 2001-2023 ratio has averaged 49 calves/100 cows. In
2004, E-7 saw its lowest calf: cow ratio at 34 calves/100 cows. Since then recruitment has
increased and has been fluctuating between 40-60 calves/100 cows. Currently, the 3-year
average calf:cow ratio is approximately 51 calves/100 cows, and this ratio, an indicator of
herd productivity, appears relatively stable (Figure 7-3).

Since a record harvest of approximately 1,200 elk in 1990, annual harvest has gradually
decreased. From 1986, sex-specific harvest has averaged 422 bulls and 442 antlerless elk. As
of 2023, the past 5 years saw an average harvest of 289 bulls and 305 antlerless elk (Figure 7-
4). Although the number of limited licenses increased slightly during this time, the number of
elk hunters in E-7 has remained stable at around 5,900 licensed hunters each year. The
decline in harvest is likely influenced by a shift in hunter interest from rifle hunting to
archery hunting, with the proportion of rifle hunters decreasing from 78% to 67% and archery
hunters increasing from 16% to 27% from 2000 to 2020. Given the inherently lower success
rates with archery equipment, this change in hunter pursuit likely contributes to the
decreased harvest.

Significant Issues
Residential Development and Recreation

Much of the private land in GMU 15 is undergoing a transformation, shifting away from family-
operated livestock ranches towards housing developments or part-time ranchettes. This shift
is likely driven by the proximity of ski resort communities, including Steamboat Springs and
the Vail-Eagle Valley. From a wildlife perspective, the transition from passive agriculture
(such as pastoralism and hay farming) to widespread housing development, which include
roads and other infrastructure, results in a reduction of habitat for many species.
Consequently, this process has led to habitat compression, where animals are confined to
smaller patches of habitat, raising concerns about compromised forage resources and a
subsequent reduction in the biological carrying capacity for elk.

In addition to local population growth, tourism has steadily increased in recent years. This
trend, characteristic of many mountain communities, continues to expand year-round, and
the duration of quiet periods between winter and summer (i.e. “mud season”) appears to be
decreasing. Public demand for increased winter and summer recreation is likely adversely
affecting the distribution and population resiliency of wild animals. As we anticipate
sustained growth in local tourism and recreation, the effects of additional human activity on
the landscape to wildlife are expected to intensify over time.
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Balancing Hunting Opportunity with Agricultural Conflict

The ongoing challenge of human-wildlife conflicts persists in the management of wild animal
populations. While some landowners appreciate the presence of elk on their property,
desiring more for hunting or wildlife viewing opportunities, others argue that the elk
population is too large and should be reduced. The majority of the E-7 winter range is located
on private land, posing challenges with game damage conflicts as elk tend to gather near
haystacks, consuming and damaging hay intended for private use. Over the past decade, CPW
has disbursed over $30,000 in game damage claims, averaging around $2,500 annually.
However, recent wildfire activity and mountain pine beetle outbreaks on USFS lands have set
back succession, resulting in improvements in habitat conditions in E-7. Presently, CPW
believes habitat conditions adequately support the current elk population, and conflicts with
agricultural operations on elk winter range are limited.

On USFS land, the Yampa and Hahns Peak/Bears Ears Districts oversee livestock grazing
allotments on the Routt/Medicine Bow National Forest. The grazing season typically spans
from July 1 to September 10, and as of 2018, the USFS allocates 2,224 AUMs for sheep and
9,251 AUMs for cattle. Rangeland specialists from the Forest Service in Yampa and Steamboat
Springs currently report no conflicts between elk and livestock or any resource damage from
elk in this part of the National Forest.

Management Objective Recommendations

CPW recommends maintaining both the current population objective range of 4,000 - 5,000
elk, and the current sex ratio objective range of 24 - 28 bulls per 100 cows, which were
established in the recent 2020 draft herd management plan. This population objective is
believed to be a reasonable balance between biological carrying capacity and social tolerance
under current habitat and land use conditions. Although managing for a specific sex ratio
objective is challenging in DAUs with OTC licensing strategies (i.e. opportunity units), CPW
has been able to meet this objective most years since 2006. Comments from public surveys
and in-person conversations with field staff generally support keeping this objective status
quo. Under current licensing strategies and allocations, the population and sex ratio of E-7
appears stable.

Stakeholder Outreach and Input

This herd management plan was last updated in 2020. Before receiving approval from the
CPW Commission, an initial public survey was conducted in August 2018, engaging
landowners, hunters, and other stakeholders in E-7. This survey received responses from five
stakeholders, with the majority expressing support for the recommended population and sex
ratio objectives. Additionally, a 30-day public comment period was administered on the CPW
website. CPW also distributed a draft of this HMP to the Upper Yampa and Middle Park HPP
Committees, the USFS Yampa District, and Colorado State Land Board Personnel, all of whom
provided letters of support for the proposed herd management objectives.

Strategies for addressing management issues and achieving objectives

CPW employs a multifaceted approach to manage DAU E-7 as an opportunity DAU, offering
over-the-counter (OTC) archery and rifle opportunities, as well as limited muzzleloader and
rifle opportunities. In pursuit of the newly proposed herd management plan objectives, CPW
is committed to collaborative efforts with federal land management agencies (USFS and BLM),
private landowners, county governments, local municipalities, and NGOs. Our agency’s focus
is on safeguarding and enhancing elk habitat through various conservation methods, including
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forest management treatments such as timber harvest and prescribed burns, conservation
easements or land acquisitions, maintaining landscape connectivity and movement corridors,
and implementing seasonal recreation closures on winter range. Simultaneously, CPW will
annually set licenses to ensure sufficient elk hunting opportunities while managing towards
herd objectives. PLO antlerless seasons will be used as a tool to redistribute elk during winter
months and to address game damage issues.

The existing herd management objectives, which align with the 2024 recommended
objectives, have successfully struck a balance between game damage and hunting
opportunity. Over the years, PLO tags and extended seasons have proven effective in
mitigating elk damage on private lands. This approach will be sustained as needed to protect
landowners who provide critical winter range for elk and year-round security cover from
human disturbance on public lands.

CPW has strategically acquired land and holds conservation easements on key winter range
areas beneficial to elk in E-7. Properties such as the Radium State Wildlife Area (SWA) on the
Colorado River, the Leroux property with a perpetual conservation easement adjacent to
Radium SWA, and the Hill Ranch with a perpetual conservation easement in GMU 27,
contribute significantly to big game winter range. The Adams SWA on Blacktail Mountain, near
Stagecoach Reservoir, was procured for elk winter range in a rapidly developing area south of
Steamboat Springs. Adjacent to Adams SWA, CPW received a perpetual conservation
easement from the Upper Yampa Water Conservation District. The Sarvis Creek SWA, near
Sarvis Creek, Green Creek, and Morrison Creek drainages, along with Routt County’s Sarvis
Creek Area Plan, play crucial roles in ensuring adequate year-round habitat for elk
populations in DAU E-7. To address potential future development threats near Thorpe
Mountain, Green Ridge, and Morrison Creek, CPW will actively engage with Routt County
planning staff to safeguard these vital winter ranges.
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TROUBLESOME ELK HERD MANAGEMENT PLAN

DATA ANALYSIS UNIT E-08
Elissa Slezak, Wildlife Biologist, Hot Sulphur Springs

Troublesome Elk Herd (DAU E-8)
Approval Year for last HMP: 2010

GMUs: 18 & 181

Post-hunt population:

Current (2010 plan) Population Objective:

3,600 - 4,300 elk

Post-hunt 2023 Population Estimate:

3,611 elk

Preferred Population Objective:

3,400 - 4,400 elk

Post-hunt Sex Ratio (Bulls:100 Cows):

Current (2010 plan) Sex Ratio Objective:

21-26 bulls per 100 cows

Post-hunt 2023 Sex Ratio:

observed: 26; modeled: 41

Preferred Expected Sex Ratio Objective:

23-29 bulls per 100 cows
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Figure 8-1. Elk DAU E-8 modeled post-hunt population and objective range, years 1991-2023.
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Figure 8-2. Elk DAU E-8 observed post-hunt sex ratio (bulls:100 cows), years 1991-2023.
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Figure 8-3. Elk DAU E-8 calf production (observed post-hunt calves:100 cows), 1991-2023.

E-8
1400

1200
1000
800
600

400

Number of Elk Harvested

200

]

1991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019 2021 2023
== Antlered =—@=Antlerless ==@=Total Harvest

Figure 8-4. Elk harvest estimates in E-8, years 1991-2023.
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Figure 8-5. Over-the-counter (OTC) license numbers in E-8, years 1991-2023.
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Figure 8-6. Limited license numbers in E-8, years 1991-2023.

Description

The Troublesome Elk DAU (E-8) is located west of the Continental Divide in north-central
Colorado and consists of GMUs 18 and 181. It is bounded on the north and east by the
Continental Divide and Rocky Mountain National Park (RMNP), on the south by Arapahoe
Creek, Lake Granby and the Colorado River, and on the west by US Highway 40. The DAU
encompasses slightly less than half of Grand County. Major towns include Kremmling and
Grand Lake, and the northern portions of Hot Sulphur Springs and Granby. Elevations range
from 7,300 feet along the valley floor in Kremmling to over 13,000 feet along the Continental
Divide; highest point being Arapaho Peak at 13,502 feet in the southeast corner of the DAU.
E-8 contains the headwaters of the Colorado River; other major drainages include Muddy
Creek, Troublesome Creek, Antelope Creek, Corral Creek, Ute Bill Creek, Sheriff Creek,
Drowsey Water Creek, and Willow Creek. E-8 covers approximately 529,395 acres (827 square
miles, and land ownership is 45% USFS, 18% NPS, 18% Private, 15.5% BLM, and 3.5% State Land
Board and CPW (State Wildlife Areas).

Climate

The Middle Park is a high elevation inter-mountain park surrounded by high mountain ranges.
The climate is generally dry and cold; however, persistent drought conditions have
contributed to significant wildfires in recent years. The most notable in E-8 was the East
Troublesome Fire that burned nearly 200,000 acres in 2020. Extreme winter temperature
inversions with average nighttime low temperatures between -20° to -30°F are common, with
records as low as -64° F. The growing season is extremely short and variable. Summer daytime
temperatures at lower elevations can reach into the 90° F range; however, valleys become
significantly cooler than uplands during the night as colder air settles.

Precipitation

Middle Park typically gets between 11 inches of moisture per year in Kremmling to 20 inches
per year in Grand Lake, with the majority falling as snow between October and April. Winter
snow accumulations of 30" are typical at 9,000 to 10,000 feet, and at higher elevations more
than 20 feet of snow can fall over the course of winter.
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Vegetation

Vegetation in Middle Park can be categorized into five broad types: cropland;
wetland/riparian; rangeland (sagebrush steppe and mountain shrub); forestland (pinon-
juniper, lodgepole pine, aspen, and spruce-fir); and alpine tundra.

Grazing

The BLM Kremmling Field Office administers 61 grazing allotments on public land within E-8,
totaling almost 98,000 acres; 57 of the allotments are currently active. The USFS Sulphur
Ranger District administers three livestock grazing allotments on National Forest land within
E-8, totaling approximately 52,000 acres. Currently, only one USFS cattle grazing allotment is
active on approximately 500 acres.

Seasonal Ranges

Elk select high quality forage habitat adjacent to cover and water for calving in the spring,
typically from mid-May through early July. Less than 9% of the DAU is considered suitable
production habitat for elk to birth and rear their calves. During the summer months, elk are
generally at higher elevations and concentrate in areas of high quality forage and low
disturbance, avoiding areas of high human activity, including trail networks and dense human
developments. Less than 12% of the DAU is considered to be intact elk summer concentration
habitat. Suitable, undisturbed calving and summer habitats are limiting factors for elk in this
DAU.

In the fall, elk migrate down to lower elevations as snow accumulates, seeking south facing
slopes or wind-blown ridges where the snow dissipates more quickly. Winter habitats are the
most limiting habitats for elk within this DAU and much of the available winter range in E-8
occurs on private lands and BLM. While there are some relatively large contiguous blocks of
suitable winter habitat in E-8, many of these areas are in poor condition due to ongoing
drought, extensive downfall, senescence and succession of plant communities. While
approximately 38% of the DAU has been historically considered to be overall winter range for
elk, less than 14% provides winter concentration habitat, and only 10% is considered severe
winter range These habitats are critical to elk survival during average to severe winters, when
snow depth is higher and temperatures are lower than on average. During recorded severe
winters over the past forty years including 1983-84, 1992-1993, 2007-2008, 2013-14, 2015-16,
2021-2022, & 2022-2023, estimated winter calf survival rates were significantly lower than
average. It is notable that 4 of the 7 most severe winters since 1980 have occurred within the
past 10 years.

History

Since 1991, the average population of E-8 has fluctuated between 3,900-5,900 animals. The
first E-8 management plans in 1991 and 1999 set a population objective of 2,700, when elk
numbers were significantly higher and underestimated. Starting in 2000, new modeling
techniques, consistent aerial classifications, and more accurate survival rate estimation from
research projects provided improved data, and the most recent 2010 management plan
adjusted the population objective to 3,600-4,300 elk, closer to the estimated population size.

The post-season population in E-8 reached a high of approximately 6,000 elk in 1995, and
fluctuated between 4,000 and 5,300 elk through 2018. Antlerless harvest, including a late
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season and extended Private-Land Only (PLO) season, has been utilized to reduce the
population and it fell within the objective range in 2019. Numbers have remained at
approximately 4,000 elk over the past 5 years, with a current post-hunt estimate of 4,064
(Figure 1).

Both antlerless and either-sex (ES) limited licenses are available in E-8. Quotas peaked in
2004, then decreased through 2008. Regular season limited licenses were held at status quo
for a few years while PLO licenses were decreased to stabilize the population, which started
to climb again through 2017, reaching nearly 5,000 animals. Regular season antlerless and ES
licenses were increased in 2015, antlerless licenses were increased again in 2018, and have
remained status quo as the population has come back to within the objective range (Figure
6).

E-8 is over-the-counter (OTC) for either-sex and antlerless archery, as well as 2nd and 3rd
rifle season bull. The DAU has seen a steady increase in OTC archery hunting pressure over
the past decade. In 2010 when the previous DAU plan was approved, the 10-year average
number of archery hunters per year in E-8 was approximately 850 hunters. In 2020, the 10-
year average number of archery hunters per year increased by 70% to approximately 1,475
hunters. The current 10-year average (2013-2022) is approximately 1,500 archery hunters per
year (Figure 5), and peaked at nearly 1900 archery hunters in E-8 in the fall of 2020.

E-8 is over-the-counter (OTC) for either-sex and antlerless archery, as well as 2nd and 3rd
bull rifle seasons. The DAU has seen a steady increase in OTC archery hunting pressure over
the past decade. In 2010 when the previous DAU plan was approved, the 10-year average
number of hunters per year in E-8 was approximately 850 OTC archery hunters and 1,380 OTC
rifle hunters. In 2020, the 10-year average number of archery hunters per year increased by
70% to 1,400 and the average number of OTC rifle hunters increased by 12% to 1,550. The
current 10-year average (2013-2022) for archery hunters is approximately 1,500 and peaked at
nearly 1,900 in the fall of 2020 (Figure 5).

In 2010, the 10-year average number of OTC bull hunters was approximately 1,380 per year.
Since then, it has fluctuated between 600 to 1,900 hunters annually, and the current 10-year
average has increased by 12% to approximately 1,500 OTC bull hunters per year. The total
number of OTC archery hunters has exceeded the total number of OTC rifle bull hunters in
three of the past five years (Figure 5).

Sex Ratios

Since 1991, CPW has conducted aerial classifications in E-8 for post-hunt sex and age ratios.
The current plan has a sex ratio objective range of 21-26 bulls per 100 cows; the previous
1991 and 199 plans had a sex ratio objective of 24 bulls: 100 cows. Observed sex ratios have
averaged 27 bulls:100 cows from 1991 to 2022, and 29 bulls: 100 cows from 2011 to 2022.
Implementation of antler point restrictions, limiting 1st and 4th rifle seasons, and liberal
antlerless harvest have increased bull:cow ratios over time, providing a balance between
opportunity and quality in this DAU. The proposed sex ratio objective of 23-29 bulls per 100
cows captures the current average observed bull:cow ratios in E-8, and aligns with the
proposed objective for E-13, the other Middle Park elk DAU.
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Age Ratios (Production)

Elk production in E-8 has ranged between a low of 31 calves:100 cows over the winter of
2007-2008, and a high of 70 in 1995. Overall, production has remained consistent in E-8,
averaging 52 calves:100 cows from 1991 to 2022 and 51 calves:100 cows from 2011 to 2022.
Post-hunt observed calf:cow ratios in 2022 were 53 calves: 100 cows (Figure 3). E-8 currently
has one of the highest average post-hunt calf:cow ratios in the state; it is one of only four
DAUs with greater than 50 calves: 100 cows.

Harvest

Elk harvest in E-8 has been relatively consistent over time, varying annually with weather
conditions. The 30-year averages for harvest are approximately 375 bulls and 420 cows/calves
(antlerless) annually (Figure 4). The three-year average is approximately 315 bulls and 410
cows/calves. Antlerless harvest has exceeded bull harvest 8 of the past 10 years.

Significant Management Issues
Loss of habitat due to human residential development.

From 1990 to 2023, the human population in Grand County has doubled, growing from
approximately 8,000 to over 16,000 residents. The population is projected to grow to over
17,500 in the next ten years (Appendix C). Habitat continues to be converted to housing and
associated development (roads, utilities, commercial infrastructure).

Roadkills- Highways/Trains

-Roadkill (highway and train) accounts for a significant portion of non-hunting mortality in
Middle Park radio-collared elk

-Approximately 10% of cow elk mortalities during year 1 of the Middle Park Elk Survival
Monitoring Study were attributed to highway and train roadkill.

Predation

-Predation on elk, primarily by mountain lions, accounts for a significant portion of non-
hunting mortality in Middle Park radio-collared elk for cows and calves.

-Approximately 20% of cow and calf mortalities during year 1 of the Middle Park Elk Survival
Monitoring Study were attributed to predation.

Recreation and Trails

-80% of E-8 is public land, managed by the USFS, BLM or NPS. Increasing trail development
and associated use by hikers, bikers, ATVs, people with dogs, backcountry skiers and
snowmobiles continue to have cumulative impacts on elk populations by causing disturbance
during critical time periods (winter, spring, summer). Elk are re-distributed into less suitable
habitats, lowering the overall carrying capacity.

-Grand County is a popular destination for summer recreation users, with extensive trail
networks, campgrounds, dude ranches and resorts.

-Rocky Mountain National Park draws many people to Grand County, receiving an average of
4.3 million visitors annually since 2015, which is a 30% increase from 2.9 million in 2010
(https: //www.statista.com/statistics/254212/number-of-visitors-to-rocky-mountain-national-park-in-the-us/)

-The USFS Sulphur Ranger District administers the Arapaho National Recreation Area, Indian
Peaks and Never Summer Wilderness Areas and Bowen Gulch Protection Area, all popular
summer destinations.
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-The Colorado River Water Conservation District administers Wolford Mountain Reservoir and
associated developed recreation sites, also popular destinations.

Decline in habitat quality due to climate (drought, wildfire, severe winters)

-Climate: Temperatures across Colorado have warmed over the last century. Weather
extremes are more frequent, less precipitation is falling as snow; annual snowpack is
decreasing, snowmelt occurs earlier, evaporation is increasing, and less water flows into the
Colorado River.

-Drought: persistent high temperatures and drought across the region have dried out soils;
enabled the mountain pine beetle epidemic, and increased the severity, frequency, and
extent of wildfires.

-Wildfire: Before the twenty-first century, Colorado had not seen a fire grow beyond 100,000
acres. Since 2000, however, there have been six, and three of them occurred in 2020,
including the East Troublesome Fire. Fire suppression has led to exclusion of fires where it
historically played an important role on landscape, leading to overly dense stands of trees
that provide abundant fuels for wildfire and extreme wildfire conditions. As summers and
droughts last longer and winter snow melts off earlier, bigger, later fires at higher altitudes
are more likely to occur.

-Mountain Pine Beetle: Since 1998, mountain pine beetle infestation has significantly altered
the vegetation type in this DAU, leading to massive stands of dead lodgepole pine trees.
These dead stands initially provided more ground forage, resulting in increased use by elk and
contributing to a reduction in game damage conflicts. However, increased blowdown in
recent years has created impassable areas to elk, and re-distribution of elk (due to multiple
factors) has resulted in increased game damage and winter competition with livestock for hay
on private lands. Post-fire recolonization of plant species may lead to improved ground forage
in some areas depending on future drought conditions.

-Range Conditions: In addition to the ongoing drought and pine beetle infestation, a reduction
in livestock grazing and fire suppression have degraded overall range health, leading to
senescent climax plant communities and ultimately lower quality forage for elk.

-Severe Winters: Weather extremes are more frequent, leading to increased weather severity
and snow crusting events. The Middle Park Winter Severity Index (snow depth and
temperature) has been above average 4 of the past 10 years, contributing to below average
over-winter calf (and likely adult) survival during those years.

Calf Recruitment/Declining elk population

E-8 post-hunt calf:cow ratios observed in December are among the highest in the state;
however, over winter calf survival has been lower than average in recent years, leading to
fewer calves being recruited into the adult population.

Low recruitment in recent years is likely due to a combination of factors including loss of
quality winter habitat to development, disturbance from human recreation, winter severity,
and poor winter range habitat conditions.
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Fencing (Entanglements/Barriers)

Old fencing on the landscape causes entanglement and mortality for elk, and non-wildlife
friendly fencing for horses, livestock, pets or private land present movement barriers for elk.
Fencing entanglement accounted for approximately 3.5% of calf mortalities and 8% of cow elk
mortalities during year 1 of the Middle Park Elk Survival Monitoring Study.

Agricultural- Game Damage/Livestock Competition

Re-distribution of elk due to human development, forest degradation and other factors has
resulted in increased game damage/winter competition with livestock for hay on private
lands.

Ingress/Egress

DAUs are delineated on the assumption that there is very limited interchange with adjoining
areas. Elk numbers may be fluctuating in this DAU due to movements of elk to and from
adjacent DAUs including E-3, E-7, E-12, E-13 and Rocky Mountain National Park. Influx or
departure of animals greatly increases the difficulty of maintaining the elk population at the
predetermined number.

Recent GPS collar data has shown that there is some movement across the DAU boundaries,
but a majority of the elk in E-8 spend most of their life cycle within the DAU. The ongoing
Middle Park Elk Monitoring Study will continue to evaluate movements and seasonal
distribution of elk in E-8.

Chronic Wasting Disease

The first positive detection of CWD in E-8 was in 2002. Since then, 20 additional elk in E-8
have tested positive for CWD. Between the years 2002-2022, 1701 samples were submitted
with 21 total positive samples (12 cows and 9 bulls). The current prevalence is estimated at
<1% (CI1 0.0% - 33.6%).

Strategies for Addressing Management Issues and Achieving Objectives

E-8 is managed through limited licenses for antlerless and either-sex harvest for all
muzzleloader and rifle seasons. Currently, antlerless and either-sex archery licenses, and
antlered 2" and 3" rifle season licenses are available over-the-counter. Limited antlerless
late rifle season licenses provide additional hunting opportunities to help achieve desired
antlerless harvest. Private land only (PLO) licenses are available to help address game
damage issues and disperse elk. The current management strategy has been effective at
maintaining a productive herd with good calf:cow ratios (>50 calves:100 cows), offering
plentiful hunting opportunities and consistent bull:cow ratios.

The preferred management alternative of 3,400 - 4,400 elk maintains E-8 at the current
population level, and expands the objective range slightly to allow for more management
flexibility. The current population level, which has been maintained for over a decade, would
continue to provide opportunity for antlerless and bull elk hunters. The expanded objective
range would allow for management flexibility in adjusting licenses to address population
fluctuations (i.e. low winter survival years), game damage issues, crowding and hunter
satisfaction.
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In the winter of 2022-2023, CPW initiated a long-term elk survival monitoring study in Middle
Park (DAUs E-8 and E-13) to gather data on elk survival, movement, and cause specific
mortality. CPW plans to maintain GPS collars on adult cows and 6-month old calves annually
to collect adult cow and winter calf survival rates and cause specific mortality rates. This
data will improve modeled elk population estimates, which rely on annual survival rates of
adults and winter calf survival rates to estimate population size. Additionally, marked GPS
collars allow for mark-resight population estimation to directly assess elk abundance. This
study was implemented one year prior to the December 2023 wolf reintroduction deadline, in
order to aid in estimating the effects of wolves in addition to the impacts of other predators,
human disturbance, recreation, development, highways and disease on the elk populations in
Middle Park, and evaluate the behavioral responses of elk by monitoring distribution,
movements, and migration.

CPW works with federal, county, state and municipal land management agencies to avoid,
minimize and mitigate the impacts of residential and recreational developments in important
wildlife habitats and migration corridors. CPW also collaborates with those agencies to
implement seasonal closures on trails and open space areas to protect winter range and
calving ranges during critical times of the year for elk. CPW, CDOT and other partners are
continuously working to identify and prioritize locations for highway crossing projects
(fencing, crossing structures) to minimize roadkill impacts. CPW also supports conservation
easements to protect wildlife habitat in perpetuity. Currently, two conservation easements
exist within E-8, protecting approximately 18,815 acres.

Stakeholder Outreach and Input

In 2021 & 2022, hunters were randomly selected to complete the Elk Hunter Attitude Survey
after the completion of their hunting seasons. In 2022, overall responses were higher and
between 1,111 and 1,405 hunters from E-8 answered each of the opt-in survey questions. 52-
59% of hunters were dissatisfied with the total number of elk and number of bulls seen in
2022, while 23-31% were satisfied. Slightly more than half (55%) would prefer to hunt more
often, versus hunting bigger bulls less often (45%), including a majority of resident
respondents. 72% of respondents wished to see a slight to moderate increase in the E-8 elk
population over the next 10 years. 54% of respondents felt moderately-to-very crowded
during their hunt; 20% felt slightly crowded; and residents felt much more crowded than non-
residents. Overall satisfaction improved from 2021 with approximately 44% of the respondents
were satisfied with their hunt, while 37% were dissatisfied; among residents 20% were neutral
and the remaining 80% were equally satisfied and dissatisfied. Hunters that harvested elk in
2021 expressed higher satisfaction; however satisfaction was higher among hunters that did
not harvest than in 2021.

In August 2023, CPW held a public meeting in Kremmling to share information and obtain
public input on the E-8 elk population. Sixteen people attended the meeting, and 14 people
commented on E-8. 80% of the respondents indicated that they would like to see a greater
number of elk than currently in E-8; 20% would prefer to see the same number maintained.
Respondents identified the following issues, in order of importance, as impacting the elk herd
in E-8: residential development, habitat quality/loss of habitat, roadkills (highway/train), calf
recruitment/declining population, predation, recreation & trails, climate (drought, fire,
severe winter conditions), overhunting, fencing (barrier, entanglement) and agriculture
(game damage, livestock competition).
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Management Alternatives

Preferred Alternative: 3,400 - 4,400 elk and 23 - 29 bulls per 100 cows.

Status Quo: 3,600 to 4,300 elk and 21 - 26 bulls per 100 cows.
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YELLOW CREEK ELK HERD MANAGEMENT PLAN

DATA ANALYSIS UNIT E-10
Genevieve Fuller, Wildlife Biologist, Grand Junction

Yellow Creek Elk Herd (DAU E-10)
Approval Year for last HMP: 2022

GMUs: 21, 22, 30, 31 and 32

Post-hunt population:

Current (2022 plan) Population Objective:

8,500 - 10,500 elk

Post-hunt 2023 Population Estimate:

16,100 elk

Extension Population Objective:

8,500 - 10,500 elk (status quo)

Post-hunt Sex Ratio (Bulls:100 Cows):

Current (2022 plan) Sex Ratio Objective:

18 - 25 bulls per 100 cows

Post-hunt 2023 Sex Ratio:

observed: 25.6; modeled: 24.2

Extension Expected Sex Ratio Objective:

18 - 25 bulls per 100 cows
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Elk DAU E-10 Modeled Post-hunt Population and Objective Range
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Figure 10-1. Elk DAU E-10 modeled post-hunt population and objective range, years 1983 -
2023.

Elk DAU E-10 Observed Post-hunt Sex Ratio, 1983-2023
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Figure 10-2. Elk DAU E-10 observed and modeled post-hunt sex ratio (bulls:100 cows), years
1983 - 2023.
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Elk DAU E-10 Observed Winter Calf:Cow Ratios, 1983-2023
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Figure 10-3. Elk DAU E-10 calf production (observed post-hunt calves:100 cows ratio, years
1983-2023)

Elk Harvest Estimates in DAU E-10, 1983-2023
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Figure 10-4. Elk harvest estimates in E-10, years 1983-2023.
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OTC Elk Licenses Used in DAU E-10, 2011-2023
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Figure 10-5. Elk Limited and Over-The-Counter License Quotas in E-10, years 2011-2023.

Background

The Yellow Creek elk herd (DAU E-10) is comprised of GMU’s 21, 22, 30, 31, and 32 located in
portions of Mesa, Garfield, and Rio Blanco Counties. Approximately 29% of E-10 is privately
owned while the Bureau of Land Management manages most of the remaining land. Major
geographic features include the Bookcliffs and the Roan Plateau and significant drainages
include Yellow, Roan, Piceance, and Parachute Creek. Elevations range from 4,600 ft. to
nearly 9,300 ft. Lower elevations are used for agricultural production and residential
developments while higher elevations are grazed by livestock during the spring, summer and
fall. Population centers include Grand Junction, Rangely, Palisade, Parachute, and Rifle.

The elk population in E-10 remained extremely low through much of the 20" century but grew
steadily through the 1980s and early 1990s. Since the mid-1990s, the growth has slowed
because of increased harvest to better manage the herd. Calf:cow ratios have declined
steadily from over 60 calves:100 cows in the early 1980s to 46 calves:100 cows in 2023. It is
likely that the low calf:cow ratios are due to overall degraded condition of the habitat,
habitat fragmentation, and increasing recreational activities.
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Significant Issues

Elk management in E-10 is affected by habitat quality decline, competition with feral horses,
long-term drought, increasing recreational activity, oil and gas development, large-scale
wildfire, and the resulting changes in herd distribution. Additionally, hemorrhagic, and
chronic wasting diseases have been documented in E-10 and may be impacting the
population. Predation may also be affecting calf survival.

Distribution of elk across E-10 has evolved over time as the elk herd has increased in size and
the habitat conditions have changed, but changes have accelerated in recent years. There has
been significant and increasing dispersal of elk from GMUs 21 and 22 into GMUs 30, 31, and
32. The elk distribution issue will likely be exacerbated by the Pine Gulch fire. Elk may first
move away from burned and barren areas followed by a return to those areas as they
revegetate and provide high quality forage. Although these distributional shifts occur
naturally and are not necessarily detrimental to overall herd health, they likely contribute to
and exacerbate the public perception in the northern GMUs that the overall elk herd is
declining. To help address this, a shift was made in 2022 to how licenses were distributed
between GMUs to address differences geographically between the northern two units (22 and
23) and the southern units (30, 31 and 32).

DAU boundaries are, from a management perspective, intended to be finite geographic areas
between which there is no movement of animals between herds. Due to the realities of
wildlife movement, interchange is inevitable and most DAUs, including E-10, have interchange
with other herds. The majority of inter-DAU movement in E-10 occurs to the west across the
CO-UT state line and to the north across the White River into DAU E-21. There is also some
migration of elk from DAU E-6 across the northern portion of E-10 as animals move from the
high elevation summer ranges in the Flat Tops to their lower elevation winter ranges. The
movements are likely not additive long-term and have minimal impacts to overall
management. In an effort to minimize vehicle collisions, highway fencing along I-70 from
Glenwood Canyon to DeBeque impedes virtually all elk movement to the south.

The Bureau of Land Management manages the majority of habitat in E-10 (- 70%). The BLM
monitors its rangelands using an Assessment, Inventory, and Monitoring (AIM) Strategy and the
Land Monitoring Framework. In E-10, the BLM monitors 526 sites, most of which have some
degree of departure from reference condition in key indicators including biotic integrity,
noxious weed cover, and functional/structural condition. Additionally, most sites have one or
more species of noxious weed and at least 10% noxious weed cover. These indicators all
suggest that the habitat in E-10 is over-utilized and unable to support additional animals on
the landscape.

The degraded habitat quality may be mirrored by the ungulate reproduction measured in E-
10. Calf:cow ratios have declined from 61.5 calves: 100 cows in 1983 to 35.7 calves:100 cows
in 2020. Similarly, fawn: doe ratios in D-11, along the western edge of E-10, have declined
from 70 fawns:100 does in 1981 to 51.6 fawns:100 does in 2020.

Outdoor recreation is a popular and increasing activity in E-10 on both winter and summer
ranges during critical times for elk. Significant recreational centers include the North Fruita
Desert and face of the Bookcliffs in GMU 30, the area around Fravert Reservoir in GMU 32, and
the top of the Roan Plateau. Common activities include mountain biking, feral horse viewing,
motorized touring (snowmobile, ATVs, and 4WD vehicles), dispersed camping, shooting,
hiking, and horseback riding.

80



NW Elk Herd Management Plans Draft 2024

Feral horses roam throughout much of the elk range in E-10 in two Herd Management Areas
(managed for horses) and two Herd Areas (not managed for horses). Habitat damage resulting
from feral horses in E-10 is readily observable. Twenty-five written comments submitted
through the E-10 public survey specifically identified feral horses as adversely affecting the
elk herd and habitat in E-10. During the summer of 2021 and 2023, the BLM implemented a
round up and removal of feral horses in the West Douglas HA in an effort to remove horses
from the area entirely.

Much of E-10 lies atop significant deposits of natural gas and oil shale and much of that is
open to mineral extraction. Energy development is concentrated on the Roan Plateau, the
Bookcliffs, Parachute Creek, near the town of Rangely, and in the Piceance Basin. Although
inherent fluctuations in commodity prices as well as political considerations affect the
demand for oil and gas and resulting development intensity, oil and gas wells and the
associated infrastructure have increased dramatically across E-10 since 1970. The footprint of
just oil and gas wells in E-10 is significant; 50% of the elk summer range in E-10 is within 2 km
of active oil and gas wells and 32% of summer range is within 1 km of active oil and gas wells.
These calculations do not account for the impact of major roads but solely for the oil and gas
wells themselves.
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Figure 10-6. O1l and gas wells in Data Analysis Unit E-10 in northwestern Co-lc’)F_ado 1970-
2018. Locations compiled from (Johnson et al. 2017) and the CPW GIS unit.

In E-10, an average of 40% of the landmass in Mesa, Garfield, and Rio Blanco on a weekly basis
is impacted by some level of drought. The longest duration of drought (D1-D4) in E-10 lasted
204 weeks beginning on February 12, 2002 and ending on January 9, 2006. During July of
2002, an average of 90% of E-10 was affected by exceptional drought. The most intense
drought in E-10 began on October 6, 2020 and continued through November 2021. More than
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50% of the land area in Mesa, Garfield, and Rio Blanco counties was experiencing exceptional
drought during this time (National Integrated Drought Information System NIDIS - Drought.gov
2023).

Pine Gulch Fire

The Pine Gulch Fire, the third largest wildfire in state history, was sparked by lightning on
July 31, 2020. The fire burned more than 567 km? before it was fully contained in late
September. The entirety of the fire burned in E-10 and affected approximately 6% of the
total elk range in the DAU (Figure 6). The fire affected approximately 437 km? of winter
range and approximately 387 km? of summer range in E-10. More importantly, 27 km? of
winter concentration areas and 11 km? of calving range burned.
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Figure 10-7. Pine Gulch burn location and extent in Data Analysis Unit E-10 in west-central
Colorado.

In late 2020, BLM, CPW and private landowners collaborated to identify approximately 20,000
acres of the burned area for re-seeding with native vegetation. Approximately 1,500 acres
were identified as high-priority wildlife habitat and received a higher proportion of forb and
shrub seeds to have the greatest benefit to deer and elk.

83



NW Elk Herd Management Plans Draft 2024

Stakeholder Outreach and Input

The public outreach process for the E-10 HMP revision was extensive and yielded significant
public input. During summer 2020, a random subsample of 3000 successful elk applicants
were contacted to solicit their input and participate in a virtual meeting held in August 2020.
This same group then received the link to submit feedback on the draft plan through a 30-day
online survey. Key individual stakeholders including private landowners, outfitters, and other
members of the public were also encouraged to participate in the survey, which was open to
anyone interested in providing input.

CPW posted the draft plan with identified preferred alternatives online and accepted
comments for 30 days between January 21 to February 21, 2022. The full comments
submitted are available in Appendix VI. CPW also sent a draft to the Bureau of Land
Management, and presented it to the Mesa, Garfield, and Rio Blanco County Commissioners,
and the White River Habitat Partnership Program Committee.

Public comments on the draft plan addressed a nhumber of concerns about the management of
the E-10 population. There was some support for the preferred alternatives as well as
concerns about reducing and attaining the objectives for this herd based on skepticism
regarding current population estimates. Concerns included poor habitat conditions, highway
crossings, predation impacts, and feral horses.

Management Alternatives

The preferred alternatives of 8,500 to 10,500 elk and 18 - 25 bulls:100 cows were approved by
the commission in May of 2022. We are seeking to extend the objectives for E-10 at this time.

2022 CPW Commission Approved Objectives:

Post-hunt Population

8,500 - 10,500 elk

This objective range seeks to decrease the current elk herd in E-10 slightly to address issues
related to habitat quality tied to feral horses, drought, fire, and fragmentation from energy
development. A herd reduction would alleviate elk pressure on the habitat until fire scars
recover and/or drought abates. This alternative would also decrease resource competition
with mule deer. Improved public access across private lands would facilitate attaining this
management alternative.

Post-hunt bull ratio

18 - 25 bulls per 100 cows

Although bull: cow ratios in E-10 have gone as high as 25 bulls:100 cows, they are generally
within or near the existing sex ratio objective range of 18-22 bulls: 100 cows (Figure 17),
which reflects the over-the-counter management strategy employed in E-10. Changing the
license allocation from “over-the-counter” (OTC) to “limited” requires a public petition to
the Parks and Wildlife Commission. Since licenses are still available over-the-counter, the
bull:cow ratio is expected to stay within the same objective range, and will be kept as status
quo.
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PINEY RIVER ELK HERD MANAGEMENT PLAN
DATA ANALYSIS UNIT E-12
Julie Mao, Wildlife Biologist, Glenwood Springs
Piney River Elk Herd (DAU E-12) GMUs: 35, 36, 361
Post-hunt population:
Current (2013 plan) Population Objective: 3,000-4,600 elk
Post-hunt 2023 Population Estimate: 3,850 elk
Proposed New Population Objective 3,000-5,000 elk
Post-hunt Sex Ratio (Bulls:100 Cows):
Current (2013 plan) Expected Sex Ratio: 22-44 bulls:100 cows
Most Recent 3-year Average of Observed Sex 20 bulls:100 cows
Ratio:
Proposed New Expected Sex Ratio Range: 15-43 bulls:100 cows
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Elk DAU E-12 modeled post-hunt population & objective range
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Figure 12-1. Elk DAU E-12 modeled post-hunt population and objective range, years 1980 -
2023.

Elk DAU E-12 Observed Post-hunt Sex Ratio, 1980-2023
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Figure 12-2. Elk DAU E-12 observed and modeled post-hunt sex ratio (bulls:100 cows), years
1980 - 2023.
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Elk DAU E-12 Observed Winter Calf:Cow Ratios, 1980-2023
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Figure 12-3. Elk DAU E-12 calf production (observed post-hunt calves:100 cows ratio, years
1980-2023)

Elk Harvest Estimates in DAU E-12, 1980-2023
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Figure 12-4. Elk harvest estimates in E-12, years 1980-2023.
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Limited Elk Licenses in DAU E-12, 1996-2023
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Figure 12-5. Elk Limited and Over-The-Counter License Quotas in E-12, years 1996-2023.

Background

The Piney River elk herd, Data Analysis Unit (DAU) E-12, is located in northwest Colorado and
consists of Game Management Units (GMU) 35, 36, and 361. This DAU is located in Eagle and
Grand Counties. Major towns in and near E-12 include Eagle, Edwards, Avon, and Vail. Burns,
McCoy, and State Bridge are small communities on the northern edge of DAU E-12. E-12
covers 1,600 km? (~395,000 acres) of land area. Three-fourths of the DAU is public land and
one-fourth is private. Elk winter range within the DAU is 69% public and 31% private land. The
Bull Gulch and Castle Peak Wilderness Study Areas and the western half of the Eagles Nest
Wilderness Area lie within this DAU.

The 2013 herd management plan for E-12 updated the population objective to a range of

3,000-4,600 elk. Cow licenses were reduced over several successive years in the mid-2010s in
order to curb the declining population trend. In recent years, the population has climbed into
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the middle of the objective range under the reduced antlerless license quotas. E-12’s
population estimate as of post-hunt 2023 was 3,850 elk.

Winter calf:cow ratios, which represent a measure of calf recruitment and the herd’s
productivity, have declined over the past 40 years, dropping by 6.7% per decade. The average
over the past 10 years is 38 calves:100 cows, compared to 65 calves: 100 cows in the 1980s.
The herd’s potential for population growth and its resilience to environmental and ecological
stressors is much lower compared to in past decades.

As an over-the-counter (OTC) DAU with unlimited either-sex archery and unlimited bull
licenses in 2nd and 3rd rifle seasons, E-12 is not specifically managed for a sex ratio
objective, but rather to provide ample bull hunting opportunities. In the 2013 herd
management plan, the expected sex ratio range based on the minimum and maximum
observed ratios in the preceding 10 years was 22 to 44 bulls: 100 cows. Over the past 10 years,
the observed bull:cow ratios have declined. The current (2021-2023) 3-year average is 19
bulls: 100 cows, and the observed values over the past 10 years has been highly variable,
ranging from 15 to 43 bulls: 100 cows.

Harvest over the past 10 years has been lower than in previous decades. Lower antlerless
harvest has been primarily due to the reduction in cow licenses. Lower bull harvest is due to a
combination of the overall population being smaller than in the past and also lower hunter
participation in bull rifle seasons. Archery season participation, on the other hand, has slowly
but steadily climbed. In fact, in the past 2 years, archery hunters have exceeded OTC rifle
bull hunters in E-12, although harvest success rates in archery seasons are, not surprisingly,
lower than in rifle seasons.

Significant issues

All of the management issues involving habitat loss and fragmentation that were discussed in
the 2013 E-12 herd management plan are still relevant today and may be even more
significant as the number of people residing, visiting, and recreating in this area continues to
increase and to impact elk and other wildlife and their habitat. The Piney River/State Bridge
area, which includes all of elk DAU E-12, has been identified as a priority landscape in
Colorado’s State Action Plan for the Department of Interior’s Secretarial Order 3362
(Improving Habitat Quality in Western Big-Game Winter Range and Migration Corridors).

The human population in Eagle County has continued to grow over the past decade, albeit at
a slower pace than in the 1990s and 2000s. Land development and recreation continue to be
the major impacts on wildlife. Land development has led to loss of habitat quantity and
quality in the form of conversion of habitat into houses, other buildings, and infrastructure;
and fragmentation of habitat due to roads, trails, and structures. As more people have
moved into the area, motorized and non-motorized outdoor recreation activities of all kinds
have become a year-round presence on the landscape, particularly on public lands close to
the 1-70 corridor and Muddy Pass. For example, the winter range habitat north of Vail now
rarely holds elk, likely due to increased backcountry winter recreation, in addition to the
previous loss and fragmentation of habitat due to land development. There is unending
demand from user groups to establish more recreational trails, as well as frequent use and
expansion of unofficial trails, all of which fragment and diminish the quality of remaining
wildlife habitat. Human disturbances during critical periods for wildlife can reduce calf
recruitment and increase stress on wintering wildlife. More roads and vehicle traffic, along
with increased driving speeds, have resulted in more roadkill of elk and other wildlife. Dogs,
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especially when off-leash, also present another stressor on wildlife and a potential source of
mortality.

Existing undeveloped habitat has been degraded not only by human recreational impacts, but
also due to long-term fire suppression and lack of habitat management which has led to older-
aged, less productive forage. Areas close to human developments are rarely allowed to burn
at a large landscape scale due to potential damage to human property. The cumulative
effect is that both quantity and quality of habitat has declined for elk in E-12. At a more
localized scale, BLM, USFS, and other local land management entities have conducted habitat
treatment projects including pinyon-juniper removal and prescribed fire in aspen/mountain
shrub habitats to improve winter range and calving areas for elk.

Some portions of the DAU further north of the I-70 corridor are currently less developed and
recreated upon, including some large parcels of private land. These private lands now serve
as important refuges for wildlife from human disturbance, but unless conservation easements
or similar habitat protection measures can be arranged with the private landowners, there is
the risk of future subdivision and development of these lands.

Bear, mountain lion, and coyote populations are believed to have increased over the past
several decades, and their predation on calves (as well as adult elk mortality by lions) could
potentially limit the elk population. With wolf reintroduction having started in December
2023, an additional carnivore species on the landscape could affect elk survival and
recruitment. The effect of predation by each carnivore species can be additive or
compensatory to other causes of elk mortality (such as malnutrition, disease, human-caused
mortality, and predation by the other carnivore species). Whether predation has population-
level effects on the elk herd depends on how close the elk population is to carrying capacity.

Chronic wasting disease (CWD) is currently not an issue for elk in E-12. There were no
detections of CWD in E-12 elk among the 35 samples submitted in the years 2018-2023.

Management Objective Recommendations

We propose to make a minor adjustment to the E-12 population objective range for the next
10 years, keeping the lower end of the objective range at 3,000 and raising the upper end to
5,000 elk. Currently the population estimate is in the middle of this population objective
range. Maintaining the population at the current level of license quotas and expected harvest
is an achievable goal. A wider objective range of 3,000-5,000 elk with the upper end of the
range slightly higher will allow for potential growth of the elk herd within that range if
habitat conditions can be improved and disturbance impacts by recreationists can be
minimized. Also a wider objective range could better accommodate population fluctuations
that could result from a severe winter and/or increased predation effects.

Because E-12 has OTC bull licenses, there will continue to not be an actual sex ratio

objective. But the expected sex ratio range, based on observed values over the previous 10
years, is 15-43 bulls:100 cows.

90



NW Elk Herd Management Plans Draft 2024

Strategies to Address Issues and Management Concerns and to Achieve Herd
Management Objectives

CPW will continue to work collaboratively with our partners in the federal land management
agencies, private landowners, county governments, local municipalities and NGOs to protect
and enhance the remaining elk habitat. Important habitat conservation methods include
habitat treatments, conservation easements or land acquisitions, maintaining landscape
connectivity and movement corridors, and adhering to seasonal recreation closures on winter
range areas. Conservation easements are difficult to establish in this area due to the
extremely high real estate values in this area, but would still be worthwhile pursuing with
interested landowners with the assistance from NGOs and local governments.

To achieve the updated population objective, CPW will continue to monitor the population
size and set licenses annually to provide sufficient hunting opportunities. We also plan to
seek funding to radio collar adult cow elk in the DAU to better understand seasonal
distribution, home ranges, movements, and survival rates. Collaring calves and bulls could be
a potential additional study requiring more funds and staffing, which could be pursued further
in the future.
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WILLIAMS FORK ELK HERD MANAGEMENT PLAN

DATA ANALYSIS UNI

TE-13

Elissa Slezak, Wildlife Biologist, Hot Sulphur Springs

Williams Fork Elk Herd (DAU E-13)
Approval Year for last HMP: 2010

GMUs: 28, 37 & 371

Post-hunt population:

Current (2010 plan) Population Objective:

4,700 to 5,500 elk

Post-hunt 2022 Population Estimate:

2,887 elk

Preferred Population Objective:

4,000 - 5,500 elk

Post-hunt Sex Ratio (Bulls:100 Cows):

Current (2010 plan) Sex Ratio Objective:

24-31 bulls per 100 cows

Post-hunt 2023 Sex Ratio:

observed: 22

Preferred Expected Sex Ratio Objective:

23-29 bulls per 100 cows
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Figure 13-1. Elk DAU E-13 modeled post-hunt population and objective range, years 1991-2023.
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Figure 13-2. Elk DAU E-13 observed post-hunt sex ratio (bulls:100 cows), years 1991-2023.
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Figure 13-3. Elk DAU E-13 calf production (observed post-hunt calves:100 cows), 1991-2023.

E-13

1600
1400
1200

800
600

Number of Elk Harvested

400
200

1991 1993 1995 1997 1999 2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019 2021 2023
=@ Antlered =—®=Antlerless =—®=Total Harvest

Figure 13-4, Elk harvest estimates in E-13, years 1991-2023.

E-13
3500
3000
2500
2000

1500

OTC Licenses

1000

oo | 0Nt |

0

2001 2003 2005 2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 2019 2021 2023

== OTC Archery —g—0OTC Muzzleloader —#—0TC 2nd + 3rd Season Bull

Figure 13-5. Over-the-counter (OTC) license numbers in E-13, years 1991-2023.
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Description

The Williams Fork Elk DAU (E-13) is located west of the Continental Divide in north-central
Colorado and consists of GMUs 38, 37 and 371. It is bounded on the north by the Colorado
River, Lake Granby and Arapaho Creek, on the east and south by the Continental Divide, and
on the west by the Gore Range/Eagles Nest Wilderness Divide and the northern Mosquito
Range. This DAU takes in the southern half of Middle Park, encompassing all of Summit County
and slightly less than half of Grand County. Towns include Breckenridge, Frisco, Dillon,
Keystone, Silverthorne, Heeney, Parshall, Tabernash, Fraser and Winter Park, and the
southern portions of Kremmling, Hot Sulphur Springs and Granby.

The elevation in E-13 ranges from 7,300 feet along the Colorado River near the town of
Kremmling, to over 14,200 feet in the Tenmile Range (Quandary Peak 14,272 ft) and along the
Continental Divide (Grays Peak 14,278 feet; Torreys Peak 14,272 feet). Interstate 70
transverses the central part of the DAU between the Eisenhower-Johnson Tunnels to the east
and Vail Pass to the west. The DAU is bounded on three sides by mountain highway passes
including Berthoud Pass, Loveland Pass, Boreas Pass, Hoosier Pass, Fremont Pass and Vail
Pass, in addition to multiple 4-wheel drive mountain passes. The headwaters of the Blue
River, Williams Fork River, and Fraser River all originate in E-13. These drainages and all of
their tributaries are contained entirely within the DAU and flow downstream into the
Colorado River. E-13 covers approximately 872,349 acres (1,363 square miles) and land
ownership is 65% USFS, 27% Private, 5% BLM, 2% NGO, 0.5% State (CPW and SLB) and 0.5%
Municipal (City/County).

Climate

The Middle Park is a high elevation inter-mountain park surrounded by high mountain ranges.
The climate is generally dry and cold; however, persistent drought conditions have
contributed to significant wildfires in recent years. The most notable in E-13 was the Williams
Fork Fire that burned nearly 15,000 acres over 2 %2 months in 2020. Extreme winter
temperature inversions with average nighttime low temperatures between -20° to -30°F are
common, with records as low as -64° F. The growing season is extremely short and variable.
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Summer daytime temperatures at lower elevations can reach into the 90° F range; however,
valleys become significantly cooler than uplands during the night as colder air settles.

Precipitation

Middle Park typically gets between 11 inches of moisture per year in Kremmling to 20 inches
per year in Grand Lake, with the majority falling as snow between October and April. Winter
snow accumulations of 30" are typical at 9,000 to 10,000 feet, and at higher elevations more
than 20 feet of snow can fall over the course of winter.

Vegetation

Vegetation in Middle Park can be categorized into five broad types: cropland;
wetland/riparian; rangeland (sagebrush steppe and mountain shrub); forestland (pifion-
juniper, lodgepole pine, aspen, and spruce-fir); and alpine tundra.

Grazing

The BLM Kremmling Field Office administers 48 grazing allotments on public land within E-13
totaling almost 54,000 acres; currently all except one of the allotments are currently active.
The USFS Sulphur Ranger District administers seven livestock grazing allotments on public land
within E-13, totaling approximately 60,500 acres. Currently, only three USFS cattle grazing
allotments are active on approximately 30,000 acres.

Seasonal Ranges

Elk select high quality forage habitat adjacent to cover and water for calving in the spring,
typically from mid-May through early July. Less than 12% of the DAU is considered suitable
production habitat for elk to birth and rear their calves. During the summer months, elk are
generally at higher elevations and concentrate in areas of high quality forage and low
disturbance, avoiding areas of high human activity, including trail networks and dense human
developments. Approximately 36% of the DAU is considered to be intact elk summer
concentration habitat. Suitable, undisturbed calving and summer habitats have become more
limiting factors for elk in this DAU over the past decade, with increased human presence in
the backcountry throughout all seasons.

In the fall, elk migrate down to lower elevations as snow accumulates, seeking south facing
slopes or wind-blown ridges where the snow dissipates more quickly. Winter habitats are the
most limited habitats for elk within this DAU, which presents challenges as winter habitat
continues to be converted to housing and associated development, or becomes increasingly
fragmented by trails and winter recreation. Much of the available winter range in E-13 occurs
on private lands, BLM and USFS lands. While there are some relatively large contiguous blocks
of suitable winter habitat in E-13, many of these areas are in poor condition due to ongoing
drought, human development, and senescence of plant communities. While approximately
30% of the DAU has historically been classified as overall winter range for elk, only 12% of the
DAU provides winter concentration habitat, and less than 8% of the DAU is classified as severe
winter range. These habitats are critical to elk survival during average to severe winters,
when snow depth is higher and temperatures are lower than on average. During recorded
severe winters over the past forty years including 1983-84, 1992-1993, 2007-2008, 2013-14,
2015-16, 2021-2022, & 2022-2023, estimated winter calf survival was significantly lower than
average. It is notable that 4 of the 7 most severe winters since 1980 have occurred within the
past 10 years.
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History

Since 1981, the average population of E-13 has fluctuated between 6,000-7,000 animals. The
highest estimated post-hunt population was 8,960 elk in 1990. Over the last ten years (2013-
2022), the population has averaged 4,400 animals; prior to 2016 the average was 5,600
animals. The modeled population estimate in E-13 began declining rapidly in 2017, and has
leveled out between 3,000 and 4,000 animals since 2020. The 2022 post-hunt population
estimate is approximately 3,292 elk (Figure 1).

The first E-13 management plans in 1990 and 1999 set a population objective of 3,000, at a
time when elk numbers were significantly higher and underestimated. Starting in 2000, new
modeling techniques, consistent aerial classifications, and more accurate survival rate
estimation from research projects provided improved data, and the most recent 2010
management plan adjusted the population objective to 4,700 to 5,500 elk, closer to the
estimated population size at the time. For the past two decades, management goals in E-13
have been to bring this productive elk herd size down within the objective range and maintain
it using liberal cow elk harvest, including a late season and extended Private-Land Only (PLO)
season (which generally have higher harvest success rates than the regular rifle seasons).

Limited license quotas peaked in E-13 in 2017, and in 2018 the estimated population began to
drop towards the lower end of the objective range. Regular season limited licenses were held
at status quo for a few years while PLO licenses were decreased to stabilize the population,
which in the past had rebounded quickly with reduced hunting pressure. However, the
population continued to show declining elk numbers and more significant license reductions
have been made over the past three years, not only for PLO seasons but across late cow,
regular rifle and muzzleloader seasons as well (Figure 6).

E-13 is over-the-counter (OTC) for either-sex and antlerless archery, as well as 2" and 3™ rifle
season bulls. The DAU has seen a steady increase in OTC hunting pressure over the past
decade, primarily from an increase in numbers of archery hunters. In 2010 when the previous
DAU plan was approved, the 10-year average number of archery hunters per year in E-13 was
approximately 1140 hunters. In 2020, the 10-year average number of archery hunters per year
more than doubled to 2360 hunters. The current 10-year average (2013-2022) is even higher,
at 2450 hunters per year (Figure 6); it peaked at nearly 3,000 archery hunters in E-13 in the
fall of 2021.

E-13 is also OTC for 2" and 3" season antlered (bull) licenses, and has been since 1947. From
1986 to present, CPW has implemented the four-point antler restriction to protect yearling
bulls from harvest. In 2010, the 10-year average number of OTC bull hunters was 1,650 per
year. Since then, it has fluctuated between 1,500 to 2,300 hunters annually, and the current
10-year average is approximately 2,000 OTC bull hunters per year. Since 2013, the total
number of OTC archery hunters has exceeded the total number of OTC rifle bull hunters every
year.

Sex Ratios

Since 1991, CPW has conducted aerial classifications in E-13 for post-hunt sex and age ratios.
The current (2010) plan has a sex ratio objective range of 24-31 bulls:100 cows; the previous
1991 and 1999 plans had a sex ratio objective of 24 bulls:100 cows. For the past three years,
observed sex ratios have averaged 27 bulls:100 cows, which is also the long-term average
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from 1991 to 2022. Implementation of antler point restrictions, limiting 1st and 4th rifle
seasons, and liberal antlerless harvest have maintained strong ratios over time, providing a
balance between opportunity and quality in this DAU. The proposed sex ratio objective of 23-
29 bulls:100 cows captures the current 3, 5 and 10-year averages in E-13, and aligns with the
proposed objective for E-8, the other Middle Park elk DAU. Decreasing antlerless licenses to
boost the overall population, while maintaining bull OTC archery and rifle seasons, may result
in a slight decrease in bull:cow ratios in E-13. Due to plentiful refuge areas and difficult
hunting terrain throughout the DAU, there is minimal concern for overharvest of bulls in E-13.

Age Ratios (Production)

Post-hunt age ratios are also collected during winter aerial classifications. Calf:cow ratios
reflect production and survival of elk calves up to 6 months in age. Elk production in E-13 has
ranged between a low of 36 calves:100 cows over the winter of 2011-2012, and a high of 64 in
1998. Production has remained consistently above 50 calves:100 cows on average in E-13 until
2015. From 2016-2022 the average has dropped to 48, and 5 of the past 10 years have been
below 50. Post-hunt observed calf:cow ratios in 2022 were 45 calves:100 cows (Figure 3).

Harvest

Elk harvest is estimated annually through hunter harvest surveys. Elk harvest in E-13 has
fluctuated somewhat over time, varying annually with population levels, license allocations
and weather conditions. Historically, total average annual harvest was 125 elk per year in the
1950s, and increased every decade until the 1990s when it reached a high average of 1,200
elk per year, peaking at 1,600 elk in 1998. Average harvest over the past two decades has
been approximately 1,000 elk per year, with the lowest annual harvest at 490 elk in 2021.

The 30-year average for bull harvest in E-13 is approximately 475 bulls harvested annually;
this has decreased slightly to a current 3-year average of 330 bulls per year. Bull harvest
peaked at 685 in 1992 and was lowest at 281 in 2021. The 30-year average for antlerless
harvest in E-13 is approximately 600 cows and calves harvested annually; this has decreased
to a current 3-year average of 400 cows and calves per year. Antlerless harvest peaked at
approximately 1100 cows and calves in 1998 and was lowest at 210, also in 2021. Antlerless
harvest has exceeded bull harvest 7 of the past 10 years.

Significant Management Issues

Loss of habitat due to human residential development

-From 1990 to 2023, the human population in Grand Counties have more than doubled,
growing from approximately 13,000 to over 30,000 residents in Summit County, and from
8,000 to over 16,000 residents in Grand County. The combined population of both counties is
projected to grow to over 50,000 in the next ten years (Appendix C). Habitat continues to be
converted to housing and associated development (roads, utilities, commercial
infrastructure).

Recreation and Trails

-80% of E-8 is public land, managed by the USFS, BLM or NPS. Increasing trail development
and associated use by hikers, bikers, ATVs, people with dogs, backcountry skiers and
snowmobiles continue to have cumulative impacts on elk populations by causing disturbance
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during critical time periods (winter, spring, summer). Elk are re-distributed into less suitable
habitats, lowering the overall carrying capacity.

-Both Summit and Grand Counties are popular destinations for year-round recreation users,
with extensive trail networks, campgrounds, guest ranches and six major ski resorts.

-The USFS Dillon Ranger District administers the Eagle’s Nest Wilderness, Ptarmigan Peak
Wilderness; and the Sulphur Ranger District administers the Byer’s Peak Wilderness and
Vasquez Peak Wilderness, all popular summer recreation destinations.

Dillon Reservoir, Green Mountain Reservoir and Williams Peak Reservoir and associated
developed recreation sites are popular summer destinations.

Decline in habitat quality due to climate (drought, wildfire, severe winters)

-Climate: Temperatures across Colorado have warmed over the last century. Weather
extremes are more frequent, less precipitation is falling as snow; annual snowpack is
decreasing, snowmelt occurs earlier, evaporation is increasing, and less water flows into the
Colorado River

-Drought: persistent high temperatures and drought across the region have dried out soils;
enabled the mountain pine beetle epidemic, and increased the severity, frequency, and
extent of wildfires.

-Wildfire: Before the twenty-first century, Colorado had not seen a fire grow beyond 100,000
acres. Since 2000, however, there have been six, and three of them occurred in 2020,
including the Williams Fork Fire. Fire suppression has led to exclusion of fires where it
historically played an important role on landscape, leading to overly dense stands of trees
that provide abundant fuels for wildfire and extreme wildfire conditions. As summers and
droughts last longer and winter snow melts off earlier, bigger, later fires at higher altitudes
are more likely to occur.

-Mountain Pine Beetle: Since 1998, mountain pine beetle infestation has significantly altered
the vegetation type in this DAU, leading to massive stands of dead lodgepole pine trees.
These dead stands initially provided more ground forage, resulting in increased use by elk and
contributing to a reduction in game damage conflicts. However, increased blowdown in
recent years has created impassable areas to elk, and re-distribution of elk (due to multiple
factors) has resulted in increased game damage and winter competition with livestock for hay
on private lands. Post-fire recolonization of plant species may lead to improved ground forage
in some areas depending on future drought conditions.

-Range Conditions: In addition to the ongoing drought and pine beetle infestation, a reduction
in livestock grazing and fire suppression have degraded overall range health, leading to
senescent climax plant communities and ultimately lower quality forage for elk.

Severe Winters: Weather extremes are more frequent, leading to increased weather severity
and snow crusting events. The Middle Park Winter Severity Index (snow depth and
temperature) has been above average 4 of the past 10 years, contributing to below average
over-winter calf (and likely adult) survival during those years.
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Calf Recruitment/Declining elk population

Over-winter calf survival has been lower than average in recent years, leading to fewer calves
being recruited into the adult population.

Low recruitment in recent years is likely due to a combination of factors including loss of
quality winter habitat to development, disturbance from human recreation, winter severity,
and poor winter range habitat conditions.

Predation

Predation on elk, primarily by mountain lions, accounts for a significant portion of non-
hunting mortality in Middle Park radio-collared elk for cows and calves.

Approximately 20% of cow and calf mortalities during year 1 of the Middle Park Elk Survival
Monitoring Study were attributed to predation.

Roadkills- Highways/Trains

-Roadkill (highway and train) accounts for a significant portion of non-hunting mortality in
Middle Park radio-collared elk

-Approximately 10% of cow elk mortalities during year 1 of the Middle Park Elk Survival
Monitoring Study were attributed to highway and train roadkill.

-The Highway 9 wildlife crossing project (completed in 2016), with 7 crossing structures,
fencing and escape ramps between milepost 127 and 138, has resulted in a 90 percent
reduction in wildlife-vehicle collisions along this stretch.

Fencing (Entanglements/Barriers)

-0Old fencing on the landscape causes entanglement and mortality for elk, and non-wildlife
friendly fencing for horses, livestock, pets or private land present movement barriers for elk.
Fencing entanglement accounted for approximately 3.5% of calf mortalities and 8% of cow elk
mortalities during year 1 of the Middle Park Elk Survival Monitoring Study.

Agricultural- Game Damage/Livestock Competition

Re-distribution of elk due to human development, forest degradation and other factors has
resulted in increased game damage/winter competition with livestock for hay on private
lands. A majority of this competition in E-13 occurs in Game Management Unit 28.

Ingress/Egress

-DAUs are delineated on the assumption that there is very limited interchange with adjoining
areas. Elk numbers may be fluctuating in this DAU due to movements of elk to and from
adjacent DAUs including E-8, E-12, E-18 and E-38. Influx or departure of animals greatly
increases the difficulty of maintaining the elk population at the predetermined number.
-Recent GPS collar data has shown that there is some movement across the DAU boundaries,
but a majority of the elk in E-13 spend most of their life cycle within the DAU. The ongoing
Middle Park Elk Monitoring Study will continue to evaluate movements and seasonal
distribution of elk in E-13.

Chronic Wasting Disease

-The first positive detection of CWD in E-13 was in 2007. Since then, 4 additional elk in E-13
have tested positive for CWD. Between the years 2002-2022, 1914 samples were submitted
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with 5 total positive samples (2 cows and 3 bulls). The current prevalence is 2.9% (Cl 0.1%-
15.3%).

Strategies for Addressing Management Issues and Achieving Objectives

E-13 is managed through limited licenses for antlerless and either-sex harvest for all
muzzleloader and rifle seasons. Currently, antlerless and either-sex archery licenses, and
antlered 2" and 3" rifle season licenses are available over-the-counter. Limited antlerless
late rifle season licenses provide additional hunting opportunities to help achieve desired
antlerless harvest. Private land only (PLO) licenses are available to help address game
damage issues and disperse elk. The current management strategy has been historically
effective at maintaining a productive herd with intermediate calf:cow ratios (45-55
calves:100 cows), offering plentiful hunting opportunities and consistent bull:cow ratios.
However, recent declines in production, survival and overall herd size have led to decreased
numbers of antlerless licenses, primarily during the late season and PLO seasons but also
during the regular seasons.

The preferred management alternative is to increase the E-13 elk population from the current
estimate of approximately 3,300 elk, to a target of 4,500 elk, expanding the objective range
to 4,000-5,000 elk in order to allow for more management flexibility. The previous
management range of 4,700-5,500 elk may not be attainable in E-13 due to loss of habitats,
human development, and disturbance, which have effectively reduced the carrying capacity
of this herd over the past decade. The slightly lower proposed objective range would guide
management to allow the herd to grow larger than the current population and continue to
provide opportunity for both antlerless and bull elk hunters; however, harvest may be more
restricted until the population level reaches the target range. The expanded objective range
would allow for management flexibility in adjusting licenses to address population
fluctuations (i.e. low winter survival years), game damage issues, crowding and hunter
satisfaction.

In the winter of 2022-2023, CPW initiated a long-term elk survival monitoring study in Middle
Park (DAUs E-8 and E-13) to gather data on elk survival, movement, and cause specific
mortality. CPW plans to maintain GPS collars on adult cows and 6-month old calves annually
to collect adult cow and winter calf survival rates and cause specific mortality rates. This
data will improve modeled elk population estimates, which rely on annual survival rates of
adults and winter calf survival rates to estimate population size. Additionally, marked GPS
collars allow for mark-resight population estimation to directly assess elk abundance. This
study was implemented one year prior to the December 2023 wolf reintroduction deadline, in
order to aid in estimating the effects of wolves in addition to the impacts of other predators,
human disturbance, recreation, development, highways and disease on the elk populations in
Middle Park, and evaluate the behavioral responses of elk by monitoring distribution,
movements, and migration.

CPW works with federal, county, state and municipal land management agencies to avoid,
minimize and mitigate the impacts of residential and recreational developments in important
wildlife habitats and migration corridors. Increased disturbance and loss of these crucial
habitat areas have contributed to the elk herd decline in E-13, and will continue to do so
without partnerships and cooperation from other land managers. CPW works to collaborate
with these agencies to implement seasonal closures on trails and open space areas to protect
winter range and calving ranges during critical times of the year for elk. Advised closure dates
can be referenced in our CPW Recommendations to Avoid and Minimize Impacts to Wildlife
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from Land Use Development in Colorado, which provides dates for limiting human activities
within high priority elk habitats.

CPW, CDOT and other partners are continuously working to identify and prioritize locations
for highway crossing projects (fencing, crossing structures) to minimize roadkill impacts in elk
movement and migration areas. The Highway 9 Wildlife Crossing Project was completed in
northern E-13 in 2016, and Summit County Safe Passages is working towards implementation
of the East Vail Pass Wildlife Crossing Project, where elk are one the primary species of
concern. New crossing structures incorporated with existing bridges in the proposed East Vail
Pass Wildlife Crossing Project could help to restore habitat connectivity north and south of I-
70 allowing for seasonal and daily movements of elk, and exclusionary fence could mitigate
vehicle collisions. CPW also supports implementation of conservation easements to protect
wildlife habitat in perpetuity. Currently, three conservation easements exist within E-13,
protecting approximately 39,950 acres.

Stakeholder Outreach and Input

In 2021 & 2022, hunters were randomly selected to complete the Elk Hunter Attitude Survey
after the completion of their hunting seasons. In 2022, overall responses were higher and
between 1,369 and 1,665 hunters from E-13 answered each of the opt-in survey questions. 57-
60% of hunters were dissatisfied with the total number of elk and number of bulls seen in
2022, while 22-28% were satisfied. More than half (58%) would prefer to hunt more often,
versus hunting bigger bulls less often (42%), including a majority of resident respondents.
Nearly 75% of respondents wished to see an increase in the E-13 elk population over the next
10 years; only 20% wished for the population to stay the same. 75% of respondents also felt
slightly-to-very crowded by other hunters during their hunt, and residents felt much more
crowded than non-residents. More than half (56%) of residents also felt crowded by non-
hunters. Satisfaction was similar to 2021 with 42% of respondents satisfied with their hunt,
40% were dissatisfied and 18% were neutral; among residents 20% were neutral and the
remaining 80% were equally satisfied and dissatisfied. Hunters that harvested elk in 2022
expressed higher satisfaction than those that did not harvest.

In August 2023, CPW held a public meeting in Kremmling to share information and obtain
public input on the E-13 elk population. Sixteen people attended the meeting, and fifteen
people commented on E-13. 93% of the respondents indicated that they would like to see a
greater number of elk than currently in E-13; 7% would prefer to see the same number
maintained. Respondents identified the following issues, in order of importance, as impacting
the elk herd in E-13: residential development, recreation & trails, habitat quality/loss of
habitat, calf recruitment/declining population, roadkill (highway/train), climate
(drought/fire/severe winter conditions), predation, overhunting, fencing (barrier,
entanglement), agriculture (game damage, livestock competition) and chronic wasting disease
(CWD).

Management Alternatives
Preferred Alternative: 4,000 - 5,500 elk and 23 - 29 bulls per 100 cows.

Status Quo: 4,700 to 5,500 elk and 24 - 31 bulls per 100 cows.
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GRAND MESA ELK HERD MANAGEMENT PLAN

DATA ANALYSIS UNIT E-14
Genevieve Fuller, Wildlife Biologist, Grand Junction

Grand Mesa Elk Herd (DAU E-14) GMUs: 41, 42, 52, 411, 421, and 521
Approval Year for last HMP: 2010

Post-hunt population:
Current (2010 plan) Population Objective: | 15,000 - 19,000 elk
Post-hunt 2023 Population Estimate: | 15,600 elk
Preferred Population Objective: | 15,000 - 19,000 elk (status quo)
Post-hunt Sex Ratio (Bulls:100 Cows):
Current (2010 plan) Sex Ratio Objective: | 18-22 bulls per 100 cows

Post-hunt 2023 Sex Ratio: | observed: 22.6; modeled: 30.7

Preferred Expected Sex Ratio Objective: | 18-25 bulls per 100 cows

Land Ownership in Elk DAU E-14 e | 72
13} o Y
[] Private BLM W usFws \\) WVl :
USFS Other Federal City/County / iy g A;ﬂﬁﬁ
state [ NPS TR N o aaln : i
{|Glenwood Springs
[] GMU Boundary i> ! DAU Boundary i h
=g 35 7 14 ;g"‘ﬂi : \'\
] | e e— P GARFIELD L N |
j‘[ 0 35 7 R Y i
Kilomel \\, %
£ i e — — Carbm\da\é’\ &
< /'— BN

Heiberger
SHeiberge

GMU 421

MESA

2 \ o ’/L d;;si;alisade

b

I

§

;

|

i

340, Junctioh | !
Db i

:‘Q::,.j-__ﬂn -
oy
Nals GMU 41

____§Whitewater
P
7
A J

GML! 521

a4
4r 0

f"i}-‘:‘ B Hnt;::h}lqss
V- N Ny

,“t?\-,—.,, - =
Vo

i
‘!Delta

103



NW Elk Herd Management Plans Draft 2024

Elk DAU E-14 Modeled Post-hunt Population and Objective Range
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Figure 14-1. Elk DAU E-14 modeled post-hunt population and objective range, years
1986-2023 (Preferred Alternative Range in Yellow).

Elk DAU E-14 Observed Post-hunt Sex Ratio, 1986-2023
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Figure 14-2. Elk DAU E-14 observed and modeled post-hunt sex ratio (bulls:100 cows),
years 1986-2023 (Preferred Alternative Range in Yellow).
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Elk DAU E-14 Observed Winter Calf:Cow Ratios, 1986-2023
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Figure 14-3. Elk DAU E-14 calf production (observed post-hunt calves:100 cows ratio,
years 1986-2023)

Elk Harvest Estimates in DAU E-14, 1986-2023
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Figure 14-4, Elk harvest estimates in E-14, years 1986-2023.
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OTC Elk Licenses Used in DAU E-14, 2001-2023
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Figure 14-5. Elk Limited and Over-The-Counter License Quotas in E-14, years 2001-2023.

Background

The Grand Mesa E-14 DAU is located in west-central Colorado and encompasses the Grand
Mesa, directly east of Grand Junction and includes Game Management Units (GMUs) 41, 42,
52, 411, 421, and 521. This unit spans parts of Mesa, Garfield, Pitkin, Delta and Gunnison
counties. Elevations range from the flat top mountains on the Grand Mesa at around 11,000
feet to approximately 4,600 feet down at the Colorado River. Approximately 63% of this DAU
is public property with 43% managed by the United States Forest Service, 19% managed by the
Bureau of Land Management and a small percentage managed by the state of Colorado.

106



NW Elk Herd Management Plans Draft 2024

Since the 2010 E-14 herd management plan, the population objective for the Grand Mesa elk
herd has been 15,000 to 19,000 animals. The elk population for many years remained fairly
stable, hovering above the objective range. In the 2010s cow licenses were increased and
stabilized the population. The population declined to below objective and cow licenses were
reduced. The last three years have seen an increase in population under reduced cow licenses
and a break in drought conditions, mirroring increases in calf:cow ratios. The post-hunt
population estimate in 2023 was 15,683 elk. Winter calf: cow ratios, which represent a
measure of calf recruitment and the herd’s productivity, have been largely stable in E-14.

The current sex ratio objective range for elk is 18 - 22 bulls: 100 cows. For the life of the
2010 herd management plan, this herd has been managed to maximize hunting opportunity.
With over the counter licenses available for both archery and rifle, the sex ratio range has
fluctuated between 18.2 and 26.8 bulls per 100 cows in the last decade.

Historically, this herd has had both Over-The-Counter (OTC) either-sex and cow archery tags,
but almost exponential growth in the number of hunters heading to the Grand Mesa to hunt
elk in archery season changed the distribution of elk and affected harvest success. Due to
steep decreases in hunter satisfaction, declines in harvest rates and changes in elk
distribution due to hunting pressure, OTC archery tags were removed for E-14 and replaced
with limited licenses.

Significant Issues

The ongoing issues for the Grand Mesa elk herd are primarily around elk winter ranges. Elk
winter ranges on the Grand Mesa have been affected by range habitat quality declines due to
years of drought, reduction of overall habitat due to development and exclusionary fencing
and habitat fragmentation. Additionally, there are game damage issues and concerns about
predation rates from a large bear population. Hunting opportunities within elk winter ranges
are fewer than within summer ranges due to large tracts of private land and public access
issues.

In the E-14 2010 Herd Management Plan, declining habitat quality on winter ranges was
mentioned as a major issue for this herd. It continues to be a concern. Habitat quality within
summer ranges on the Grand Mesa are considered quite good and have positive impacts on
calf production. However, due to a combination of drought, invasive plants, fire suppression
and various forms of development, the quality of the winter ranges in lower elevations has
continued to decline. Recreational development has increased on the Grand Mesa as well.
Proposals for new mountain biking and hiking trails have increased as more people move to
the western slope.

The fragmentation and reduction of available habitat for elk on the Grand Mesa has declined
as well. Increases in housing development and sub-division of large private properties along I-
70 and the North Fork Valleys have resulted in a loss of quality winter range. Exclusionary
fencing for orchards and other agricultural lands have blocked migration routes and access for
elk to some of their range. This is compounded by elk game damage issues that occur on both
the North and South sides of the Mesa.

Oil and gas has, historically, been a contributing factor in the reduction of elk range, but new
green energies are also contributing. Interest in solar development has increased dramatically
in the last couple of years in the area as well as across the state of Colorado. Much of the

proposed and ongoing development for solar occurs within quality elk and deer winter ranges.
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These solar projects exclude all large wildlife species from utilizing habitat and often destroy
that habitat in the development process.

Despite attempts to reduce the bear population on the Grand Mesa, there are still high bear
conflicts and large numbers of bears spotted every year. There is a concern that the
predation that these bears incur on elk calves may be affecting our calf: cow ratios during
hard weather years.

Additionally, of the approximately 1,220 square miles of winter range in E-14, 49% is on public
lands and 51% is privately held. This low degree of accessible public land in late seasons leads
to hunter crowding and lower harvest success rates of public land hunters. Elk refuge on
private land during the late-fall and winter hunting seasons and increases in private land tags
have not changed elk distribution much.

Stakeholder Outreach and Input

In 2022, hunters were randomly selected to complete the 2022 Elk Hunter Attitude
Survey after the completion of their hunting seasons, and 3,174 respondents answered
the opt-in questions for E-14. Over 50% of hunters were dissatisfied with the total
number of elk and number of bulls seen in 2022. Nearly all respondents wished to see
an increase in the elk population over the next 10 years. Approximately 60% of
respondents felt not at all crowded or only slightly crowded during their hunt, and
over half of the respondents were satisfied with their hunt overall.

In the summer of 2023, the proposed objectives were presented in El Jebel to 22
members of the public, in Grand Junction to five and in Hotchkiss to three. They were
asked to submit written feedback through both an online survey and in-person. We
received five written responses and two online. Many expressed their concerns about
declining elk populations and the accessibility of those elk to the public. Growing
concerns about increases in OTC non-resident hunters, increases in recreational and
new energy development (solar/wind) and preference point creep.

In the fall of 2023, these objectives were presented to the North and South Grand
Mesa Habitat Partnership Program Committees. The plan will also be open to public
comment for a 30-day period before heading to the Colorado Parks and Wildlife
Commission for approval.

Management Alternatives
The preferred alternatives of 15,000 to 19,000 elk and 18 - 25 bulls: 100 cows.

Post-hunt Population

15,000 - 19,000 elk (status quo)

The hunting public has indicated a desire to see population increase, but due to many of the
issues identified for this herd, there are limits to what can be achieved through harvest
management. Concerns about the amount of game damage issues, quality and quantity of
available winter range and other pending changes to the landscape may prove raising the
population objective unfeasible. At this stage in the process, CPW personnel recommend
status quo in an effort to balance the hunter desires to see the herd grow with the other
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issues on the ground that may make a large herd increase challenging in E-14. The herd is
currently at the low end of the population objective range which allows management towards
growth in population without increasing the objective range. Good precipitation in the last
two years have led to increases in calf:cow ratios and resulted in an increase in population
and increases in the herd are possible under the current management scheme.

Post-hunt bull ratio

18 - 25 bulls per 100 cows (wider range)

Since the 2010 Herd Management Plan revision, the range of sex ratios that have been
observed during winter surveys is 18.2 to 26.8 bulls per 100 cows. CPW personnel recommend
increasing the sex ratio objective range to 18 - 25 bulls per 100 cows from 18 - 22 bulls per
100 cows to include this variation. This increased management flexibility would address
hunter desires to see more bulls on the landscape, but allow continued management of the
Grand Mesa elk herd for hunter opportunity, which was also an indicated preference of many
hunters. This also addresses the challenges of management through limited license setting
with open OTC rifle seasons.
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AVALANCHE CREEK ELK HERD MANAGEMENT PLAN

DATA ANALYSIS UNIT E-15
Julie Mao, Wildlife Biologist, Glenwood Springs

Avalanche Creek Elk Herd (DAU E-15)

GMUs: 43, 431, and 471

Post-hunt population:
Current (2013 plan) Population Objective:
Post-hunt 2023 Population Estimate:
Proposed New Population Objective:

3,600-5,400 elk

4,250 elk

status quo (3,600-5,400
elk)

Post-hunt Sex Ratio (Bulls:100 Cows):
Current (2013 plan) Expected Sex Ratio:

Most Recent 3-year Average of Observed Sex
Ratio:

New Expected Sex Ratio Objective:

17-27 bulls:100 cows
22 bulls:100 cows

19-30 bulls: 100 cows
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Number of Elk
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Figure 15-1. Elk DAU E-15 modeled post-hunt population and objective range, years 1981 -

2023.
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Figure 15-2. Elk DAU E-15 observed and modeled post-hunt sex ratio (bulls:100 cows), years

1981 - 2023.
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Elk DAU E-15 Observed Post-hunt Sex Ratio, 1981-2023
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Figure 15-3. Elk DAU E-15 calf production (observed post-hunt calves:100 cows ratio, years
1981-2023)

Elk Harvest Estimates in DAU E-15, 1981-2023
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Figure 15-4. Elk harvest estimates in E-15, years 1981-2023.
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Unlimited/ OTC Elk Licenses Used in DAU E-15, 1996-2023
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Limited Elk Licenses in DAU E-15, 1996-2023
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Figure 15-5. Elk Limited and Over-The-Counter License Quotas in E-15, years 1996-2023.

Background

The Avalanche Creek Elk Data Analysis Unit (DAU) E-15 is located in northwest Colorado and
consists of Game Management Units (GMU) 43, 431, and 471. This DAU lies in Pitkin,
Gunnison, Eagle, and Garfield Counties. Major towns include Aspen, Snowmass Village,
Basalt, Carbondale, Glenwood Springs. E-15 covers 2,201 km2 (~544,000 acres) of land area.
Approximately three-fourths of the DAU is public land, and one-fourth is private. Wilderness
areas make up 39% of the DAU including most of the Maroon Bells-Snowmass and parts of the
Collegiate Peaks and Ragged Wilderness Areas. The DAU makes up about 60% of the Roaring
Fork River Watershed.

The 2013 herd management plan for E-15 updated the population objective to a range of
3,600-5,400 elk. Cow licenses were reduced moderately over several successive years from
2013-2015 in order to stabilize the population within the new objective, and then cow quotas
were increased slightly in 2016 and have been held fairly stable since then. The population
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has been stable to slightly increasing within objective range over the past 10 years. E-15’s
population estimate as of post-hunt 2023 was ~4,250 elk.

Winter calf:cow ratios, which represent a measure of calf recruitment and the herd’s
productivity, have declined by 7.3% each decade over the past 40+ years, meaning that the
herd’s potential for population growth and its resilience to environmental and ecological
stressors have steadily diminished as the landscape of the Roaring Fork Valley has changed.
Over the past 10 years (2014-2023), winter calf:cow ratios have averaged 34 calves: 100 cows,
compared to 59 calves: 100 cows in the 1980s. Because of concerns about declining calf:cow
ratios in this herd as well as other herds around the state, CPW’s Mammals Research section
began an elk calf survival study in 2019 in several elk DAUs including E-15. The project is in
progress through 2026, after which the researchers will publish their findings.

As an over-the-counter (OTC) DAU with unlimited either-sex archery and unlimited bull
licenses in 2nd and 3rd rifle seasons, E-15 is not specifically managed for a sex ratio
objective, but rather to provide ample bull hunting opportunities. In the 2013 herd
management plan, the expected sex ratio range based on the minimum and maximum
observed ratios in the preceding 10 years was 17-27 bulls: 100 cows. Over the past 10 years,
the observed bull:cow ratios remained within that expected range. The current (2021-2023)
3-year average is 22 bulls: 100 cows, and the observed values over the past 10 years have
ranged from 19 to 30 bulls: 100 cows.

Harvest over the past 10 years has been slightly lower than in previous decades. Lower
antlerless harvest has been primarily due to the reduction in cow licenses. Bull harvest is only
marginally lower in the past 10 years compared to previous decades. Archery season
participation in E-15, as in many other DAUs, has slowly but steadily climbed, and now
exceeds the number of OTC rifle bull hunters.

Significant issues

All of the management issues involving habitat loss and fragmentation that were discussed in
the 2013 E-15 herd management plan are still relevant today and may be even more
significant as the number of people residing, visiting, and recreating in this area continues to
increase and to impact elk and other wildlife and their habitat.

The human population in the Roaring Fork Valley has continued to grow over the past decade,
albeit at a slower pace than in the 1990s and 2000s. Land development and recreation
continue to be the major impacts on wildlife. Land development has led to loss of habitat
quantity and quality in the form of conversion of habitat into houses, other buildings, and
infrastructure; and fragmentation of habitat due to roads, trails, and structures. As more
people have moved into the area, motorized and non-motorized outdoor recreation activities
of all kinds have become a year-round presence on the landscape. Summer range areas on
public lands are now used heavily by recreationists, to the extent that some elk groups are no
longer migrating up to higher elevations in the summer and instead remain on private
agricultural lands throughout the year. There is unending demand from user groups to
establish more recreational trails, as well as frequent use and expansion of unofficial trails,
all of which fragment and diminish the quality of remaining wildlife habitat. Human
disturbances during critical periods for wildlife can reduce calf recruitment and increase
stress on wintering wildlife. Dogs, especially when off-leash, also present another stressor on
wildlife and a potential source of mortality. More vehicle traffic, along with increased driving
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speeds, have resulted in roadkill of elk and other wildlife in places without wildlife fencing
along highways. Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) has installed wildlife fencing
along most portions of Highway 82, which has significantly reduced roadkills along those
stretches, but also limits animal movements in the valley bottom.

Existing undeveloped habitat has been degraded not only by human recreational impacts, but
also due to long-term fire suppression and lack of habitat management which has led to older-
aged, less productive forage. Areas close to human developments are rarely allowed to burn
at a large landscape scale due to potential damage to human property. The cumulative
effect is that both quantity and quality of habitat has declined for elk in E-15. At a more
localized scale, BLM, USFS, and other local land management entities have conducted habitat
projects including prescribed fire and mechanical treatments in aspen/mountain shrub/oak
brush habitats to improve winter range and calving areas for elk.

Bear, mountain lion, and coyote populations are believed to have increased over the past
several decades, and their predation on calves (as well as adult elk mortality by lions) could
potentially limit the elk population. Predation by each carnivore species can be additive or
compensatory to other causes of elk mortality (such as malnutrition, disease, human-caused
mortality, and predation by the other carnivore species). Whether predation has population-
level effects on the elk herd depends on how close the elk population is to carrying capacity.

Chronic wasting disease (CWD) is currently not an issue for elk in E-15. There were no
detections of CWD in E-15 elk among the 33 samples submitted in the years 2018-2023.

Management Objective Recommendations

We recommend maintaining E-15’s population objective range of 3,600-5,400 elk for the
next 10 years. The population has been within this objective range over the past 10+ years
with moderate availability of cow licenses. With the herd’s low calf:cow ratios, increasing the
population size back to levels in the 1990s is unlikely to be possible, nor desirable given the
loss of winter range habitat. However, it is realistically achievable to maintain the current
population size, especially if efforts are taken to not further worsen the impacts of recreation
activity, land development and fragmentation, habitat degradation, and predation described
above.

Because E-15 has OTC bull licenses, there will continue to not be an actual sex ratio
objective. But the expected sex ratio range, based on observed values over the previous 10
years, is 19-30 bulls: 100 cows.

Strategies to Address Issues and Management Concerns and to Achieve Herd
Management Objectives

CPW will continue to work collaboratively with our partners in the federal land management
agencies, private landowners, county governments, local municipalities and NGOs to protect
and enhance the remaining elk habitat. Important habitat conservation methods include
habitat treatments, conservation easements or land acquisitions, maintaining landscape
connectivity and movement corridors, and adhering to seasonal recreation closures on winter
range areas. Conservation easements are difficult to establish in this area due to the
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extremely high real estate values in this area, but would still be worthwhile pursuing with
interested landowners with the assistance from NGOs and local governments.

To achieve the updated population objective, CPW will continue to monitor the population

size and set licenses annually to provide sufficient hunting opportunities. We expect that
quotas for antlerless, antlered, and either-sex licenses will remain stable.
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FRYING PAN RIVER ELK HERD MANAGEMENT PLAN

DATA ANALYSIS UNIT E-16
Julie Mao, Wildlife Biologist, Glenwood Springs

Frying Pan River Elk Herd (DAU E-16)

GMUs: 44, 45, 47, 444

Post-hunt population:
Current (2013 plan) Population Objective:
Post-hunt 2023 Population Estimate:
Proposed New Population Objective:

5,500-8,500 elk

9,820 elk

status quo (5,500-8,500
elk)

Post-hunt Sex Ratio (Bulls:100 Cows):
Current (2013 plan) Expected Sex Ratio:
Most Recent 3-year Average of Observed Sex
Ratio:
Proposed New Expected Sex Ratio Objective:

18-30 bulls: 100 cows
22 bulls:100 cows

17-29 bulls:100 cows
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Figure 16-1. Elk DAU E-16 modeled post-hunt population estimates and objective range,
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Elk DAU E-16 Observed Post-hunt Sex Ratio, 1980-2023
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Figure 16-3. Elk DAU E-16 calf production (observed post-hunt calves:100 cows ratio, years
1981-2023)

Elk Harvest Estimates in DAU E-16, 1980-2023
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Figure 16-4. Elk harvest estimates in E-16, years 1981-2023.
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Limited Elk Licenses in DAU E-16, 1996-2023

5000
4500
4000
3500
3000
2500
2000
1500
1000
500
0

Limited License Quota

1996 2000 2004 2008 2012 2016 2020

—+—E/S or M Limited Rifle & Muzz —#—F Limited Rifle & Muzz E/S + M + F Lim Archery

Unlimited/OTC Elk Licenses Used in DAU E-16, 1996-2023

7000
6000
5000
4000

OTC Licenses

3000
2000

1000 M

0—-—-—-—-—-—-—#‘1”.‘7’#‘."7‘7’ ||||||
1996 2000 2004 2008 2012 2016 2020

=8=E/S or M OTC Archery =0=F OTC Archery —+—M OTC Rifle
Figure 16-5. Elk Limited and Over-The-Counter License Quotas in E-16, years 1996-2023.

Background

The Frying Pan River Elk Data Analysis Unit (DAU) E-16 is located in northwest Colorado and
consists of Game Management Units (GMUs) 44, 45, 47, and 444. This DAU lies in Pitkin,
Gunnison, Eagle, and Garfield Counties. Major towns include Aspen, Basalt, Glenwood
Springs, Gypsum, Eagle, Edwards, Avon, and Vail. E-16 covers 3,500 km? (~865,000 acres) of
land area. Eighty percent of the DAU is public land, and 20% is private. Elk winter range is
63% public and 37% private land. E-16 includes the Holy Cross and Hunter-Fryingpan
Wilderness Areas.

The 2013 herd management plan for E-16 updated the population objective to a range of
5,500-8,500 elk. The estimated population was at the lower end of this objective range and
continued to decline, so starting in 2014, cow licenses were reduced over the course of
several years. In 2018, the population dropped below the objective range, so cow licenses
were further cut down to 10 licenses per antlerless hunt code.

In 2019, significant hunt code changes were made in E-16 to even further limit cow harvest:
(1) GMU-specific cow rifle licenses were condensed into DAU-wide hunt codes with a single
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quota floating among all 4 seasons, (b) E-16’s GMUs were removed as valid units from the
statewide over-the-counter (OTC) cow archery hunt code, (c) E-16’s GMUs were also removed
from the statewide OTC either-sex archery hunt code and replaced with a new E-16 DAU-
specific bull-only OTC hunt code (then in 2020, this hunt code was changed from OTC to a
limited bull archery license), (d) either-sex 1st and 4th rifle hunt codes were changed to bull-
only, (e) private-land-only (PLO) hunt codes were eliminated, and (f) all cow hunt codes in E-
16 were changed to List A. These changes brought the total number of E-16 cow licenses
down to 10 muzzleloader and 10 rifle tags, resulting in negligible cow harvest in the DAU. By
holding cow harvest to nearly 0 for 4 years, the population increased back into the objective
range. The distribution of this population growth appears to be uneven though: wintering
groups on the Roaring Fork Valley side of the DAU increased faster than those on the Eagle
River side. And as some elk groups grew, particularly in Missouri Heights and Spring Valley in
the western portion of GMU 444, they have become less migratory, occupying lower-elevation
agricultural lands year-round.

As of the most recent (post-hunt 2023) population estimate of 9,820 elk, E-16 is now above
the upper end of the population objective. Notably, however, the rapid increase in the elk
population was achieved artificially, in a sense, by reducing cow harvest to near-zero from
2019-2022. CPW’s goal though is not to eliminate cow harvest perpetually, but rather to offer
sufficient opportunities to the public to harvest both cow and/or bull elk by managing for a
population size slightly below ecological and social carrying capacity. In 2023, several hunt
codes were restored in order to allow for more localized management of cow harvest within
the DAU. GMU-specific cow rifle hunt codes were brought back; antlerless quotas were un-
floated, allowing separate quotas in each of the 4 rifle seasons; and the PLO cow hunt code
for GMU 444 was restored to help address concerns about big game-agricultural conflict.
Antlerless license quotas have been increased in 2023 and 2024 and will be adjusted annually
to steer the population back into objective range.

Winter calf:cow ratios, which represent a measure of calf recruitment and the herd’s
productivity, have declined by 6.6% each decade over the past 40+ years, meaning that E-16’s
potential for population growth and its resilience to environmental and ecological stressors
have steadily diminished as the landscapes of the Eagle River Valley and Roaring Fork Valley
have changed. Over the past 10 years (2014-2023), winter calf:cow ratios in E-16 have
averaged 36 calves: 100 cows, compared to 56 calves:100 cows in the 1980s.

As an over-the-counter (OTC) DAU with unlimited bull licenses in 2nd and 3rd rifle seasons, E-
16 is not specifically managed for a sex ratio objective, but rather to provide ample bull
hunting opportunities. In the 2013 herd management plan, the expected sex ratio range
based on the minimum and maximum observed ratios in the preceding 10 years was 18-30
bulls: 100 cows. Over the past 10 years, the observed bull:cow ratios remained within that
expected range. The downward trend of observed bull:cow ratio (although still within
expected range) is likely due to the relative increase in the cow segment of the herd, an
artifact of the intentional reduction of cow harvest. The current (2021-2023) 3-year average
is 22 bulls: 100 cows, and the observed values over the past 10 years have ranged from 17 to
29 bulls:100 cows.

Harvest over the past 10 years has been much lower than in previous decades, driven by the
significant reduction in cow rifle licenses and the various hunt code changes, as discussed
above. Bull harvest is lower than in previous decades, but has been stable over the past 10
years, averaging close to 400 bulls annually. Hunter participation in E-16 during the statewide
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OTC rifle seasons has also been slightly lower than in the past but has been stable, averaging
~1,550 OTC hunters since 2019.

Significant issues

All of the management issues involving habitat loss and fragmentation that were discussed in
the 2013 E-16 herd management plan are still relevant today and may be even more
significant as the number of people residing, visiting, and recreating in this area continues to
increase and to impact elk and other wildlife and their habitat.

The human population in the Eagle and Roaring Fork Valleys has continued to grow over the
past decade, albeit at a slower pace than in the 1990s and 2000s. Land development and
recreation continue to be the major impacts on wildlife. Land development has led to loss of
habitat quantity and quality in the form of conversion of habitat into houses, other buildings,
and infrastructure; and fragmentation of habitat due to roads, trails, and structures. As more
people have moved into the area, motorized and non-motorized outdoor recreation activities
of all kinds have become a year-round presence on the landscape. Summer range areas on
public lands are now used heavily by recreationists, to the extent that some elk groups are no
longer migrating up to higher elevations in the summer and instead remain on private
agricultural lands throughout the year. There is unending demand from user groups to
establish more recreational trails, as well as frequent use and expansion of unofficial trails,
all of which fragment and diminish the quality of remaining wildlife habitat. Human
disturbances during critical periods for wildlife can reduce calf recruitment and increase
stress on wintering wildlife. Dogs, especially when off-leash, also present another stressor on
wildlife and a potential source of mortality. More vehicle traffic, along with increased driving
speeds, have resulted in roadkill of elk and other wildlife in places without wildlife fencing
along highways. Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) has installed wildlife fencing
along most portions of I-70 and Highway 82, which has significantly reduced roadkills along
those stretches, but also limits animal movements in the valley bottoms.

Existing undeveloped habitat has been degraded not only by human recreational impacts, but
also due to long-term fire suppression and lack of habitat management which has led to older-
aged, less productive forage. Areas close to human developments are rarely allowed to burn
at a large landscape scale due to potential damage to human property. The cumulative
effect is that both quantity and quality of habitat has declined for elk in E-16. At a more
localized scale, BLM, USFS, and other local land management entities have conducted habitat
projects including prescribed fire and mechanical treatments in aspen/mountain shrub/oak
brush habitats to improve winter range and calving areas for elk.

Bear, mountain lion, and coyote populations are believed to have increased over the past
several decades, and their predation on calves (as well as adult elk mortality by lions) could
potentially limit the elk population. Predation by each carnivore species can be additive or
compensatory to other causes of elk mortality (such as malnutrition, disease, human-caused
mortality, and predation by the other carnivore species). Whether predation has population-
level effects on the elk herd depends on how close the elk population is to carrying capacity.

Chronic wasting disease (CWD) is currently not an issue for elk in E-16. There were no
detections of CWD in E-16 elk among the 23 samples submitted in the years 2018-2023.
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Management Objective Recommendations

We recommend maintaining E-16’s population objective range of 5,500-8,500 elk for the
next 10 years. Although the population estimate currently sits above the upper end of this
range, it was achieved by severely limiting cow harvest for 4+ years. With the herd’s low
calf:cow ratios, increasing the population size back to levels in the 1990s is unlikely to be
possible, nor desirable given the loss of winter range habitat and potential for game damage
issues on the remaining agricultural lands. Now that the population is no longer below
objective, cow licenses should be brought back to a moderate level to manage the herd
within objective.

Because E-16 has OTC bull licenses, there will continue to not be an actual sex ratio
objective. But the expected sex ratio range, based on observed values over the previous 10
years, is 17-29 bulls: 100 cows. As opportunities for cow harvest are brought back, the
bull:cow ratio may increase somewhat but will likely still be within this expected range.

Strategies to Address Issues and Management Concerns and to Achieve Herd
Management Objectives

CPW will continue to work collaboratively with our partners in the federal land management
agencies, private landowners, county governments, local municipalities and NGOs to protect
and enhance the remaining elk habitat. Important habitat conservation methods include
habitat treatments, conservation easements or land acquisitions, maintaining landscape
connectivity and movement corridors, and adhering to seasonal recreation closures on winter
range areas. Conservation easements are difficult to establish in this area due to the
extremely high real estate values in this area, but would still be worthwhile pursuing with
interested landowners with the assistance from NGOs and local governments.

To achieve the updated population objective, CPW will continue to monitor the population
size and set licenses annually to provide sufficient hunting opportunities. There will be
opportunity to restore cow license quotas to moderate levels from their lowest values in the
early 2020s. If needed, additional PLO cow hunt codes could also be restored in the other
GMUs within E-16 if there are future game damage issues.
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GLADE PARK ELK HERD MANAGEMENT PLAN

DATA ANALYSIS UNIT E-19
Genevieve Fuller, Wildlife Biologist, Grand Junction

Glade Park Elk Herd (DAU E-19)
Approval Year for last HMP: 2010

GMU: 40

Post-hunt population:

Current (2010 plan) Population Objective:

2,800 - 3,800 elk

Post-hunt 2023 Population Estimate:

5,554 elk

Preferred Population Objective:

2,800 - 3,800 elk (status quo)

Post-hunt Sex Ratio (Bulls:100 Cows):

Current (2010 plan) Sex Ratio Objective:

30 - 35 bulls per 100 cows

Post-hunt 2023 Sex Ratio:

observed: 26.5; modeled: 30.2

Preferred Sex Ratio Objective:

30 - 40 bulls per 100 cows
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Elk DAU E-19 Modeled Post-hunt Population and Objective Range
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Figure 19-1. Elk DAU E-19 modeled post-hunt population and objective range, years 1995 -
2023 (Preferred Alternative Range in Yellow).

Elk DAU E-19 Observed Post-hunt Sex Ratio, 1995-2023
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Figure 19-2. Elk DAU E-19 observed and modeled post-hunt sex ratio (bulls:100 cows), years
1995 - 2023 (Proposed objective in red).
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Elk DAU E-19 Observed Winter Calf:Cow Ratios, 1986-2023
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Figure 19-3. Elk DAU E-19 calf production (observed post-hunt calves:100 cows ratio, years
1995 - 2023)
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Figure 19-4. Elk harvest estimates in E-19, years 1995 - 2023.
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Limited Elk Licenses in DAU E-19, 2007-2023
900
800
700
600
500
400
300

200 ;;;;;a.—/\

100 | £ S

Limited License Quota

2007 2011 2015 2019

—a— Either Sex or Bull Limited Rifle /Muzzleloader —— Cow Limited Rifle/Muzzleloader
Either Sex or Bull Limited Archery

Figure 19-5. Elk Limited License Quotas in E-19, years 2007-2023.

Background

The Glade Park E-19 DAU is located in west-central Colorado within Mesa County and includes
both Glade Park and Pinon Mesa, southwest of Grand Junction, Colorado. The highest point is
approximately 9,700 feet at the south-center of the DAU. The lowest point is where the
Colorado River meets the UT state line at approximately 4,600 feet. Approximately 62% of the
lands within this DAU are public property. Of the overall area, 4% is managed by the United
States Forest Service (USFS) and about 56% by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). The
National Park Service owns 4%. This is a small elk DAU containing only Game Management Unit
(GMU) 40.

The elk population in this area has increased steadily for the last two decades. A short dip
occurred during the process of writing the 2010 Herd Management Plan where the population
was at the low end of objective range. Cow licenses were reduced and a late cow season was
removed to address it. Since 2010 the population estimate has been on the high end of the
objective range or above. The 2023 post-hunt population estimate was 5,554 elk.

Winter calf:cow ratios, which represent a measure of calf recruitment and the herd’s
productivity, have declined slightly over the years, but have remained more stable than many
other elk herds in other parts of Colorado. The 2023 post-hunt production rate was 44.3
calves per 100 cows.

The elk in E-19 migrate between summer and winter ranges. A significant portion of the elk
winter range for E-19 elk spans the border of Colorado and Utah. At certain times of year,
large bull elk are plentiful, but bull groups often move across the Utah border. When winter
classification surveys occur, large bull groups may or may not be in Colorado and observable
for the count. This has resulted in large fluctuations in our observed sex ratios. Distribution of
elk in this way also determines what may be available to hunters in various seasons. However,
the density of mature bulls on Glade Park has historically been high, in part due to a
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management strategy that maximizes hunter opportunities on mature bulls by limiting the
number of bull tags. This unit only has limited elk license opportunities. The 2023 post-hunt
observed sex ratio was 26.5 bulls per 100 cows.

Bull licenses have been maintained low to manage for higher quality mature bull hunting and
harvest rates reflect that stability. Cow harvest has declined over the past several years in
part due to a reduction in cow licenses that attempted to boost what was, at the time, a
declining elk population as per the 2010 Herd Management Plan.

Significant Issues

The primary issues for E-19 elk involve habitat aridification due to drought, access to hunt-
able lands, deer and elk competition, and license availability.

Years of drought and a trend towards long-term aridification of the area has led to a shift in
habitat. Quality of habitat within the unit is largely high in summer ranges and low utilization
sections of winter ranges, but invasive species have increased in drier portions of the unit.

An ongoing problem in the DAU is access to huntable lands by non-landowning hunters. With
nearly 40% of the land owned by private entities, access is difficult, particularly during
hunting seasons. Large tracts of privately-owned and inaccessible property create huge
preserves, concentrating the elk, and reducing harvest opportunity. The problem is most
critical in the highest elevations, during early seasons.

For over a decade, the increasing elk population has been followed by a decrease in the deer
population. Elk and deer have been known to compete for resources and management
between the two species is always a balance.

The DAU has had substantial development in areas that were once part of the elk winter
range, particularly in the areas surrounding Glade Park. The Unaweep Canyon is also
experiencing increasing development, although to a lesser extent. Ranches have been
subdivided and natural habitat quality is significantly reduced by fragmentation. However,
many of the remaining landowners have increased private land stewardship on their
properties involving large habitat improvement projects, reduction of livestock usage and
conservation easements.

Stakeholder Outreach and Input

In 2022, hunters were randomly selected to complete the 2022 Elk Hunter Attitude Survey
after the completion of their hunting seasons, and 171 respondents answered the opt-in
questions for E-19. A majority of hunters were satisfied with the total number of elk and
number of bulls seen in 2022. Nearly all respondents wished to see an increase in the elk
population over the next 10 years. Approximately 80% of respondents felt not at all crowded
or only slightly crowded during their hunt, and a majority of the respondents were satisfied
with their hunt overall.

In the summer of 2023, the proposed objectives were presented in Grand Junction to five

members of the public. They were asked to submit written feedback through both an online
survey and in-person. We received only one written response.
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The plan will also be open to public comment for a 30-day period before heading to the
Colorado Parks and Wildlife Commission for approval.

Management Alternatives

The preferred alternatives of 2,800 to 3,800 elk and 30 - 40 bulls: 100 cows.
Post-hunt Population

2,800 to 3,800 elk (status quo)

The hunter attitude survey indicated a satisfaction of hunters in the number of elk, bulls and overall
hunt experience. Considering movement of elk between public and private and across the Utah border,
CPW personnel recommend the status quo for the population objective. This herd has been steadily
climbing above objective and a small reduction in elk would address some of the concerns with
competition with deer while maintaining current hunting opportunities.

Post-hunt bull ratio

30 - 40 bulls: 100 cows (wider range)

Bull hunter satisfaction has been high in this unit and the range of observed sex ratio since the last HMP
revision in 2010 is 20.5 to 49.2 bulls per 100 cows with a median of 32.7 and an average of 32.1. The sex
ratio has jumped above and below the objective range throughout the last decade with only one year
landing within the range since 2010. Due to this, CPW personnel recommend expanding the objective
range to 30 - 40 bulls per 100 cows from 30 — 35 bulls per 100 cows. This unit is managed for quality,
mature bull hunting opportunities and so expanding the range upward to accommodate the
intermittent spikes in sex ratios aligns with the current management strategy.
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RANGELY/BLUE MOUNTAIN ELK HERD MANAGEMENT PLAN

DATA ANALYSIS UNIT E-21
Darby Finley, Wildlife Biologist, Meeker

Rangely/Blue Mountain (DAU E-21) GMU: 10

Approval Year for last HMP: No Plan
Post-hunt population:
Current (No plan) Population Objective: | 1200 elk

Post-hunt 2023 Minimum Count: | 2600 elk
Proposed Population Objective: | Minimum count 1,000 - 2,000 elk

Post-hunt Sex Ratio (Bulls:100 Cows):
Current (No plan) Sex Ratio Objective:
Post-hunt 2023 Sex Ratio:

Proposed Sex Ratio Objective:

40 bulls per 100 cows
observed: 29; modeled: NA
>40 bulls per 100 cows (status quo)
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Elk DAU E-21 Post-Hunt Flight Counts and Objective Range, 1987-2023
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Figure 21-1. Elk DAU E-21 post-hunt minimum counts and objective range, years 1988-2023.

Elk DAU E-21 Observed Post-hunt Sex Ratio, 1988-2023
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Figure 21-2. Elk DAU E-21 observed post-hunt sex ratio (bulls:100 cows), years 1988-2023.
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Elk DAU E-21 Observed Winter Calf:Cow Ratios, 1988-2023

100
90
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10

0

Calves per 100 Cows

1997 2001 2005 2009 2013 2017 2021
=@ Calf Production

Figure 21-3. Elk DAU E-21 calf production (observed post-hunt calves:100 cows), 1988-2022.

Elk Harvest Estimates in DAU E-21, 1988-2023
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Figure 21-4. Elk harvest estimates in E-21, years 1988-2023.
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Background

The Blue Mountain elk DAU, E-21, is located in northwest Colorado and includes portions of
Moffat and Rio Blanco counties. The DAU includes a single Game Management Unit (GMU): 10.
The towns of Rangely and Dinosaur are located on the periphery of the DAU.

The Blue Mountain elk DAU covers 832 square miles. Of this, 21% (178 mi?) is private
property, 62% (513 mi?) is Bureau of Land Management (BLM) land, 3% (27 mi?) is State Land
Board land, and 14% (114 mi®) of the DAU includes Dinosaur National Monument administered
by the National Park Service. Ownership patterns vary across elk seasonal ranges within the
DAU comprising private, state and federal lands.

Resident elk within E-21 will migrate short distances from summer ranges at higher elevations
on Blue Mountain to lower elevations surrounding the high mountain plateau. Migratory elk
from adjacent DAUs E-2 and E-6 will also move into the eastern portions of the DAU in winter.

The current population objective for DAU E-21 is 1200 elk. The population objective was set
in 1994, however, no herd management plan was written. The 5-year average post-hunt elk
population minimum count for E21 has been ~2000 elk. The management objective for the E-
21 elk herd has been to maintain the sex ratio at 40 bulls:100 cows. E-21 is one of the
premier DAUs in the state, managed for high bull ratios. To manage for these high bull ratios,
antlered license numbers are extremely limited to allow for higher rates of recruitment of
bulls to older age classes. Long-term bull ratios have averaged 41 bulls:100 cows. Over the
past five years, the average observed sex ratio has been 50 bulls:100 cows. The long-term
post-hunt age ratio (calves:100 cows) has averaged 47 since 1988. The highest age ratio was
64 calves:100 cows in 1992 and the lowest was 33 calves:100 cows in 2010. The average age
ratio from 2019-2023 has been 46 calves:100 cows. The long-term trend for the cow:calf
ratios shows a stable to slightly increasing trend. Observed sex and age ratios can fluctuate
within the DAU based on timing of flights and winter conditions. Radio collar location data has
shown significant inter-DAU immigration into E-21 from adjacent DAUs E-2 and E-6 when
winter conditions are severe. This can result in lower observed bull ratios due to the
increased number of cow/calf groups observed within E-21.

Significant Issues

The management issues identified in these DAUs are primarily associated with elk
distribution, winter range habitat capability, and early spring elk use on public lands as elk
migrate back to summer ranges. Online survey results identified high bull:cow ratios, low
cow numbers, bull quality, shed antler hunting, and preference point creep affecting hunter
opportunity as the most common issues with elk hunter satisfaction.

Elk distribution is the biggest challenge in achieving annual cow harvest objectives in the
DAU. Hunter pressure and elk distribution are an annual management concern when setting
license numbers for the DAU. Elk seek refuge within Dinosaur National Monument to avoid
hunting pressure in GMU 10. In addition, more of an emphasis has been placed on late season
hunts to achieve antlerless harvest objectives. It is important for the CPW to work
cooperatively with private landowners, federal land management agencies, and Dinosaur
National Monument to manage this population to the long-term DAU objective.

In addition to elk distribution, changes in elk behavior have resulted in range expansion and,
in some cases, year-round elk use on winter ranges. Elk movement across the Dinosaur
National Monument boundary can create refuge situations that make achieving harvest
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objectives difficult. The arid climate that characterizes this DAU, and cyclical drought
conditions also create challenges in managing elk populations within nutritional carrying
capacities of the range. Mild winter conditions and summer drought cycles prevailed across
the DAU during the early 2000’s causing concern about range conditions and the sustainability
of elk numbers which were at peak population levels during this time. Concerns regarding
drought-stressed range conditions amongst management agencies and livestock operators
resulted in a concerted effort to reduce elk numbers across the DAU. Management efforts
implemented to reduce elk numbers to allow for range rest and recovery included designating
additional cow licenses and implementing a late cow elk season in the DAU. These efforts
proved successful in reducing elk numbers across the DAU.

Major concerns regarding historical and current elk population levels in DAU E-21 are
centered on competition between elk and livestock. Federal land management agencies and
livestock operators support the quality management strategy for elk, but have expressed
concern about overall numbers of elk in the DAU. These concerns are focused on spring and
summer grazing competition between elk and cattle. In contrast, sportsmen, outfitters, and
some landowners are in support of current or slight increases to population levels.

Stakeholder Outreach and Input

Public meetings were held on October 9th and 11th, 2023 in Hayden, CO and Meeker, CO,
respectively. Forty-four people attended these meetings. Public comment forms were
available for attendees to fill out at the meeting. No one submitted a comment form after
the meeting pertaining to E-21. A QR code was also provided to people that attended the
meeting as a way to comment electronically. One person commented using the QR code. The
one individual was a Colorado resident.

In addition to the comment forms available through the local public meetings, opt-in big
game hunter attitude surveys have been conducted the past two years while conducting the
big game harvest survey. These surveys have allowed CPW to gather input from hunters on an
annual basis. Based on survey results, the majority of respondents were satisfied or very
satisfied with their overall hunting experience in E-21. Seventy percent of hunters were
satisfied or very satisfied with the overall number of elk they saw while hunting. Results
were the same from respondents when it comes to the total number of bulls they saw while
hunting in E-21. More hunters responded that they would prefer to hunt mature bulls than
they would to hunt more often however the margin between the two choices was close to
being split. Additionally, more than half of the respondents preferred to see the elk
population stay the same over the next 10 years.

Overall, the majority of hunters responded to not feeling crowded by other hunters when
hunting in E-21 and an overwhelming majority responded to not feeling crowded by non-
hunters.

Management Alternatives

There are three basic management strategies that CPW is currently using for elk DAUs.
Ideally, all units within a DAU are managed using the same strategy. These basic
management strategies consider various types of hunting opportunities including ease of
participation, quality of hunting experience, level of success rates, and opportunity to
harvest a quality male animal.
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Methods to achieve these various opportunities include offering readily available licenses,
spatial and temporal distribution of hunters and license limitations. These different
management strategies afford various types of hunting opportunities and are often mutually
exclusive and therefore must be balanced among the desires of hunters, landowners, and
economic interests.

The DAU management strategy recommendation by the CPW is essentially status quo.
Currently, E-21 is totally specified for all seasons and managed for quality bull elk hunting.
Season structures within DAU E-21 include limited archery and muzzleloader seasons, an early
rifle bull elk season, and 4 limited regular season antlerless hunts. In addition, late season
antlerless hunts are being used as a management tool to maintain elk populations within the
objective range. Hunter success in the DAU will remain relatively high under this strategy.
The management recommendation is to maintain this DAU as a quality bull elk hunting unit
with limited bull license quotas.

Post-hunt Population

Minimum count 1,000 - 2,000 elk

This objective range seeks to maintain the E-21 elk herd within the stated population
objective range which will be assessed through minimum counts observed during post-hunt
sex and age classification flights. The population objective range is consistent with public
desires and allows the herd to be managed at a population level in-line with carrying
capacities given variable range conditions.

Post-hunt bull ratio

>40 bulls per 100 cows

The CPW recommendation is to manage the sex ratio to maintain >40 bulls: 100 cows. During
the past 5 years (2019 - 2023), the herd has averaged 50 bulls: 100 cows with a range of 29 -
71 bulls:100 cows. Bull ratios can vary widely from year to year based on the number and
composition of elk classified. Since bulls traditionally occupy the same winter ranges every
year, observers generally get a representative sample of bulls. However, bull ratios can
fluctuate annually due to inter-DAU movement of cow-calf groups. For example, if a
representative sample of cow-calf groups is not obtained due to emigration out of the DAU or
an influx of cow-calf groups immigrate into the DAU it can influence post-hunt observed bull
ratios. Managing for >40 bulls: 100 cows will allow for continued recruitment of older age
class bull elk within this DAU.
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GREEN RIVER ELK HERD MANAGEMENT PLAN

DATA ANALYSIS UNIT E-47
Darby Finley, Wildlife Biologist, Meeker

Green River DAU E-47 GMUs: 1
Approval Year for last HMP: No Plan
Post-hunt population:
Current (No plan) Population Objective: | 170 elk
Post-hunt 2023 Minimum Count: | 99 elk
Proposed Population Objective: | Minimum count 150 - 250 elk
Post-hunt Sex Ratio (Bulls:100 Cows):
Current (No plan) Sex Ratio Objective: | 40 bulls per 100 cows
3-year average Post-hunt 2023 Sex Ratio: | observed: 140
Proposed Sex Ratio Objective: | >40 bulls per 100 cows (status
quo)
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Elk DAU E-47 Post-Hunt Flight Counts and Objective Range, 1993-2023
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Figure 47-1. Elk DAU E-47 modeled post-hunt population and objective range, years 1993-
2023.
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Figure 47-2. Elk DAU E-47 observed post-hunt sex ratio (bulls:100 cows), years 1993-2023.
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Elk DAU E-47 Observed Winter Calf:Cow Ratios, 1993-2023
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Figure 47-3. Elk DAU E-47 calf production (observed post-hunt calves:100 cows), 1993-2023.

Elk Harvest Estimates in DAU E-47, 2003-2023
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Figure 47-4. Elk harvest estimates in E-47, years 2003-2023.

Background

The Green River Elk Data Analysis Unit (DAU) E-47, is located in the northwest corner of
Colorado and in Moffat County. DAU E-47 is a single Game Management Unit (GMU) 1. Land
ownership within the DAU comprises 77 square miles that is 91% public land and 9% private
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land. Public land includes Bureau of Land Management (BLM) (61%), Browns Park National
Wildlife Refuge managed by the US Fish and Wildlife Service (5%), Dinosaur National
Monument managed by the National Park Service (23%), and State Land Board (2%).

Elk can be found at all elevations within E-47 year-round but in general concentrate at higher
elevations during summer months and move to lower elevations during the winter months.

The current population objective for DAU E-47 is 170 elk. This objective was set in 1994,
however, a management plan was not written for E-47. Radio collar data shows there is
significant seasonal inter-DAU and interstate movement within the DAU. Depending on winter
conditions, the lower elevations on winter ranges within the DAU will be occupied by an
immigration of elk from E-1 and Utah. During the summer months some of these elk will
emigrate out of E-47 back to summer ranges in E-1 and Utah. This inter-DAU and interstate
movement makes it challenging to manage elk within the DAU at such a small geographic
scale. Thus, it is difficult to gather representative post-hunt elk population statistics for a
herd with such dynamic interstate and inter-DAU seasonal movements.

Management Alternatives

There are three basic management strategies that CPW is currently using for elk DAUs.
Ideally, all units within a DAU are managed using the same strategy. These basic
management strategies consider various types of hunting opportunities including ease of
participation, quality of hunting experience, level of success rates, and opportunity to
harvest a quality male animal.

Methods to achieve these various opportunities include offering readily available licenses,
spatial and temporal distribution of hunters and license limitations. These different
management strategies afford various types of hunting opportunities and are often mutually
exclusive and therefore must be balanced among the desires of hunters, landowners, and
economic interests.

The DAU management strategy recommendation by the CPW is status quo. Currently, E-47 is
totally specified for all seasons and managed for quality bull elk hunting. Season structures
within DAU E-47 include limited archery and muzzleloader seasons, an early rifle bull elk
season, and 4 limited regular season antlerless hunts. Hunter success in the DAU will remain
relatively high under this strategy. The management recommendation is to maintain this DAU
as a quality bull elk hunting unit with limited bull license quotas.

Stakeholder Outreach and Input

Public meetings were held on October 9th and 11th, 2023 in Hayden, CO and Meeker, CO,
respectively. Forty-four people attended these meetings. Public comment forms were
available for attendees to fill out at the meeting. No one submitted comment forms after the
meeting pertaining to E-47. A QR code was also provided to people that attended the meeting
as a way to comment electronically. Nobody commented using the QR code.

In addition to the comment forms available through the local public meetings, opt-in big

game hunter attitude surveys have been conducted the past two years while conducting the
big game harvest survey. These surveys have allowed CPW to gather input from hunters on an
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annual basis. Based on survey results, the majority of respondents were satisfied or very
satisfied with their overall hunting experience in E-47. Sixty percent of hunters were
satisfied or very satisfied with the overall number of elk they saw while hunting. Results
were similar from respondents when it comes to the total number of bulls they saw while
hunting in E-47. More hunters responded that they would prefer to hunt mature bulls than
they would to hunt more often. Additionally, almost half of the respondents preferred to see
the elk population stay the same over the next 10 years.

Overall, the majority of hunters responded to not feeling crowded by other hunters when
hunting in E-47 and an overwhelming majority responded to not feeling crowded by non-
hunters.

Post-hunt Population

Minimum count 150-250 elk

This objective seeks to maintain the E-47 elk herd at the stated population objective range
which will be assessed through the minimum counts observed during post-hunt sex and age
classification flights. The population objective is consistent with public desires and allows
the herd to be managed at a population level in-line with carrying capacities given variable
range conditions.

Post-hunt bull ratio

>40 bulls per 100 cows

The CPW recommendation is to manage the sex ratio to maintain >40 bulls: 100 cows. Bull
ratios can vary widely from year to year based on the number and composition of elk
classified. Since bulls traditionally occupy the same winter ranges every year, observers
generally get a representative sample of bulls. However, bull ratios can fluctuate annually
due to interstate and inter-DAU movement of cow-calf groups. For example, if a
representative sample of cow-calf groups is not obtained due to emigration out of the DAU or
an influx of cow-calf groups immigrate into the DAU it can influence post-hunt observed bull
ratios. Managing for >40 bulls: 100 cows will allow for continued recruitment of older age
class bull elk within this DAU.
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Appendix A: Region-wide 30-day Comments

July 14, 2024

Colorado
Colorado Parks and Wildlife Commission Wildlife

FEDERATION

Dear Commissioners:

Colorado Wildlife Federation (CWF) thanks Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) for the
comprehensive work to combine into one document all of the draft Elk Herd Management
Plans for Northwest Colorado for the 14 DAUs.

The Herd Management Plans (HMPs) reflect the current status of populations, bulls to
COWS ratios, cows to calves ratios and harvest, and proceed to set long term objectives for
each plan. The HMPs also list and discuss the threats within each DAU (page 7). We
appreciate the information about results of the various hunter respective elk hunter
attitude surveys, particular those that list the particular elk management issues by
percentage of respondents’ concerns.

Our concerns are how the elk populations will fare during the next ten years due to the
array of cited threats. It is our opinion that a 10-year span for at least some of these plans
will become too long due to the growth in the state's population in Northwest Colorado,
coupled with the enumerated current and reasonably foreseeable cumulative impacts of
the threats. By way of example, as the state works toward gaining 100 percent of Colorado’s
energy from renewables by the year 2040 and 80 percent by 2030, the existing stress on elk
and other wildlife habitats simply will continue to accelerate. As we all know, exclusionary
security fencing at utility scale solar projects renders the premises unusable by elk, deer
and pronghorn. CWP noted in the HMPs that four of the DAUs already face significant
challenges to gain appropriate siting for facility-scale solar installations that minimize
impacts to elk herds’ high quality winter range. The HMPs state, “CPW’s Northwest Region
has consulted on approximately six proposed solar projects that are greater than 1,000
acres in size during calendar years 2021 and 2022.7

One also must anticipate a continual increase in recreational impacts to elk habitats in
MNorthwest Colorado as demand for new opportunities grows. E-2 and E-3, for example,
have faced substantial challenges to elk production areas. CPW makes very good
comments and recommendations re applications for proposed trail planning and
construction submitted to the State Trails Committes. But there is an accumulation of
unauthorized trails on public lands and also lack of adequate enforcement capacity for
seasonal closures. We also note that last month in Bureau of Land Management's
proposed final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Grand Junction Field
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Office (June 2024), a significant swath of E-10 in elk winter concentration areas would be
open to leasing for helium development. Although this area has low potential oil and gas
development and would otherwise have closed, it now will be open under the proposed
plan due to helium potential.

CPW conducts ungulate population estimates for each region quadrant every four years.
The ECMC (Energy and Carbon Management Commission) rulemaking requires a hearing
process to update maps for elk and other ungulate High Priority Habitat on the four-year
cycle for each quadrant. The Morthwest quadrant ECMC rulemaking concluded in May this
year with adoption of the updated maps. Logically, the next ECMC rulemaking for the
Morthwest quadrant maps will occur in FY 2028, Concurrently, your Commission will
undertake the process to determine the next Big Game Season Structure (BGSS) in 2028.

As the timing coincides between these processes, CWF offers this recommendation for
your consideration. For the next BGSS process, ask CPW to incorporate updated summary
assessments for the top issues and status of management strategies identified in each of
these Northwest DAL elk HMPs, and in the FY 2023 Northwest DAL deer plans. This
information will help facilitate timely discussions among CPW, the Commission and other
policy makers to consider policy adjustments where needed.

Thanks for the opportunity to comment on these very important HMPs.

Sincerely,
\)9_55@

Suzanne O 'Meill
Executive Director, Colorado Wildlife Federation

cc: leff Davis, Director, Colorado Parks and Wildlife

303 E. 17" Avenue, Suite 230, Denver, Colorado 80203 (303) 987-0400
www. coloradowildlife.org cwfed@coloradowildlife org

145



NW Elk Herd Management Plans Draft 2024

Appendix E1: Stakeholder Input
Appendix E1-A: HPP Comment Letter

May &, 2024

Darby Finley

Colorado Parks and Wildtife
73485 Highway 64

Meeker, OO 31641

RE: Morthwest Colorado Habitat Partnership Program Comments - HE® Dall-E1
De=ar M. Finley,

One of the imitial reasons for creating the Habitat Partrership Program was to provide lbocal landowners and
other interests an opportumity for input inte big game management in their areas. The diverse makeup of the
loosd HPP committes (3 lreestook growers, USFS, BLM, CPW, and sportsperson representatives) provides o good
orass-seotion of looal nterssts to review DAL proposals and respond aocordingly for CPW consideration.

HPP exists to help reduce big game related agricultural confliots, assist CFW n meeting big game management
obj=otives, enhanoe big gamie migration cormidors, and support comservation =fforts on private lends as they
relate to deer, =k, moose, and pronghorn. With this perspeotive in mind, the Morthwest Colorado HPP
[WWLOHPP) Committee has reviewed the DAU-E1 draft alternatives regarding population range and sex ratio
obje=otives and offer these somments for consideration.

The HWIOHPP Committes supports the draft alternative to increase the number of animals within this DAL
and within cur committee area. The HWCOHPP committes do=s not beliewve this imorease would oreate more
oonflicts and we also believe we hawe the resouroes mecessary to address confliots should they ooour.
Inoreasing the population chjeotive will ultimately l=ad to more hunting lioenses and sportsmen opportunities.

The HWCOHPP scommittes also disoussed the proposed sex ratio alternative. We believe the owrrent sex ratic
iz & good balanoe and provides ample hunting cpportunity while also providing for a reasonable number of
matwre animals for those hunters who want to take a larger bull or buak.

Az stated above, HPP is also directed by statute to assist the Dvision to mest game management objeotives.
The HWCOHPP committes has worked with both public land managers and private landowners to improve the
guality and guantity of the habitat n DAU-E1. Adeguate haobitat is oritioal to mesting game manag=ment
objeotives and we remain committed to mantaining and improving habitat n this area. The HWCOHPP
Committes will gontinue to support management efforts in partneship with nemerowes ool landowners and
federal land managing ag=noies that place a high priority on implementing valuable habitat improvement
projects and have expressed the desire to contimee this work. Thank you for the opportunity to provide these
Oomimsents.

Sinoerely,

S ==

Seam Durhiam, Lrvestook Growers
Harthwest Colorado HPP Committes
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Appendix E1-B: 30 Day comment period responses

Comments: Residency: Zip code of residence:
| am a Colorado Resident 81303
Agree with Management Plan | am a Non-Resident 84078

So you have told us for decades that CO has

250000 to 280000 elk and on the first written page

you refer to 170000 as the high population. Which

is it? Has it all been a lie or do you just not proof

check anything anymore? We know the latter is

true, due to the constant pitiful grammar and

spelling. Wolves are not a major concern in the

NW corner of the state?

Letting millennials write anything for you is a major

problem as they proof read nothing and don't care

about grammar, spelling or correctness. | am a Non-Resident 24422
Resident since 041963, have enjoyed our wildlife

for many years. Agree with status quo on E-1.

Thank you for all the work you have done for this

project, appreciated! | am a Colorado Resident 81503
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Appendix E2: Stakeholder Input
Appendix E2-A: HPP Comment Letter

Moy 6, 2024

Darby Finley

Colorado Parks and Wildtife
73435 Highway &4

Meeker, CO 81641

RE: Morthwest Colorado Habitat Partnership Program Comments - HAP DAU-EZ
Dear Mr. Finley,

ne of the imitial reasons for creating the Habitat Partrership Program waes to provide local landowners and
other interests an opportunity for input inte big game management in their areas. The diverse makeup of the
logal HPP committes (3 livestook growers, USFS, BLM, CPW, and sportsperson representatives) provides a good
orass-segtion of looal interests to review DAL proposals and respond accordingly for CPW corsideration.

HPP exizts to help reduoe big game related agricultural confliots, assist CPW in meeting big game management
ohj=otives, enhanos big game migration corridors, and support conservation efforts on private lands as they
relate to desr, =lk, moose, and pronghorn. With this perspeative in mind, the Morthwest Colorsdo HPP
[WWLOHPP) Committes has reviewed the DAU-ET draft alternatiees regarding population range and sex ratio
ohjeotives and offer these comments for consideration.

Thee HWLOHPP committes supports the draft alternative to keep the owrent population objeotive. We believe
thiz alternative responsibly balamoes local range and habitat conditions with sportsmen desires and landowner
ooncerns. We have not heard of any conosms about the current population or any desires to inoreass the
looad herd size and so we believe the ourrent levels are whers they should be. Aoy isswes we have gre more
likely related to distribution of the herds in the area and not the overadl population size.

The HWCOHPP committes also disoussed the proposed sex ratio alternative. In general, we believe the sex
ratio that provwides for maximum henting opportumity is appropriate for this area. This scoommodates
sportsmen”s desires and mantains looal economic benefits.

#Ax stoted above, HPF is also direoted by statute to assist the Division to mest game managsment objeotiees.
The HWCOHPP committes has worked with both publso land manegers and private landowners to improve the
guality and guantity of the habitat in DAU-EZ. Adeguate habitat is critical to mesting game management
ohjeotives and we remain oommitted to maintaining and improving habitat in this area. The NWCOHPP
Committes will contirue to support management efforts in partnership with memerows looal landowners and
federal land managing agenoi=s that plaoe a kigh priority on implementing waluahl= habitat improvement
projects and have expressed the desine to continwe this work. Thank you for the opportunity to provide these
DomimeEnts.

Simoerely,

-

STl
Seam Durkiam, Livestook Growers

Haorthwest Colorado HPF Committes
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Appendix E2-B: 30-Day Public Comment

Comments:

Get rid of the wolves. Friends are giving up on hunting.

| support the staff recommendation for the herd objective of
15,000-18,000 Elk for E-2. | would like to see bull to cow ratios
raised to 25-30 bulls per 100 cows. | do not and have not
agreed with the post hunt estimates on bull to cow ratios for
many years. We simply do not have as many bulls in E-2 as
stated by CPW. In my opinion we are well below the post hunt
estimations on bulls.

| would like to see 20-25 bulls per 100 cows as the objective.
Saying that elk inhabit the whole DAU yearly is also false.
Unless the elk migrate, there are few elk in 3/301. I've seen the
migration happen later and later every year since RFW was
expanded and almost all private land from Hayden west is in
RFW. | quit hunting these units because of it.

The Elk herd in GMU 14 has been decimated by several factors
including: 1. Steamboat Ski Area expansion into the Burgess
Creek drainage. 2. The expansion of spring and summer
recreation (especially Mt. biking) in the Walton Creek, Burgess
Creek, and Fish Creek drainage. 3. Blow down of forested areas
that has impacted historic Elk range throughout GMU 14.

| approve strongly of your 1) conservative approach to building
the herds back to your 2) goals that | also agree with.

| am very concerned that "bio-economics" will too strongly
influence licenses numbers as hunter dollars are so important to
Moffat County and despite your plan; politics & dollars will
prevail over biology and the herds will never be allowed to
recover.

Read this in the Steamboat Pilot: "The most notable policy
commissioners voted on was to limit current over-the-counter
archery licenses for nonresidents while keeping them available
for residents west of Interstate 25 and Game Management Unit
140". What about non-resident landowners? | am one of them. |
spend many months in Colorado. | pay property taxes and
support the local economy. If that is a basis for allocating
hunting tags, shouldn't non-resident landowners have priority
over non-resident hunters who do not own Colorado property?

Good to have a multi year plan in managing these GMUSs, In
favor of a conservative approach.
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Residency:
| am a Colorado
Resident

| am a Colorado
Resident

| am a Colorado
Resident

| am a Non-
Resident

| am a Colorado
Resident

| am a Colorado
Resident

| am a Colorado
Resident

| am a Non-
Resident

| am a Colorado
Resident

Zip code
of
residence:

81507

970

970

84078

81646

81416

81401

55331

81503
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Appendix E3: Stakeholder Input
Appendix E3-A: Arapahoe National Wildlife Refuge Letter

United States Department of the Interior
175, Fish & Wildlife Service
Arapaho National Wildlife Refuge
953 Jackson Countyv Foad 32
Walden, CO 80480
Phome: (9707 723-8202

June 20, 2024

Subject: North Park Elk Herd Management Plan Update

Arapaho National Wildlife Refuge (Fefuge, NWE) has a long-lasting commitment to
working closely with Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) on issues impacting wildlife, their
habitats_ the agencies, and the larger North Park landscape. including the commmmity. Refuge
staff recognize that elk are a state-owned resource, and we appreciate the opportunity to be

mnvolved in the discussion and provide our comments.

The proposed updates to the Herd Management Plan (HMP) are in alignment with the
2004 Arapaho NWE. Comprehensive Conservation Plan (CCP). The CCP recogmizes that elk
numbers have increased in North Park since the 19305 and a significant portion of the winter
population resides on the refuge, with an eshmate of 2.500-3,000 mdividuals dunng the
Drecember 2023 flights (E. VanNatta, pers. comm.). When elk are spending the majority of their
winter on the refuge, they are not on nearby private lands managed for commercial haying and
grazing practices. While this is seen as beneficial to the pnvate landowners, we must consider
impacts to Refuge habitats as well When on the refuge, elk are foraging. and trampling and
eating grasses that are being managed as habitat for other wildlife. Elk can also have a severe
impact on willow stands which are slow growing and already substantially reduced in riparian
habitats on the Fefuge. Therefore, the proposal to keep the HMP population chjectives the same
at 4,000-4,500 elk, which is lower than the most recent population estimate of 6,364 elk, is

supported by the CCP and Fefuge staff.

In addition to consideration for the wildlife and their habitats, we must acknowledge and
indicate our appreciation of CPW s diligent efforts to solicit input from the commumity and
mecorporating their comments and concerns into the HMP. We strive to be a functional and
positive part of the North Park commmmity, and we appreciate our agency parmers efforts to do

the same.

Thank you,

EKeely Lopez
Arapaho NWE. Manager
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Appendix E3-B:

United States Department of the Interior

BUREALI OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Kremmling Field Office
2103 East Park Avenue, PO Box 68
Eremmling, Colorado 80459

March 27, 2024

Colorado Parks and Wildlife
P.0v. Box 775777

Steamboat Springs, CO 80477

In coordination with CPW experts, the Colorado BLM Kremmling Field Office has reviewed the
proposed Morth Park (E3) elk herd management plan, Proposed population objectives described
in the document appear to be consistent with BLM's current habital management strategies and
rangeland health management objectives.

Sincersly,

Stephen Leonard
Field Manager
Kremmling Field Office

INTERIOR REGIOHN 7 = UPFER COLORA DO BASIM
COLORA DO, MEW MEXICO. UTAH. WM ING
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Appendix E3-C:

USD Unifed States Forest Park: Ranger District 1040 Main Street
= —— Department of Service Walden, CO 50450
S cricultore 970-T23-2720
Eric VanINatta Date: December 6, 2023
CPW, Temestnal Biologist
P.OBox 775777

Steamboat Sprimgs, CO 80477

Dear Mr. VanMatta,

This letter is in response to Colorade Parks and Wildlife updated herd management plan for the
data analysis umat (DATLT) E-3. The DAU E-3 encompasses about 31.9% of the Routt National
Forest which meludes the Mount Zirtkel Wildemess, parts of the Never Summer and Platt Fiver
Wilderness, and the Owl Mountam Geographic Area; an area designated as important elk winter
range. This portion of the National Forest is pnmanly managed by the Parks Ranger District of
the Medicine Bow-Foutt National Forest. Managing for elk and other big game is an important
part of multiple use management within the National Forest system. Elk are an important wildlife
species for mamtaming ecosystem mtegrity, wildlife viewing, and hunting.

The Routt National Forest Plan identifies elk as an important species on our forest and it has
specific standards and guidelines to follow. Success 15 achieved through active management as
well as collaboration with CPFW in regard to elk herd management in winter range habitat. The
Parks Ranger District is actively managing beetle kill vegetation stands to restore and maintain a
resilient landscape. These vegetative treatments will provide a mosaic on the landscape,
encouraging new recruitment of foraging species for wildlife, including elk.

In consultation with our wildlife biclogist, range conservationist, and recreation manager, I
support Colorado Parks and Wildlife herd management plan for E-3. My staff has identified no
1ssues with the current management approach. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the
herd management plan for E-3. If you have any further questions, please reach out to Alliscn
Eupar, Parks District Wildlife Biologist at allison kupar@usda gov or 970-723-2720.

Simcerely,

i ;
.l’"'.
F i g

1.

JAMES STATEZNY
Parks District Ranger

,J"

@ Caring for the Land and Serving People [Prumied == Worysied Fuper ﬁ
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Appendix E3-D:

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
DANIEL E MANVILLE COBY L CORELE, Chairman JEFFREY A BENSON

COUNTY OF JACESON

WALDEN, OOLORADD BM4ED

July 1st, 2024

To Whom 1t May Concern:

On behalf of the Board of Comnussioners of Jackson County, I am writing thas letter to support the “North
Park E3 Herd Management Plan™ for 2024, as 1t 15 written. It 1s apparent that many local factors were taken
mto account when determiming this plan. Particularly, we are grateful that our agneulture commomty”’s
thoughts and concerns were taken imnto consideration when contemplating the increase m the herd size for
Jackson County.

While there are still many unknowns, we hope that if the Colorado Wolf Femtroduction does start to
dramatically or consistently reduce the herd size m MNorth Park. that the CPW wull take into account the
effects that it will have on our local economy. Many agnicultural prodocers. ponvate landowners and local
businesses rely heavily on the economic surge that hunting provides.

Please feel free to contact me personally, should you have any questions on our stance. I can be reached by
email at ccorklei@iacksoncountyce.gov or by phone at (970) 9992143,

Thank you,

(4~

Coby Corkle
Commissioner, O
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Appendix E6: Stakeholder Input
Appendix E6-A: HPP Comment Letter
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Appendix E6-B: 30-Day Public Comment

Comments:

| am in favor of the status quo. Limit cow tags for a
few years, limit OTC in the area, get rid of antler
point restrictions. | just wanna hunt and have a
chance.

Make all tags draw only. OTC .Restrict number of
tags allotted until herd has grown to pre winter Kill
numbers.

Agree with management plan.

I would like to see management practices put in
place that increase the age structure and
prevalence of Bull EIk.

Who funds this ? What are the costs?
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Residency:
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Non-
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Appendix E7: Stakeholder Input
Appendix E7-A: State Land Board letter

COLORADO
Stave Land Board

Departmant of Matura] Besoircat

Morthwest District

2667 Copper Ridge Cirole, Unit 1
Steamboat Springs, OO B04E7
PIT0ETR.IRL | F 970.ETR.9428

Colorado Parks and Wildlife, MHorthwest Region
clo Jeff Yost

925 Weiss Dirive

Steamboat Springs, C0 BO4ET

October 26, 20M8
To whom it may concem,

The Colorado State Land Board (“State Land Board™) would like to state its support for Colorado Parks and
Wildlifa's (“CPW™) Elk Herd Management Plan for Data Analysis Unit (“DAU™) E-7 (Gore Pass). Spedfically,
the State Land Board supports COPW's decision to extend the same strategies, objectives, and management
actions from the 2004 E-7 DAL plan (Alternative 2.

The extension of Alternative 2 from the 2004 E-7 DAU plan maintains the elk population at a reasonable level,
which provides hunting opportunities while alzo limiting agricultural damage. In addition, the forage and
winter ranges in the E-7 DAL will not be over utilized through the strategies and objectives of Altermative 2.
The 5State Land Board benefits from both the agricultural operations and recreational hunting in the E-7 DAL,
and this elk herd management plan will support a healthy elk population and provide continued benefits to all
landiowners in the area.

Please contact me at (Y70)879-9992 with any questions regarding this letter of support.
Best Regards,

Jerod Smith
HW Cistrict Manager

1127 Sherman Street, Suite 300, Denver, C0 80203-2206 P 303.866.3454 F 303.866.3152
www.oolorado. gov/ trustlands
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Appendix E7-B: HPP Comment Letter
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Appendix E7-C: HPP Comment Letter
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Appendix E7-D: USFS Comment Letter

U5 Uit Sades Forest Vampa Ranper Dissrie 3l Feowelnwm Avenus
% Department of  Serviee P, By T
Agricultore Yampa, OO 80485
Fh-RE-45 16
Fax: 70-638-4635

Filo Code: 2600
Irate:  Movember 2, 2018

Jeff Yos

CPW, Terrestrial Biologist
925 Weiss Drive

Sieamboat Springs, CO BET

Diear Mr. Yost,

This letter is in response to Colomdo Parks and Wikilife herd management plan for the data
analysis unit {DALD E-7. The DAL E-T encompasses neady 47% of Mational Forest which
includes Gore Pass and all of the Sarvis Creek Wildemess Area. This poriion of the Mational
Forest 1g primanly managed by lhe Yampa Ranger Dasinicd of the Medicine Baw- Rouli Matienal
Forest, Managing forelk and other big pame is an impoetant part of multiple use manapement
on Mational Forests. Elk are an imporiant wildlife species for mainiaining ecosysiem indegrity,
wildlife wiewing, and hunting

The: Sllver Creek flne burmed spproximately 21,120 acres of DAL E-T. The herd managenent
plan made nede of the Silver Creek fire that burned most of the summer and inio the foll of 2018,
We appoesiate CPW working with the Forest Service on allowang for hunters 1o move 1o other
umiis te complete their hunt while this area was under am emergency closure, Also, inrelation to
Silver Creek fire, | wauld like 1o make CPW aware that we have completed the final burned
severity analysis for the Silver Creek fire. OF the 20, 120 acres burned, only 3% burned high
sEverily fallewed by 35% moderately burned and 25% low severity, The fire bumed in & mosaic
paittern leaving 37% unburmed. This mosasc parem i3 expecied 1w provide for excellent olk
summer forage for vears o come,

In consuliation with my wildlife biologist, range conscrvationisy, and recreation manager, |
supparl Colorsda Parks and Wildlife berd mansgement plan for E-7. by stalf ks identified na
issues with cumment management or “extension” of the existing herd management plan objectives
and managemeri approach. Thank you for he epporunity Lo comment on the herd managerment
plan for E-T.

Sincescly,

Pt

BRIAN MCKINHEY
Aucting Districe Ranger, Yampa Rasger Dictrct

@ l":r;n= fir thes | ndl e 'z.ﬁruing FIH|11|F il s Gl Fanar ﬁ
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Appendix E7-E: Public Survey

Colorado Elk Management in Game Management Units (GMUs) 15 & 27
Herd Management Plan (HMP)

Please return this form no later than August 27, 2018 to CPW Steamboat
Springs Office [925 Weiss Drive Steamboat Springs, CO or mail form to E-
7 HMP PO Box 775777 Steamboat Springs, CO 80477]. Your contribution
to this process is vital; thank you for taking part. This form is also available
online at: http://cpw.state.co.us/HMP

Colorado Parks & Wildlife (CPW) is interested in your input on the
management of elk herds in Game Management Units (GMUs)
15&27. Your input is a very important part of the planning process. The
information you provide will help guide management of this herd for the
next 10 years. Your responses will remain confidential and at no time will
your name be associated with any of your responses.

_ Elk - Data Analysis Unit E-7

1. Which of the following best describes how you interact with elk in GMU 15 or 27? (Please

check all that apply.)
(] Asa viewer/wildlife watcher
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As a landowner
As a hunter

As a livestock producer

As an Outdoor recreationist (e.g., hiker, skier, mountain biker, etc.)
As a Guide/Outfitter
Other (Please specify):

000000

2. Do you currently live in GMU 15 or 27? (See map above) (Please check one.)
O Yes
O No

3. Are you? (Please check one.)
O Resident of Colorado
(] Nonresident

4. Do you regularly hunt in GMU 15 or 27? (See map above) (Please check one.)
O Yes
(J No

5. During which of the following seasons have you hunted elk in GMUs 15 or 27? (Please check
all that apply.)

Archery

Muzzleloader

1* season (rifle)

2™ season (rifle)

3" season (rifle)

4™ season (rifle)

Late season

Private land only

00000000

6. Do you hunt mainly on public or private land in GMU 15 or 27? (Please check one.)
O Public
(O Private
(] Mixture

7. From your experience do you believe the elk population in GMU’s 15 or 27 is: (Please check
one.)

O Increasing

(J Decreasing

(J Stable

8. From your experience do you believe the bull to cow ratio in GMU’s 15 or 27 is: (Please
check one.)

O Increasing

(O Decreasing

(] Stable
9. The current herd objectives for E-7 (GMU’s 15 & 27) are set at 4,000-5,000 elk with an
expected sex ratio of 24-28 bulls per 100 cows. Population models consistently show the
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herd within this population range or slightly above and at the expected bull to cow ratio.
The HMP is currently under review. Several options exist for the HMP including
maintaining the current objectives or modifying them. Which option do you prefer?
(O Update data in the existing plan and Extend Current Objectives for the next ten year HMP
cycle
(U Update data and do a Total Plan Revision for the next ten year HMP cycle 10. If you chose
Total Plan Revision above: Please write comments in the space below to describe why
you feel the plan needs a total revision.

Additionally: Please use the space below to describe aspects about elk hunting that would
improve your hunting experience or to share any additional comments you have about the
management of elk herds in GMUs 15 or 27.

Thank you for taking the time to provide comments.
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Appendix E7-F: Public Survey Results
Response to Question One

Which of the following best describes
how you interact with elk in GMUs 15 and
277 (Please check all that apply.)
90.00%
80.00%
70.00%
60.00%
50.00%
40.00%
20.00%
$\\§\&." 604;(8} \\)&e} 06\)(?} \,boo‘ \;{\{é’é Q@&Q
4@«\ & V(?,b \{_Q« é\o X0 2
& > & &
e'bQ \\‘\0‘7 2 &
s v%)'b v &

Response to Question Two

Do you currently live in GMU 15 or 277

(See map below) (Please check one.)
120.00%

100.00%

80.00%

60.00%

B Responses

40.00%

20.00%

0.00%

Yes

Response to Question Three
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Are you a Colorado resident? (Please
check one.)

120.00%

100.00% -

80.00% -

60.00% -

B Responses

40.00% |

20.00% -

0.00% -

No

Response to Question Four

Have you hunted elk in GMU 15 or 27 in
the past 5 years? (See map below.)
(Please check one.)
90.00%
80.00% -
70.00% -
60.00% -
50.00% -
40.00% - B Responses
30.00% -
20.00% -
0.00% - T
Yes No

Response to Question Five
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During which of the following seasons do
you most prefer to hunt elk in GMUs 15
or 27? (Please check all that apply.)
70.00%
60.00%
50.00%
40.00%
30.00%
20.00% -
10.00% ] lResponses
0.00% L T T T T T T T T 1
\\Q’é 'z,&)} \({\\QJ\ \({\\e\ \({\\Q'\ \gi\\e\ q,%oo o&* \\\"&
& e S & & & & $
\g\z\« » » » Q ~ A ©
QD N \\‘_,e N & \
NTAS s = ¢

Response to Question Six

On average, where do you hunt elk in
GMU 15 or 27?7 (Please check one.)
120.00%
100.00% -
80.00% -
60.00% -
B Responses
40.00% -
20.00% -
0.00% - ‘ ‘ ‘
On public land  On private land  On both public I do not hunt
and private land

Response to Question Seven
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From your experience do you believe the
elk population in GMU’s 15 and 27 is:
(Please check one.)
45.00%

40.00%
35.00%
30.00%
25.00%
20.00% B Responses
15.00%
10.00%
5.00%
0.00% x x 1

Increasing Decreasing Stable Not sure

Response to Question Eight

From your experience do you believe the
bull-to-cow ratio in GMU’s 15 and 27 is:
(Please check one.)
45.00%

40.00%

35.00%

30.00%

25.00%

20.00% - B Responses
15.00% -

10.00% -

5.00% -

0.00% T \

Increasing Decreasing Stable Not sure

Response to Question Nine
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The current herd objectives for GMU’s 15 AND 27 are set at 4,000-5,000
elk with an expected sex ratio of 24-28 bulls per 100 cows. Population
models consistently show the herd within this population range or slightly

70.00% above and at the expected bull to cow
60.00% -
50.00% -
40.00% -
30.00% -
20.00% -
10.00% -
0.00% - w x \
Maintain current objectives Revise herd objectives and do No preference
and Extend the Herd a Total Herd Management
Management Plan for the next Plan Revision for the next
ten-year cycle ten-year cycle
® Respon...

If you chose Total Plan Revision above: Please write comments in the space below to
describe why you feel the plan needs a total revision. (One written comment received)
End Over the counter licensing.

Comment:

1) Go limited draw for Archery 2nd and 3rd. | like upper age class males.

Additionally: Please use the space below to describe aspects about elk hunting that would
improve your hunting experience or to share any additional comments you have about the
management of elk herds in GMUs 15 or 27. (Two written comments received)

Comments:

1) Over crowding moves game to private. End OTC.

2) Too many archery elk hunters.
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Appendix E8: Stakeholder Input
Appendix E8-A: Grand County BOCC letter
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Appendix E8-B: HPP Comment Letter

June 28, 2024

Elissa Slezack

Colorado Parks and Wildlife
346 Grand County Rd.

Hot Sulphur Springs, CO 80451

RE: Middle Park Colorado Habitat Partnership Program Comments - HMP DAL-ES
Dear Ms. Slezack,

One of the initial reasons for creating the Habitat Partmership Program was to provide local landowners and
other interests an opportunity for input into big game management in their areas. The diverse makeup of the
local HPP committee (3 livestock growers, USF5, BLM, CPW, and sportsperson representatives) provides a good
cross-section of local interests to review DAL proposals and respond accordingly for CPW consideration.

HPP exists to help reduce big game related agricultural conflicts, assist CPW in meeting big game management
objectives, enhance big game migration corridors, and support conservation efforts on private lands as they
relate to deer, elk, moose, and pronghorn. With this perspective in mind, the Middle Park Colorado HPP
(MPCOHPP) Committee has reviewed the DAU-EB draft alternatives regarding population range and sex ratio
objectives and offer these comments for consideration.

The MPCOHPP committee supports the draft alternative to keep the current population objective. We believe
this alternative responsibly balances local range and habitat conditions with sportsmen desires and landowner
concerns. We have not heard of any concerns about the current population or any desires to increase the
local herd size and so we believe the current levels are where they should be. Any issues we have are more
likely related to distribution of the herds in the area and not the overall population size.

The MPCOHPP committee also discussed the proposed sex ratio alternative. We support raising the current
sex ratio objective to provide larger bulls/bucks for sportsmen to pursue. We understand this option would
reduce hunting opportunity but our committee believes having higher gquality animals in this area is desired
and possible.

As stated above, HPP is also directed by statute to assist the Division to meet game management objectives.
The MPCOHPP committee has worked with both public land managers and private landowners to improve the
quality and quantity of the habitat in DAU-E8. Adequate habitat is critical to meeting game management
objectives and we remain committed to maintaining and improving habitat in this area. The MPCOHPP
Committee will continue to support management efforts in partnership with numerous local landowners and
federal land managing agencies that place a high priority on implementing valuable habitat improvement
projects and have expressed the desire to continue this work. Thank you for the opportunity to provide these
comments.

Sincerely,
Middle Park Colorado HPP Committee
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Appendix E8-C: 30-Day Public Comment

Comments:

The elk numbers seem to be pretty low overall.
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Appendix E10: Stakeholder Input
Appendix E10-A: 2022 Comments
The previous comments from the plan approved in 2022 by the Parks and Wildlife Commission

can be viewed on the CPW Website. Yellow Creek Elk Herd Management Plan Data Analysis
Unit E-10

Appendix E10-B: 30-Day Public Comment

Zip code
of
Comments: Residency: residence:

| approve in extending the existing plan. Need to

work with BLM on managing the damage the Feral

Horses do to the habitat that many wildlife depend

on. Downsize Feral Horses.

Need to keep predators in check (mtn lion, bears -

eat the new born elk/deer, coyotes. Need to lam a

educate commissioners on the need and hows to Colorado

keep predator populations in check. Resident 81503
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Appendix E12: Stakeholder Input
Appendix E12-A: Eagle County BOCC Comment Letter
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Appendix E12-B: Lower Colorado HPP Letter

July 11, 2024

Julie Mao

Colorado Parks and Wildlife
0088 Wildlife Way
Glenwood Springs, CO 81601

RE: Lower Colorado River Habitat Partnership Program Comments - HMP DALI-E12
Dear Ms. Mao,

One of the initial reasons for creating the Habitat Partnership Program was to provide local landowners and
other interests an opportunity for input into big game management in their areas. The diverse makeup of
the local HPP committee (3 livestock growers, USFS, BLM, CPW, and sportsperson representatives) provides a
good cross-section of local interests to review DAU proposals and respond accordingly for CPW consideration.

HPF exists to help reduce big game related agricultural conflicts, assist CPW in meeting big game
management objectives, enhance big game migration corridors, and support conservation efforts on private
lands as they relate to deer, elk, moose, and pronghorn. With this perspective in mind, the Lower Colorado
River HPF (LCRHPP) Committee has reviewed the DaAU-E12 draft alternatives regarding population range and
sex ratio objectives and offer these comments for consideration.

The LCRHPP committee supports the draft alternative to increase the number of animals within this DAU and
within our committee area. The LCRHPP committee does not believe this increase would create more
conflicts and we also believe we have the resources necessary to address conflicts should they occur
Increasing the population objective will ultimately lead to more hunting licenses and sportsmen
opportunities.

The LCRHPP committee also discussed the proposed sex ratio alternative. In general, we believe the sex
ratio that provides for maximum hunting opportunity is appropriate for this area. This accommodates
sportsmen’s desires and maintains local economic benefits.

As stated above, HPF is also directed by statute to assist the Division to meet game management objectives.
The LCRHPP committee has worked with both public land managers and private landowners to improve the
quality and quantity of the habitat in DAU-E12. Adequate habitat is critical to meeting game management
objectives and we remain committed to maintaining and improving habitat in this area. The LCRHPP
Committee will continue to support management efforts in partnership with numerous local landowners and
federal land managing agencies that place a high priority on implementing valuable habitat improvement
projects and have expressed the desire to continue this work., Thank you for the opportunity to provide
thess comments.

Sincerely,

LCR HPP Committes
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Appendix E13: Stakeholder Input
Appendix E13-A: Grand County BOCC letter
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Appendix E13-B: Summit County BOCC Comment Letter

##"‘Fﬂ:“mﬁH

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSOMERS

SUMHIT CGU”T? THiAIISE 4 oh | FO4323529 T S Eaxt Lireodn A | FU oo
- O OR ADOC

TETHTEAT AT T

To Whom It May Concemn,

Erscrwrkips, D0 @S

The Summit County Beard of County Commiissioners (BOCC) is writing to express its suppart for the
Colorado Parks & Wildlife Elk Management Plan for the Worthwest Region of Colorado. The
management of the Recky Mountam ek population is wital for maintaining ecolegical balancs, enauring
mystamable hunting opporhmities, and mitigating human-wildlife conflicts I Summdt County and

beyond.

Colorado Parks & Wildlife (CPW) sets important final objectives for all 15 northwest elk Data Analysic
Umits (TAALs). The evahiation of honter satisfaction data and fesdback from public mestings provided
wahmble msights into hunter perspectives, belping to shape the management plan

The proposed populadon objectives, which, combined with adapiive

practices, will help

ensure the long-term health and sostainability of the elk population in the Marthwest Begion, mchiding

Sumamit Coumty.

The Summit County BOCC supparts Colerade Parks & Wildlife's approach to elk manazement o

benafit both the elk population and our commuriey.

Sincersly,
The Summit County Beard of Commissioners

=T g . . F
| |_.l_. Fi i -..'.r"‘"-"'.\_ a E
Tamara Pogae J Eric Mamala
Counnty Commissiomer ! County Commissionsr
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Appendix E13-C: Friends of the Lower Blue Comment Letter

Friends of the

| ower Blue River

Friends of the Jume 20, 2024
Lower Blue River
Elissa Slezak
Board of Directors Terrestrial Biologist - Area @
Northwest Region
Sam kick President Colorado Parks and Wildlife
iz]m HFill.'Sll.illl. ;T'MSUIEI 345 CU'Imt'}" Foad 362
ra B ox f -
o iy Hot Sulphur Springs, CO 80451
Lymn Amstute
Johnny Le Cog Dear Ms. Slezak,
Kam Stegelmeier
Bob Girvin The Board of Frends of the Lower Blue Eiver would like to express
Brien Rase its support for the B-16 Black Bear Management and NW Elk Herd
Scott Hummer Management Plans. We have reviewed the pmpﬂsals from Colorade
‘I:;};]’W]:I!B""k Parks and Wildlife and the majority of the Board is in full support.
A We did have one member of the Board who suggested bear hunting

ﬁ::ﬁ’nﬂ::*“m should be totally eliminated in the State of Colorado.

Jason MeCanless
Friends of the Lower Blue River values its partnership with CPW. We
Tonathan Knopf are always willing to provide feedback on any future plans that could
Executive Director impact the Lower Blue Fiver Valley.

Tom Kochler We will follow the process for the B-16 Black Bear Management and

Direetar of Climate Action NW Elk Herd Management Plans and looking forward to hearing
mare.

Kind R.ega.n:ls.

_-ﬂr.-
/ME 4 o
L \-\.

Jonathan Enopf
Executive Director
Fniends of the Lower Blue River

-

Fniends of the Lower Blue Fiver
PO Box 2191
Silverthome, CO 20498
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Appendix E13-D: USFS Comment Letter

Ub DA Undted States Forest Dhillon Eanger Dhstrict 680 Blue River Parkoay
Departuent of Service P.O. Box 610
= | Agriculture Silverthorne, CO 50498-0620
2T0463-5400

Fax: 97T04638-T735

File Code: 2600
Date:  June 25, 2024

Colorado Parks and Wildlife
Elissa Slezak

346 County Road 362

PO Box 216

Hot Sulphur Springs, CO 80451

Dear Elissa Slezak

On behalf of the Dillon Ranger Dhistrict of the White River National Forest, [ would like to
provide my support for the Williams Fork Elk Herd Management Plan for Data Analysis Uit
(DATLT) E-13. The Williams Fork Elk DATT overlaps the entire Dillon Banger District of the
White River National Forest. The plan outlines goals to achieve a stable elk population within
DAT E-13. The plan specifically calls for a reduced population estimate and reduction in sex
ratio objectives. The carrying capacity has decreased for elk in this vt over the last decade
which makes previous targets unachievable. The plan’s flexibility allows CPW to adjust harvest
needs based on elk trends. However, the plans larger objective range may not trend towards the
high end due to the reduction in el carrying capacity in E-13.

We have anecdotal evidence supporting CPWs information that el have decreased over the last
decade in E-13. The annual increase in visitation to the Dillon Banger District over the last 5
vears has added a substantial amount of recreation pressure to ell- in E-13. I agree with the
management objective to address the decline of the herd by monitoring elk population changes
through time and setting harvest targets that reflect those changes.

Currently, seasonal restrictions to human use in the 2002 Forest Plan for elk production and elk
winter range do not alizn with CPW's recommended dates. It would be beneficial to inchide
recommended seasonal closure dates in the E-13 management plan. The stated dates would more
easily be adopted in fotre staleholder decisions. Additionally. Forest Service winter motorized
and mechanized travel restrictions take effect prior to Thanksgiving and may interfere with the
harvest dates. Noting this restriction in the E-13 plan could be beneficial for lmnters.

The Dillon Ranger District recognizes the need for adherence to seasonal restrictions on elk
winter and production range. We will continme to collaborate on ways to improve trail and road
closure compliance. Working across junisdictions for a nnified seasonal closure message could
mncrease comxpliance to seasonal restrictions. Proposing a stakeholder outreach plan in the draft
E-13 plan conld be one method of improvement. Eagle County has developed a robust trail
ambassador plan that could be utilized in Summit County.

Thank: you for the opporfunity to share my support and comment on the plan.
@ Canng for the Land and Serving People Priotes on Recyced Paper a
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Colorado Parks and Wildlife 2

If you have any questions or would like to discuss this forther, please contact Linday Martinez at
{970) 531-1204.

Stncerely,

ADAM BIANCHI sawess o

District Eanger
e Lindsay Martinez, Natasha Goedert
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Appendix E13-E: HPP Comment Letter

June 28, 2024

Elissa Slezack

Colorado Parks and Wildlife
346 Grand County Rd.

Hot Sulphur Springs, CO 80451

RE: Middle Park Colorado Habitat Partnership Program Comments - HWP DALU-E13
Dear Ms. Slezack,

One of the initial reasons for creating the Habitat Partnership Program was to provide local landowners and
other interests an opportunity for input into big game management in their areas. The diverse makeup of the
local HPP committes (3 livestock growers, USFS, BLM, CPW, and sportsperson representatives) provides a good
cross-section of local interests to review DAL proposals and respond accordingly for CPW consideration.

HPP exists to help reduce big game related agricultural conflicts, assist CPW in meeting big game management
objectives, enhance big game migration corridors, and support conservation efforts on private lands as they
relate to deer, elk, moose, and pronghorn. With this perspective in mind, the Middle Park Colorado HPP
(MPCOHPP) Committee has reviewed the DAU-E13 draft alternatives regarding population range and sex ratio
objectives and offer these comments for consideration.

The MPCOHPP committee supports the draft alternative to decrease the number of animals within this DAL
and within our committee area. The MPCOHPP committee has heard from landowners and land managers
about poor range conditions on both public and private lands. While many factors play into these conditions,
reducing the number of big game animals is one step that would help to improve range conditions and forage
resources.

The MPCOHPP committee also discussed the proposed sex ratio alternative. We support lowering the current
sex ratio objective to a number that, while still maintaining larger bulls/bucks, would ultimately increase the
opportunity for more hunters in the field.

As stated above, HPP is also directed by statute to assist the Division to meet game management objectives.
The MPCOHPP committee has worked with both public land managers and private landowners to improve the
quality and guantity of the habitat in DAU-E13. Adequate habitat is critical to meeting game management
objectives and we remain committed to maintaining and improving habitat in this area. The MPCOHPP
Committee will continue to support management efforts in partnership with numerous local landowners and
federal land managing agencies that place a high priority on implementing valuable habitat improvement
projects and have expressed the desire to continue this work. Thank you for the opportunity to provide these
comments.

Sincerely,
Middle Park Colorado HPP Committee
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Appendix F13-E: 30-Day Public Comment

Comments:

| have been hunting in the units listed above for the
last 30 years. | believe there needs to be more
hunter engagement to represent the other wise
miscounts of herd in the units. The landscape has
changed, and hunters knew before the CPW that
they were issuing too many licenses for those units.
A couple of suggestions:

1. Instead of surveys CPW should make mandatory
check-ins for harvested game, this should include
evidence of check-in to CPW for processing to be
complete. This would represent a true harvest
number, instead of a harvest survey. numbers
could be adjusted on an annual basis instead of an
outdated 5-year plan. In the case of units 18, and
181 after the east troublesome fire the tag allotment
did not change until 2024. Too late to make an
impact on tag allocation since the herd has been
drastically reduced. This was witnessed by hunters
in the field and missed by CPW herd counts. It was
not a shock to hunters coming into 2024 with
reduced tags....

2. Go to a draw only system for these units and
give resident hunters priority instead of out-of-state
hunters.

3. Develop a better way to conduct herd counts. As
a hunter | would not have a problem volunteering
for herd counting in each specific unit. You could
give hunters incentive for this program during the
application process. ie waiving the application etc.
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Appendix G13-F: Summit County Safe Passages

SUEMIT COURTT

Summit County Safe Passages ' : l

Jun 30, 2024
Brad Banulis
Northwest Senior Biologist
Colorado Parks and Wildlife
711 Independent Ave
Grand Junction, CO 81505

Subject: MW Elk Herd Management Plan — DAU E-13
Dear Mr. Banulis,

On behalf of Summit County 5afe Passages Board, | am writing in support of the proposed Colorado Parks and
Wildlife (CPW) Northwest Region Herd Management Plan (HMP), specifically regarding the proposed plan for
DAL E-13. 5C5P is a collaborative partnership working to preserve landscape connectivity and resilient
populations of iconic wildlife while reducing wildlife-vehicle conflict across Summit County roadways. The SC5P
partnership includes federal and state agencies, local governments, non-profits, ski areas, community
organizations, recreation groups, landowners, and other interested parties. Under the umbrella of SCSP, these
partners are committed to advancing efforts to create safe passages for wildlife while improving the safety of
our roadways for motorists.

SCSP formed in 2017 following the completion of county-wide wildlife connectivity assessment initiated by the
Dillon Ranger District of the White River Mational Forest. The goals of 3C5P include restoring habitat connectivity
across roads and highways throughout Summit County, to improve habitat, movement and migration corridors
for many wildlife spedes, including elk. Our comments are focused on E-13, which includes all of Summit
County. SC5P is pleased to see that CPW has addressed local issues in the plan including habitat guality, quantity
and connectivity; effects of dimate including drought and winter severity; urban and residential development;
and recreation. Development and recreation, as well as habitat connectivity, are directly related to the mission
of SC5P. We recommend that the plan specifically identify wildlife crossings combined with highway exclusion
fencing as a management strategy for preserving and enhancing wildlife connectivity across roads and reducing
wildlife-wehicle conflict and mortality.

SCSP is cumrently working with the Colorado Department and Transportation and Summit County on the |-70
East Vail Pass (EVP) Wildlife Crossings Project to restore wildlife habitat connectivity through approximately 5
miles of Mational Forest between Vail Pass and Copper Mountain. This project recommends oreating a
comprehensive mitigation system consisting of new wildlife crossings and existing highway bridges with highway
exclusion fencing. This connectivity infrastructure would improve permeability across high elevation, forested
habitat in E-13 which is valuable summer habitat for this elk population and reconnect the large blocks of
contiguous habitat north and south of the interstate. Our team believes that this connectivity infrastructure will

www.summilcounfysafepassages.org
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support the objectives for E-13. Inclusion of this project goal in the strategies section of the HMP for this DAU
would likewise help support the I-70 EVP Wildlife Crossings Project as SC5P continues to seek funding to
complete the engineering design and construction. The |-70 East Vail Pass Project is an enormous priority for
CDOT, CPW, the Forest Service, Summit County, 5C5P, and all of Colorado as we work to make our
transportation network safer for the traveling public and wildlife alike.

Thank you for this opportunity to provide feedback on this elk management plan.

Sincerely,

Julia Kimtsch
Summit County Safe Passages Board of Directors

CC: Elisza Slezak- Wildlife Biclogist (CPW)

www.summilcounfysafepassages.org
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Appendix E14: Stakeholder Input
Appendix E14-A: HPP Comment Letter

June &, 2034

Gemavieve Fuller

Colaorado Parks amd Wildlife
11 Independent Ave
Grand Junction, CO 81505

RE: Uncompahgre Mabitat Partnership Program Comments - HWP DALY E-14
Dear Ms. Fuller,

Une of the initial reasons for creating the Habitat Partnership Program was to provide local
landoweners and ather interesis an opporiunity Tor Input into blg game management in their
areas. The diverse makeup of the local HFF committes (3 livestock growers, Forest Service,
BLM, CPW, and sporisperion representatives) provides a good cross-section of Local interests o
review AU proposals and respond accordingly for CPW consideration.

HPFP cxists o help reduce big game related agricultural conflicts, assist OPW in meeting big
game Fanagement abjectives, enhance big game migration corridors, and suppst consarvation
efforts on private lands as they redate to deer, elk, moose, and pronghonn, 'With this perspective
in mird, the Grand Mesa HFP (GMHPF) Committee has reviewed the E-14 draft alternatives
regarding population range and sex ratio objectives and offer these comments far
cengiceration.

The GMHPP Committes supports the draft alternative to keep the current population objective
within this DAL and within owr committee area. We believe this altermative responsibly balances.
local rarge and habitat conditions with the sportsperson’s desires and landowner concerns.
Additionally, we beliewe sxpanding the sex ratio is a good balance and provides ample hunting
opportunities while also providing a reasonable numiber of mature animals for hunters.

As stated above, HPP & directed by statute to assist CPW in meeting game managernent
abjectives. The commitiee has worked with bath public land managers and private landowners
to improve the guality and quantity of the habitat within E-14. Adequate habitat is critical to
rveeting game managemeant objectives and we remakn commditted to maintaining and Improving
habitat in the area, The GMHFP Committer will continuee to support management efforts in
partnership with numeraws locel landowners and federsl land managing agencies that place a
high prierity on implementing valuable habitat improvement projects and have eapressed the
desire ta continue this wark. Thank pau for the opporunity o provide thede comiments.

Lincerely,

Hrd UM

Ivan &rcher
Grand Mais HPP Committes
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Appendix E14-B: 30-Day public comment

Zip code
of
Comments: Residency: residence:

My understanding is you are making few changes in the current
management system. And | appreciate your comment that you
rely on both public lands and private landowners to assist in
keeping elk herds, including on the Grand Mesa and Collbran
area, alive and fed.

That said, as a private landowner, | put in a claim for elk damage
to my gates, fences, consumption of my pasture forage | was
using for my own livestock (yak, goats, sheep) and lost hay bales
after starving elk broke into my storage shed in the high snow
impact winter (January-March) of 2023. My claim was inexplicably
denied by CPW/CDW. | was cautioned, too, to be very careful of
ever filing a claim for recovery of damages again. | was also
blamed that | had not kept elk out of my pasture even though |
repeatedly repaired fences and gates and reinforced (in freezing
weather) my hay shed. | realize many executives in your
department may not be familiar with the challenges of handling
livestock in the winter while simultaneously attempting to
humanely limit damage by starving animals the size and strength
of elk--especially a hundred or hundred and fifty of them at a time.
My comment? When a private landowner puts a claim in for elk
damage--damage that so clearly helped save much of the herd
your department is supposed to take care of-- perhaps you could
break down and pay a few hundred dollars for some hay bales,
broken STEEL gates, and six or seven cattle panels. And be
more polite to claimants instead of chastising them. My opinion?
Colorado Department of Parks and Wildlife acts like prima donnas
and has no understanding or appreciation of what we private
landowners contribute. By the way, | have another rural property
above Collbran, and THAT provides winter forage as well. And |
am fine with that. It was the damage to my livestock, pastures for
them, loss of needed hay, and damage to fence and gates that
angers me and makes me distrust your department and, therefore, lam a
your "management" plan. Because, after all, a lot of the Colorado
management plan is private landowners' responsibility and cost. Resident 81624

Mountain Llons and Bears are predators taking a lot of the

elk/deer.

Last muzzle loading season | saw two mountain lions close to my

proximity. No fear of

my presence, | now carry a side arm during muzzle season.

For the bears, a lot of them. Consider allowing use of scents for

hunting. Need to get a elk/deer down, then hunt over the carcass.

Tough hunting fall bear. CPW should step up and go againstany lam a

new hiking/biking trails that encroach on any vital elk/deer Colorado

winter/calving grounds. Resident 81503
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Appendix E15: Stakeholder Input
Appendix E15-A: Eagle County BOCC Comment Letter
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Appendix E16-B: Lower Colorado River HPP Letter

July 11, 2024

Julie Mao

Colorado Parks and Wildlife
0088 Wildlife Way
Glenwood Springs, CO 81601

RE: Lower Colorado River Habitat Partnership Program Comments - HWP DAU-E15

Dear Ms. Mao,

One of the initial reasons for creating the Habitat Partnership Program was to provide local landowners and
other interests an opportunity for input into big game management in their areas. The diverse makeup of
the local HPP committee (3 livestock growers, USFS, BLM, CPW, and sportsperson representatives) provides a
good cross-section of local interests to review DAU proposals and respond accordingly for CPW consideration.

HPP exists to help reduce big game related agricultural conflicts, assist CPW in meeting big game
management objectives, enhance big game migration corridors, and support conservation efforts on private
lands as they relate to deer, elk, moose, and pronghorn. With this perspective in mind, the Lower Colorado
River HPP (LCRHPP) Committee has reviewed the DALU-E1S draft alternatives regarding population range and
sex ratio objectives and offer these comments for consideration.

The LCRHPP committee supports the draft alternative to keep the current population objective. We believe
this alternative responsibly balances local ramge and habitat conditions with sportsmen desires and
landowner concerns. We have not heard of any concerns about the current population or any desires to
increase the local herd size and so we believe the current levels are where they should be. Any issues we
have are more likely related to distribution of the herds in the area and not the overall population size.

The LCRHPP committee also discussed the proposed sex ratio alternative. We support raising the current
sex ratio objective to provide larger bulls/bucks for sportsmen to pursue. We understand this option would
reduce hunting opportunity but our committee believes having higher guality animals in this area is desired
and possible.

As stated above, HPP is also directed by statute to assist the Division to meet game management objectives.
The LCRHPP committee has worked with both public land managers and private landowners to improve the
quality and quantity of the habitat in DAU-E15. Adequate habitat is critical to meeting game management
objectives and we remain committed to maintaining and improving habitat in this area. The LCRHPP
Committee will continue to support management efforts in partnership with numerous local landowners and
federal land managing agencies that place a high priority on implementing valuable habitat improvement
projects and have expressed the desire to continue this work. Thank you for the opportunity to provide
these comments.

Sincerely,

LCR HPP Committes
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Appendix E16: Stakeholder Input
Appendix E16-A: Eagle County BOCC Comment Letter
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Appendix E16-B: Lower Colorado River HPP letter

July 11, 2024

Julie Mao

Colorado Parks and Wildlife
(088 Wildlife Way
Glenwood Springs, CO 81601

RE: Lower Colorado River Habitat Partnership Program Comments - HWP DAU-E16
Dear Ms. Mao,

One of the initial reasons for creating the Habitat Partnership Program was to provide local landowners and
other interests an opportunity for input into big game management in their areas. The diverse makeup of
the local HPF committee (3 livestock growers, USFS, BLM, CPW, and sportsperson representatives) provides a
good cross-section of local interests to review DAU proposals and respond accordingly for CPW consideration.

HPP exists to help reduce big game related agricultural conflicts, assist CPW in meeting big game
management objectives, enhance big game migration corridors, and support conservation efforts on private
lands as they relate to deer, elk, moose, and pronghomn. With this perspective in mind, the Lower Colorado
River HPP (LCRHPP) Committee has reviewed the DAU-E16 draft alternatives regarding population range and
sex ratio objectives and offer these comments for consideration.

The LCRHPP committee supports the draft alternative to keep the current population objective. We believe
this alternative responsibly balances local range and habitat conditions with sportsmen desires and
landowner concerns. We have not heard of any concerns about the current population or any desires to
increase the local herd size and so we believe the current levels are where they should be. Any issues we
have are more likely related to distribution of the herds in the area and not the overall population size

The LCRHPF committee also discussed the proposed sex ratio alternative. In general, we believe the sex
ratio that provides for maximum hunting opportunity is appropriate for this area. This accommodates
sportsmen’s desires and maintains local economic benefits.

As stated above, HPP is also directed by statute to assist the Division to meet game management objectives.
The LCRHPP committee has worked with both public land managers and private landowners to improve the
quality and guantity of the habitat in DAU-E16. Adeguate habitat is critical to meeting game management
objectives and we remain committed to maintaining and improving habitat in this area. The LCRHPP
Committee will continue to support management efforts in partnership with numerous local landowners and
federal land managing agencies that place a high priority on implementing valuable habitat improvement
projects and have expressed the desire to continue this work. Thank you for the opportunity to provide
these comments.

Sincerely,

LCR HPP Committes
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Appendix E16-C: 30-Day Public Comment
Zip code
of
Comments: Residency: residence:
The age class distribution of the bulls is very skewed towards the lam a
lower age class. The sex ratio also seems to be heavily shifted to ~ Colorado
cows. Resident
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Appendix E19: Stakeholder Input
Appendix E19-A: HPP Comment Letter

b &, 204

Deeskpes Fler

okl Farie pad Wk e
T g has
e Jimecrion, L0 8ERES

HE! Abcormpdigne HEDis Parinership Frogrsm Comresrg - B el £-19
By Wa. Fulbes,

O ol the belial redsir e Segaling T FaldlEL Parseroiip Frogrem was 0 prordde Gl
lsrekrarmans and ot Blest &n aEeerluiily ¢ Wil W0 by JaTi: TEISgEmeenr i pheir
ek The dhwarie makiup of e 2R HPP 0OTeRiREE O3 depiinch pomesrt, FORSTD Servics,
BLM, CPE, i e i fade it Ll | el @ gpimind 0~ i rhpe ! Badal WRRIETE B
reviire DAL peoposals @i reiged Sioeqiknghy o0 UPW Dol er s,

H® pahin 4o help reduce by garee eeliied dgricoloral conllals, mishl CPW b medting big:
g srunageTent shircibem, enhince by gare srgrabien Corrkke, aEl P ST aLiee
piToatn on privats lande on thery rolate to deer, o, mooes, and g orgpbann. Whth Lk pesi pini s
in mvired, the Geasd Mema HPF JCBHPP) Coresvibos bas sewsresd S 1% digll glemialieg.
regaring populstion range and o ratio cbibven asd offer e ceEeETe T
raf e ann.

Thes GRHET Comwmitive wippesiy e Sndt alipmatse 52 kaep B cumer pagels ion obective
withia fhie DAL We bedless fhile slbemaibe resporadbly baleees ocsl roage and Rabiial

oondithore, sirh the spormperoany desire el Brckesne: concerm. Ackbiiorsl by, s bl
PR pATaEEg T 18 TN 1 B §300 DFSET B0 [EOYISEL BRI RTINS DR TLNITH WL il
proviiing & rescanshile rarber of mstes: sarah o aiem,

& e abres, FPP B dleciad By oanne o g CFW In meeting AT maragemeni
Dbl Uit Thett DBl [0 P2 wiiarkid wolths Both pablic L] raragsm and privee lardosensn
o | S e L il iy S GaTICY OF ohed Rstics wighin E-19, Sdegiaie bkl b oriticsl e
ieeellej e TSR] G0 FECTRS B W DB COMTITEREE 8 M RN RE el Irpincw e
faadsblal Ui deed. Thel GMHPS Corvavames wdl] DOOVTaS D0 fOpEaen] maasgeresr el i
pirtaarship wilh rarveion il ke it el bederEl G weregieg ke the pisoe
high pricrity on splededing vilbadlie halely iRpiee@esl [Nopsr B0 Fdeg Sapiesmead the=
dervire b3 cordorasr e marbe Thaek, i for s O 1o Ly 1 Bideils thisde Omamends

ey,
B Archer
S Agh P CoTmice

197



DRAFT NW Elk Herd Management Plans July 2024

Appendix E19-B: 30-Day Public Comment

Zip code
of
Comments: Residency: residence:

As a landowner in the unit | have observed a decline in the

number of calves in the herds over that last 3 years. The

increased stress and human pressure from the shed horn hunters

in both CO and the UT winter range along with late winter hunting

seasons in UT has been a factor in my opinion. The size/quality

of bulls has gone down slightly in recent years but is still above

what is seen in other area in the state, and may be due to the

extreme drought the Glade Park area has been experiencing. The

high bear numbers and lack of predator control has to have an

effect on calf numbers as well. A spring bear season or ability to

bait and have more success with current bear seasons would be

beneficial. The growth of Grand Junction and increased use of

the public lands for recreation in unit 40 has to have a negative

effect on the herd birth and conception rates as well. It seems the

cow herds | witness are continually on the move and being

bumped back and forth on and off private and public properties. | lam a
feel the current herd numbers are good but worry over the Colorado
declining calf numbers. Resident 81523
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Appendix E21: Stakeholder Input
Appendix E21-A: HPP Comment letter

April 30, 2024

Darty Finley

Colorado Parks ard Wildlife
73485 Highway &4

Mesker CO B1&41

RE: White River Habitat Partnership Program Commants - HMP DAL E-21
Dear Mr. Finley,

One of the Imitial reasors for creatirg the Habftat Partmership Program was to pravide local landawners and
oiher Imteresis an oppariunity Tar input inta big g@ame management in their areas. The diverse makeup of the
local HFP committes {3 livestock growers, USFS, BLW, COFW, and sportsperson representatives) provides a good
crods-section af local interests to review DAL proposals and respord accordingly for CPW corsideration.

HPP exists to help reduce big game related agricultural conflicts, assist CPW in meeting big game management
chjectives, enhance big game migration corridors, and support conservation efforts on private lands as they
relate to deer, elk, moose, and pronghorm, With this perspective in mind, the White River HPF (WRHFP)
Committes has reviewad the DAl E-T1 draft alternatives regarding populathon rarge and sex rath objectives
and offer these comments for corsideration.

The WRHFP committee supports the draft alternative te keep the current populathon abjective. We believe
this albernative responsibly balances local ramge amd habftal conditions with sportsperson desires and
lardowner concerns. We have pob heard of ary concerns aboul the ourrent papulation or any desires to
increase the local herd size and 5o we believe the current |evels are where they should be.  Any issues we
haye are more likely related o the distribution of the herds in the area and nat the overall pepulation size,

The WRHPF commities alio disoussed the proposed sex ratio alternative. In general, we believe the sex ratio

that provides for maximum bunting cpportunity is appropriate for this area. This accommodates sportspersan
diesires. and maintains lomal economic benefits.

As stabed above, HPP i also directed by statute te assist the Division to meet game management abjectives.
The WHHPF commities has worked with both public land managers and private landowners Lo improve the
guality and guantity of the habitat in D&U E-71. Adeguate habitat is eritical to mesting game management
phjectives and we remaln commitied Lo maintaining and improving habitat in this area. The 'WRHPPF Committes
will continue to support maragement efforts in partnership with numerous local landowrers ard federal land
managing agencies that place a high pricrity on implementing valuable habitat improvemsent projects and
henee papressed the desine to contirue this waork, Thank you for the opportunity to proside these comments,

Sincerely,

‘white Rrver HFF Committee
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Appendix E21-B: 30-Day Public Comment

Comments:

There are too many bulls in this unit that get busted up during the
rut. | hunted this unit in December 2022 on a late cow hunt. My
friends and | probably saw a 90 bull to 10 cow ratio, out of 200 or
so elk we saw, where we were hunting. Spike only hunts should
be allowed for this unit or raghorn only bulls.

Good to see a plan in place to manage E-21 and associated
GMUs.
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Residency:

lam a
Non-
Resident

lam a
Colorado
Resident

Zip code
of
residence:

84078

81503
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Appendix E47: Stakeholder Input
Appendix E47-A: HPP Comment Letter

May 6, 2024

Darby Finley
Colorado Parks and Wildtife
3485 Highway 64
Mesker, CO 81641

RE: Morthwest Colorado Habitat Partnership Program Comments - HWP DAU-E47
Dear Mr. Finley,

One of the imitial reasons for creating the Habitat Partnership Program was to provide local landowners and
other interests an opportumity for input into big game management @n their areas. The diverse makeup of the
looad HPP committes (3 lvestook growers, USFS, BLM, CPW, and sportsperson representatives) provides o good
arass-s=otion of looal nterests to review DAL proposals and respond sococordingly for CPW consideration.

HPP exists to help reduoe big game related agricultural confliots, assst CPW in meeting big game management
ohjeotives, enhanoe big game migration corridors, and support conservation efforts on private lands as they
relate to deer, elk, moose, and promghomn. With this perspeotive inm mind, the Morthwest Colorado HPP
[WWCOOHPP) Committes has revieswsed the DAU-E47 draft alternatives regerding population range and sex ratio
ohj=otives and offer thess somments for consideration.

The HWCOHPP committes supports the draft alternative to keep the owrent population objeotive. We believe
this alternative responsibly balamoes local range ard habitat conditions with sportsmen desires and landowner
ooncerns. We have not heard of any conoerns about the current population or any desires to increass the
looad herd sioe and so we believe the ourrent levels are where they should be.  Any issues we have are mores
likely related to distribation of the herds in the area and not the oweradl population size.

The HWCOOHPP committee also disoussed the proposed s=x ratio alternative. In general, we belisve the sex
ratio thet provides for maximem henting opportumity is appropriate for this area. This sococmmodates
sportsmen”s desires and maintains looed sconomic benefits.

#As stated above, HPP is also direoted by statwte to assist the Division to mest game management objeotives.
The HWCOHPP committes has worked with both publio land managers and private landowners to improve the
guality and quantity of the habitat in DAU-E4T. Adequate habitat is oritical to meeting same management
objeotives and we remain committed to maintaining and improving habitat n this area. The HWCOHPP
Committee will oontinue to support management efforts in partmership with memerows looal landowners and
federal land managing agenoies that plaoe & high priority on implementing valuable habitat improvement
projects and have expressed the desire to contimee this work. Thank you for the opportunity to provide these
COMmiMments.

Sincerely,
oY
Sean Durhiam, Lrvestook Growers

Maorthwest Colorado HPP Committes
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Appendix E47-B: 30-day Public Comment

Zip code
of
Comments: Residency: residence:

| think the real question is who is going to report/monitor the

depredation on fawns and calf elk as that is happening now. we

have already heard about the wolf killings of beef cattle because

the stewards of the land watch it every day. | think its the

responsibility of the DOW who work for Polis to get in touch on

how much wildlife is disappearing. it should be cumulative so we

as sportsmen and women know the other unseen negative results

of wolf reintroduction is having our most valuable wildlife resource.

do you have plans to report this or just let it go unheard due to the

voters in Boulder and the front range? most of these people have

no concern with the environment they moved to. i think the

director of the wildlife in denver be held accountable to us and lam a
provide the information that will be eventually hidden from the Colorado
public. Resident 970

Do not agree with plan. More bulls don't always equal better

quality. There are too many raghorn bulls in this unit. Either bull lam a

tag allocation needs cut or you should manage for about 20-25 Non-

bulls per 100 cows. Resident 84078
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