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Executive Summary

GMUs: 74 and 741
Land Ownership: 42% USFS, 33% private land, 17% Southern Ute Tribe, 5% BLM, and 3% state lands
Posthunt Population:
2018 Modeled Estimate: 6,770 elk
Current Objective (2020): 7,500 — 9,000 elk
Posthunt Sex Ratio:
2018 Observed: 21 bulls:100 cows
Expected Ratio (2020): 15-25 bulls:100 cows
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Background

The Hermosa Elk Herd is located in Southwest Colorado, west of Durango, and contains GMUs 74 and
741. The DAU is 1,000 miles? and includes portions of La Plata and San Juan counties. The elk
population reached a high in the early 2000’s and exceeded population management objectives. At that
time cow harvest was increased through list “B” and “C” antlerless licenses, either-sex licenses, and late
seasons to decrease the population. Since then the population has decreased and those tools to
increase cow harvest have been removed.

Significant Issues

The greatest issue that the Hermosa Elk Herd faces is the lack of recruitment. Calf to cow ratios have
steadily decreased since 2006 and have been around 30 calves per 100 cows. The long-term average is
40:100. Low elk recruitment is experienced across southern Colorado and northern New Mexico. CPW
is currently researching the issue with hopes of identifying the cause and possible remedies.

Cumulative impacts to critical habitat, including winter range, migration corridors, production areas, and
high elevation summer range, due to human population growth is a concern in the DAU. Exurban
development is occurring in La Plata County and homes are replacing open lands currently supporting
wintering elk. Natural gas well development has also increased in elk habitat on private and public
lands. Lastly, outdoor recreation continues to grow, placing more people into areas used by elk.
Increased recreational trails and recreation use is decreasing the amount of effective habitat. Managers
and the public are concerned over cumulative and prolonged impacts of development and recreation
disrupting migration and decreasing quality and quantity of habitat. Actions to enhance and protect
important elk habitat will be essential to increase the elk population.

Management Objectives

Population Objective Alternatives
Population objective alternatives were developed around the current population estimate and based on
public input received from the meetings and survey. Ranges presented in each alternative allow for
management flexibility to changing conditions or unknowns such as drought or disease. Any suggested
increase in the population would require habitat improvement and protection to mitigate for the
continual loss of habitat due to human population growth and encroachment. It is recognized that there
are some modeling issues caused by a high sex ratio observed in 2017. The following three population
objectives were proposed. The Colorado Parks and Wildlife Commission adopted alternative 2
September 2020.

Alternative 1: 6,500 — 8,000 elk post-hunt (current population)
**Alternative 2: 7,500 9,000 elk post-hunt (15% increase)
Alternative 3: 8,500 — 10,000 elk post-hunt (25% increase)

Sex Ratio

E-30 is managed for maximum hunter opportunity with over-the-counter bull licenses in second and
third rifle seasons. Because of this, the number of bulls in the populations is not dictated by a
management action and sex ratio alternatives were not considered. Instead, an expected sex ratio was
proposed.

Expected observed sex ratio: 15 to 25 bulls per 100 cows
Approved by the Colorado Parks and Wildlife Commission September 2020
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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 CPWs 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 public demands and growing impacts from people.
To manage the state’s big game populations, CPW uses a “management by objective” approach (Figure
1). Big game populations are managed to achieve population objective ranges and sex ratio ranges
established for data analysis units (DAUSs).

COLORADO’S BIG GAME MANAGEMENT
BY OBJECTIVE PROCESS

Commission
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Figure 1. Management by objectives process used by the CPW to manage big game populations on a
DAU basis.

The purpose of a Herd Management Plan (HMP) is to provide a system or process which will integrate
the plans and intentions of CPW with the concerns and ideas of land management agencies and
interested publics in determining how a big game herd in a specific geographic area, DAU, should be
managed. In preparing a HMP, agency personnel attempt to balance the biological capabilities of the
herd and its habitat with the public's demand for wildlife recreational opportunities. Our various publics
and constituents, including the U.S Forest Service, the Bureau of Land Management, sports persons,
guides and outfitters, private landowners, local chambers of commerce and the general public, are
involved in the determination of DAU population and herd composition objectives and related issues.
Public input is solicited and collected by way of questionnaires, public meetings and comments to the
Parks and Wildlife Commission.

A Data Analysis Unit or DAU is the geographic area that represents the year round range of a big game
herd and delineates the seasonal ranges of a specific herd while keeping interchange with adjacent
herds to a minimum. A DAU includes the area where the majority of the animals in a herd are born and
raised as well as where they die either as a result of hunter harvest or natural causes. Each DAU usually



is composed of several game management units (GMUs), but in some cases only one GMU makes up a

DAU.

The primary decisions needed for an individual DAU plan are how many animals should exist in the DAU
and what is the desired sex ratio for the population of big game animals e.g., the number of males per
100 females. These numbers are referred to as the DAU population and herd composition objectives,
respectively. Secondarily, the strategies and techniques needed to reach the population size and herd
composition objectives also need to be selected. The selection of population and sex ratio objectives
drive important decisions in the big game license setting process, namely, how many animals need to
be harvested to maintain or move toward the objectives, and what types of hunting seasons are

required to achieve the harvest objective.

Description of DAU

Elk DAU E-30 is located in Southwest Colorado, west of Durango, and contains GMUs 74 and 741. The
DAU is 1,000 miles? and includes portions of La Plata and San Juan counties. The towns of Durango,
Silverton, Hesperus, and Breen are included in E-30 (Figure 2). Dominant geographical features are the
La Plata Mountains on the west, the Animas River valley on the east, the Hermosa Creek and Upper
Animas River watersheds to the north, and the Red Mesa/Fort Lewis Mesa area to the south.

Land Ownership in Elk DAU E-30
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Figure 2. The Hermosa elk herd boundaries, GMUSs, and Land Ownership.
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The climate is a highland or mountain climate, characterized by cool springs and falls, warm summers
and moderately cold winters. Average precipitation and snowfall for Durango are 18 and 63 inches per
year respectively. Snowfall increases dramatically to 250-300 inches per winter at higher elevations in
the northern portions of the DAU.

This area is in the Colorado Plateau Ecoregion, which consists of shrublands, and forests. Vegetation
types include alpine over 12,000 feet elevation, spruce/fir stands down to 10,000 feet, Gambel oak,
serviceberry, and ponderosa pine above 6,500 feet, and pinyon/juniper, sagebrush and agricultural
fields below 6,500 feet.

Land ownership is composed of US Forest Service (42%), Bureau of Land Management (5%), private land
(33%), Southern Ute Tribal lands (17%) and state lands (3%) (Figure 2).

Habitat Resources and Capability

Elk migrations generally are southerly in direction and are initiated by snow depth, and forage
availability. Winter range is ultimately the limiting factor for this elk herd, especially in GMU 74. Itis
found in 67% (725 miles?) of the DAU. Elk winter range generally includes all of GMU 741, and the part
of GMU 74 within 3 miles of Highway 160, a corridor along the Animas River 4 miles wide north to
Hermosa, and a large part of the Junction Creek and Hermosa Creek watersheds. Severe winter range,
which is that part of the range where 90 percent of the individuals are located when the annual
snowpack is at its maximum and/or temperatures are at the minimum, is even more limited at 246
miles? (23% of the DAU). Winter concentration areas are that part of winter range where elk densities
are at least 200% greater than the surrounding winter range densities. There are only 155 miles? (14%
of the DAU) of winter concentration areas (Figure 3). Breakdowns of landownership of winter ranges
can be viewed in Table 1.

Table 1. Landownership and elk winter range, winter concentration areas, and sever winter range. (BLM
= Bureau of Land Management, USFS = US Forest Service, SUIT = Southern Ute Indian Reservation, SLB =
State Land Board)

BLM CPW USFS SUIT Private SLB
Winter Range 2% 2% 25% 25% 43% 2%
Severe Winter Range 3% 5% 4% 47% 40% 0.3%
Winter Concentration Areas 3% 9% 43% 2% 37% 6%

Drought also can play a significant role in decreasing both winter and summer habitats and forage
condition, hence nutrition quality. Quality nutrition is important for elk to accrue body fat during the
summer that will sustain individual animals through winter (Cook et al 2013). It can also influence
reproductive success and calf survival. Southwest Colorado has been in a drought cycle for the past two
decades.



Winter Activities in Elk DAU E-30
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Figure 3. Elk winter activity in E-30.

Conflicts with Agriculture

Winter range that is free of agricultural conflicts is extremely limiting and generally at higher elevations
in Gambel oak and ponderosa pine. Elk conflict areas are south of US Hwy 160 and along the Animas
River Valley. Tolerance for elk in these areas can be very low. Many of the animals in conflict areas are
non-migratory, resident elk. Conflicts on lower elevation agricultural lands are addressed with private-
land-only (PLO) and distribution management licenses. CPW also has liberalized season dates and
license numbers to address resident elk numbers in these areas before migrants arrive. Area Wildlife
Manager kill permits also are available when damage exists without a season to address it. Spring
conflicts can also occur as elk stay on private lands as they green up, and move onto higher elevation
ranges later as they green up.

Generally, game damage will decrease with fewer elk. However, many game damage situations would
persist even with drastic reductions in elk numbers in the DAU and are best dealt with on each property
with special seasons, distribution management hunts, and AWM kill permits, rather than on a DAU
population scale.



Local Habitat Partnership committees also play an important role in minimizing wildlife/agriculture
conflicts. The Habitat Partnership Program (HPP) has two purposes: to resolve big game wildlife
conflicts with agricultural landowners, and to assist CPW in meeting game management objectives. The
HPP committee finds innovative solutions that are agreeable with landowners to reduce concerns and
problems of elk on their property. Elk benefit from this by the important habitat provided by private
properties.

Habitat Loss

A combination of urban, exurban, and recreational development is occurring on a significant portion of
important habitat in E-30. Development of all types can pose a threat to blocking or cutting off
migration routes and reducing their effectiveness. Managers and the public are increasingly concerned
over cumulative and prolonged impacts disrupting migration and decreasing quality and quantity of
habitat. Development influences both carrying capacity and harvest management. Development is a
DAU wide issue but it is a considerably larger problem near Durango and the Animas River valley. Direct
and indirect loss of habitat is one of the top causes for species declines that lead to extinction.

Herd Management History

Post-hunt Population Size
Elk were rare following years of over-exploitation in the 1800’s. In 1913, 25 elk from Yellowstone
National Park were released into Hermosa Creek with the aid of the Durango Silverton train.

The primary goal of this DAU plan is to re-evaluate the population objective. A computer model is used
to estimate the population size. Models are dependent on the quality of data and it needs to be
recognized that models are a tool that should be used accordingly. The previous post-hunt elk
population objective from 2010 of 5,000 to 6,000 was established based on an estimated population of
4,900. The current model shows that the E-30 population peaked in 1999 at an estimated 9,100 (Figure
4). Due to aggressive harvest in the early 2000’s, the population decreased to a low of 5,300. Over the
past several years, the post-hunt elk population estimate shows an increase (from reduction of cow
harvest) and is currently at 6,670. This growth from 2012 to 2018 is a 29 percent increase in the
population over six years. Even though the model has predicted this growth, there has not been a
noticeable change seen on the ground. Part of the growth predicted by the model can be explained by
an increase in the sex ratio, specifically in 2017 (Figure 6). The bull to cow ratio was 25:100 where the
prior five year average was 17:100. The high observed ratio was due to a large number of bull groups
found that year and a low sample size, one quarter the size of previous years. To account for the
increase number of bulls, the model has to increase the population estimate. Many do not believe this
population has increased as depicted in the model.
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Figure 4. E-30 Post-hunt population estimate from 1998 to 2018 and proposed management objective.

Post-hunt Herd Composition

Post-hunt calf ratio estimates, observed from aerial inventory, averaged 35 calves per 100 cows from
1998 to 2018 (range of 25 to 49) (Figure 5). A mean of 32 calves per 100 cows was observed over the
last five years. Since the mid-2000’s, calf ratios have decreased and haven’t been above 40:100 (the
long term average) since 2006. Furthermore, calf ratios have been under 30 five out the past nine years.
These low ratios are seen across southern Colorado and northern New Mexico and are concerning to
biologists.
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Figure 5. E-30 calf to cow ratio estimates from post-hunt helicopter inventory from 1998 to 2018.



The bull harvest regime for the Hermosa Herd is for maximum hunter opportunity. Archery licenses
were unlimited either-sex licenses through 2019 and bull licenses are unlimited in second rifle season
and third rifle season. All muzzleloader licenses are limited. There is a four point antler restriction on
bull harvest.

In 2020 the Colorado Parks and Wildlife Commission approved regulations that converted unlimited
either-sex archery licenses to limited sex specific licenses. The change to limited archery cow licenses
was a biological choice to address the decreasing population and mirrors rifle and muzzleloader licenses.
The change to limited bull licenses was made due to hunter concerns about increasing hunting pressure
and deceasing quality of hunting experience during the archery season.

The post-hunt bull to cow ratio is gathered from winter classification flights and includes all bulls that
are 1 plus years old (spike bulls) and older. These estimates are often low in E-30. This is clearly related
to the unlimited nature of bull licenses, but estimates may be biased low because not all potential
wintering areas are surveyed and bull groups can be difficult to observe from the air in pinyon-juniper,
ponderosa pine, and oakbrush covered wintering areas. From 1998 to 2018 observed post-hunt bull to
cow ratios averaged 18 bulls per 100 cows (range 12 in 1998 to 25 in 2009) (Figure 6). The 10 and 5 year
bull to cow ratio means were both 19.

E-30 Observed Bull/Cow Ratios
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Figure 6. E-30 post-hunt bull to cow ratios estimated from helicopter inventory from 1998 to 2018.

Harvest

Harvest statistics are determined through a survey of a randomly selected sample of hunters in E-30. All
antlerless licenses are limited and set annually to meet population objectives. By limiting licenses,
antlerless harvest by rifle and muzzleloader hunters has been decreased substantially since 2006 in an
effort to achieve the population objective (Figure 7). Bull harvest, being unlimited, is reflective of the
population size and influenced by weather during hunting seasons. The 1998 to 2018 average annual
bull harvest was 369 and average annual cow harvest was 357. Antlered harvest has ranged from 222 in
2011 to 532 in 2003. Cow harvest has ranged from 108 in 2017 to 767 in 2000. Changes in cow harvest
reflects the availability of cow licenses.
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Figure 7. Bull and cow harvest estimated from E-30 from 1998 to 2018.
Harvest Management Challenges within the DAU

Exurban development often creates refuges where no hunting is allowed making harvest objectives
difficult to achieve. Many of these refuges are adjacent to agricultural properties where game damage
occurs and tolerance for elk is low. Resident herds have remained healthy in many of these areas even
when overall elk numbers in the DAU have decreased.

High elk license and hunter numbers, as well as non-hunting outdoor recreation, can shift elk
distribution to private land refuges. This DAU has some public land areas without motorized access that
reduces these distribution shifts. When evaluating travel management, it is important that these areas
remain off limits to motorized and mechanized (ie. bicycle) travel to keep elk on the National Forest.

Herd Issues and Strategies

Issues

Predation

Black bear predation on calves can reduce recruitment and elk populations (Griffin et al 2011 and White
et al 2010)). Black bears are most successful at finding calves during the first two weeks after
parturition. Predation of calves then begins to decrease and after a calf is a month old, bear predation is
rare.

Mountain lions influence on ungulate populations is variable. Predation by lions is more critical in
ungulate populations that are small in size or struggling from other causes. Mountain lion predation on
calves may be high enough to impact the population, but generally not to the degree that black bears
can.

11



Predation is visible and dramatic which draws people’s attention more so than other impacts to elk
populations. Predation rates are not only a factor of the number of predators, but also influenced by
attributes such as habitat quality, densities of prey, weather, and disease.

Loss of Critical Habitats

Exurban and recreation development are occurring in elk habitat in E-30. Managers and the public are
increasingly concerned over cumulative and prolonged impacts disrupting migration corridors and
decreasing the quality and quantity of other important habitats. Development influences both carrying
capacity and harvest management. Exurban development often creates refuges shifting harvest
pressure to elk on public lands and decreasing harvest of elk on private lands that can be a nuisance.
Development is a DAU-wide issue but it is a considerably larger problem in the eastern portions of the
DAU around Durango and the Animas Valley. Increased road density and human population increase
the number of vehicles traveling through elk habitat and exacerbate elk mortality due to wildlife vehicle
collisions. It is a concern for both herd welfare and human safety.

Johnson et al. (2016) analyzed a 40-year relational/correlative study, looking at land use changes from
1970 to 2010 and the impacts on deer populations. Although focused on deer, the same impacts may
also correspond with elk and elk habitat (which overlaps extensively with deer habitat). From this
analysis, for the entire D-52 DAU (which has the same boundaries and E-30), the proportion of
“undeveloped” private land (0 houses) has decreased from 32% to 21%. The majority of this growth
occurred in areas that overlap elk winter range. Winter range, which is already limited, is continually
being lost due to residential development and will be lost at a greater rate with the expected human
population growth. Already, from 1970 to 2010, the amount of mule deer winter range on private lands
that remains undeveloped has decreased by 32%. With shrinking winter habitat, we can expect to see a
reduction in the elk population (Johnson et al 2016).

Recreational Development

Outdoor recreation is highly sought after locally with hundreds of miles of non-motorized and motorized
trails in the area (Figure 8). These trails are popular with OHV users, hikers, runners, and mountain
bikers. There is a continued and endless demand for the development of more trails. A high percentage
of existing and proposed trails are on elk winter range and other critical habitat.

12
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Figure 8. Motorized and non-motorized trails located on elk winter range by Durango, CO. Several trails,
particularly on BLM and FS, have a winter closure for wildlife. lllegal, or “social”, trails are not depicted
on the map.

Outdoor recreation associated with trails influence a variety of wildlife species and the impacts are often
detrimental to wildlife. Trail use increases direct disturbance and displacement of elk from optimal
habitats due to avoidance of human activities. Elk do not adapt well to trail recreation whether it is
motorized or non-motorized (Montgomery et al 2013, Wisdom et al 2018). Elk increase their daily
activity levels and movements in the presence of mountain biking and hiking which reduces the time
spent feeding or resting (Naylor et al 2009, Wisdom et al 2004, 2018). This increased energy demand
occurs simultaneous with decreased forage intake and displacement from preferred areas to areas with
poorer quality forage. The net result is a decrease in body condition, which affects the chance of
individual health, survival, and reproduction (Bender et al 2008). The presence of a dog with a
recreationist is likely to result in a greater area of negative influence from trail use, including amplified
avoidance distances moved by animals (Miller et al 2001). Elk do not become habituated to the
presence of hiking or mountain biking (Wisdom et al 2004).
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Cumulative Habitat Loss
Any one of the mentioned forms of development (exurban, energy, and outdoor recreation) have led to
a loss of elk habitat. However, the cumulative impact as shown in Figure 9 is the greatest concern.
While another subdivision, one more gas well, or an additional trail might not seem important, when
combined with development that has already occurred and the continued demand for development, it
does become significant and requires scrutiny.

Development in Elk DAU E-30

Figure 9. Development from roads, housing, energy wells, and recreation trails in E-30. (Note that not
all FS roads are opened to motorized traffic, but may be used by other recreationists.)

Chronic Wasting Disease

Chronic wasting disease (CWD) is a fatal neurological disease found in deer, elk and moose. CWD has
not been detected in the Hermosa herds, but has been found in adjacent mule deer populations to the
north. Because there is overlap with animals from the Hermosa Herd and animals from infected
populations, it can be expected that CWD is already in the population and has yet to be detected or that
it will be contracted in the near future. Testing for CWD in the E-30 has been minimal from voluntary
hunter harvest, suspect animals (sick appearing animals euthanized by CPW), and the occasional road

14



kill. In infected herds, the prevalence rates of CWD are much lower in elk than deer and have not
reached a level of concern that calls for a threshold for compulsory intervention.

Low calf cow ratios
Recruitment has been decreasing in E-30 over the last 14 years and is the greatest concern for this
population. Low calf numbers are occurring across southern Colorado and CPW is studying the issue
with the goal of being able to determine the cause and remedy it. There are multiple factors that might
be contributing to low calf numbers including:
e In Oregon, Davidson et al (2012) concluded that high hunter numbers during the rut, nutrition,
and other human disturbance contributed to low recruitment.
e In Colorado, outdoor recreation in calving areas decreased calf survival (Phillips and Alldredge
2000).
e Black bear predation on neonates was found to lower calf ratios in Idaho (White et al 2010) and
Yellowstone National Park (Griffin et al 2011).
Most likely, there are several contributing factors and not one simple answer as to why E-30 is
experiencing a recruitment problem.

Management Strategies

Predation

e Manage mountain lion and black bear populations within the parameters of current
management plans maximizing harvest while maintaining healthy populations.

Development in Critical Elk Habitats
There are several ways CPW can be involved to minimize and mitigate impacts from development.
Although action can be taken to lessen the effects of development, these measures won’t stop the
continued loss of habitat. Higher quality habitat will be required to maintain or increase elk
populations. The following are actions necessary to achieve the goals of this HMP:
e large-scale habitat treatments on FS and BLM lands in elk critical habitat, which includes
transitional range and winter range.
e The treatment and removal of non-desirable invasive vegetation on public and private lands to
maintain quality elk habitat.
e Identification and protection of migration corridors to maintain connection between seasonal
habitats.
e Closure of roads and trails on public lands in critical habitat and setting aside areas of critical
habitat from recreation use.
e Identification of and support for development of recreation areas outside of critical habitat for
elk that will meet the demand for trail development while minimizing the impacts to elk.
e Mitigation for proposed residential, energy and recreation development. This can come in
various forms such as;
o Timing restrictions and closures to minimize disturbance during critical time periods
such as migration or elk use on winter range,
o Habitat improvement projects on nearby or adjacent areas. Treatment areas will need
to be larger than the impacted area, with a minimum of 7:1 ratio.
e Education and outreach. The public is generally unaware of the influence different forms of
development have on elk. For example, trail users believed other users have a higher effect on
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wildlife then their user group (Taylor and Knight 2003). Most of these individuals, once they
learn about their influence, were willing to change their behavior to lessen their impacts.
Through education and outreach people can learn about the impacts of development on
wildlife and can make informed decisions.

e Increased law enforcement on FS and BLM lands regarding illegal recreation use (i.e. off trail
use and use during closures).

e The closure and reclamation of illegally built recreation trails on public lands.

e The design and construction of fences that don’t create a movement barrier and allow for safe
crossing by elk, both adults and calves, while still being effective for livestock.

e Consideration of elk habitat throughout all, but especially early phases, of the developmental
planning process at local, state, and federal levels.

e |dentification of elk highway crossing areas and involvement with Colorado Department of
Transportation and other partners in the design and building of wildlife crossing structures, and
fences to minimize restriction of elk movements and reduce elk/vehicle collisions.

e Use of radio collar data to identify priority habitat and migration routes.

e Use of radio collar data to identify timing of migrations.

e Establishing conservation easements with willing landowners in important elk habitat.

Chronic Wasting Disease

Steps can be taken to minimize the spread of CWD and are similar to management recommendations
for infected populations found in CPW’s CWD response plan (December 2018). These include:

e Monitoring for CWD through testing of agency euthanized animals that are sick or show signs of
CWD infection, roadkills (when practical), and voluntary testing of hunter harvested animals.
Wildlife managers and biologists should submit samples from carcasses for CWD testing when
possible.

e Reduce congregation of animals. Wild ungulates can be attracted to areas by illegal feeding and
baiting. Animals can also be attracted to areas through common agriculture practices such as
salting, and stacking hay on elk wintering areas. CPW should identify where animals congregate
and work with producers and landowners to minimize the source of attractant. This might be as
simple as providing fencing for a stack yard to keep elk off stacked hay. lllegal feeding and
baiting should be handled appropriately through education efforts and enforcement. CPW
should not congregate deer or elk by baiting or feeding.

e Minimize prion point source by excluding transportation of carcasses from infected areas.
Biologists may also be able to minimize the chance of spread of CWD by identifying areas of
overlap between infected herds and clean populations. Hunter harvest can be focused in these
areas through license numbers, seasons, and special hunt areas to target removal of individual
animals within the overlap. This will minimize the chance of an individual animal contracting the
disease and introducing it to an uninfected population.

Low Recruitment

e Continue research to determine the cause and actions needed to rectify the problem.
e Implement conservative cow harvest by all methods of take.
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Public Involvement

There were four public meetings on elk management and elk HMP revisions during February 2020,
which 400 people participated. These were held in Dolores (Feb 4), Pagosa Springs (Feb 6), Norwood
(Feb 11), and Durango (Feb 13). At the meetings, there were copies of a survey about elk management
that people could complete. This survey was also available on the CPW website from January 31 to
February 26 for those who preferred to complete it on-line and for those who were not able to attend
the meetings. A copy of the survey is in the appendix. There were 712 responses to the survey. The
meetings and survey included three elk DAUs/HMPs which were E24, E30 and E31. The issues and
concerns identified by participants across all three DAUs were the same. Following are the results of the
survey.

o Of the three DAUs 43% of the comments were on E31, 38% on E24 and 19% on E30.

e 91% of the respondents hunted, 45% identified themselves as partaking in other outdoor
recreation, 44% were wildlife watchers, 18% landowners, and 9% were livestock or agriculture
producer, and 6% guide or outfitter (people were able to choose more than one).

e Hunting was the most popular activity (93%), followed by fishing (68%), non-motorized
recreation (64%), wildlife watching (61%), and motorized recreation (7%) — again people could
choose more than one.

e From a hunting perspective, 57% were archery hunters, 45% rifle, 14% muzzleloader, and 5% did
not hunt (more than one answer could be picked).

o 77% of people thought the elk population was decreasing, 15% thought it was stable, 8% were
not sure and 1% thought it was increasing. Less than 1% thought it was increasing.

e  When asked how they would like to see the elk population managed over the next 10 years,
57% wanted it to increase greatly, 35% increase somewhat, 5% stay at the current level, and
3% felt it should decrease.

e 85% of those taking the survey were residents of Colorado.

People were able to write in comments on the survey. Most of these fell outside of the prevue of this
HMP, or even CPWs authority. Some common remarks from the survey and the meetings were:
e Concerns about increased OHV and motorcycle use on public lands and their impacts to elk
e Concerns about increased non-motorized recreation including hiking, mountain biking and
backpacking on public lands and their impacts to elk
e Desire to limit rifle bull licenses
e Too many hunters
e The need to decrease hunting pressure on elk during the rut
e Elk were hunted too long from the beginning of archery to the last season
e The number of mountain lions and black bears and predation on elk
e Desire to decrease the number of elk licenses
People want to do what is best for the elk even if it comes at an expense to them
To many non-resident hunters and desire to decrease their numbers
Removing the muzzleloader season from the archery season
Concerns about the amount of livestock grazing on public lands
e Limited archery licenses
o Hunters supported the change
o Hunters were unhappy with the change
o Hunters preferred OTC with caps over limitation
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Additionally, a draft of the HMP was available on CPW’s website from April 3 to May 3, 2020 for public
review. Anyone who was interested could review the draft and sent comments directly to me. Also,
written requests for review and comments were made to the San Juan FS, Tres Rios BLM, Gunnison
BLM, San Juan Basin HPP Committees, the Southern Ute Indian Tribe, and the La Plata County and San
Juan County Board of County Commissioners. Comments were received from the HPP committee, the
San Juan FS, the Tres Rios BLM, the La Plata BCC, and Backcountry Hunters and Anglers (BHA). These are
available in Appendix 3.

Comments recognized the importance of elk habitat and the pressures of development and recreation.
Several comments also reiterated the issue of low recruitment as well as the predator prey relation.
Overall, there was a mix of support for population management alternatives two (15% increase) and
three (25% increase). There was not support to maintain the current population (alternative one). The
San Juan HPP Committees supported population management alternative two, a 15% increase in the
population, believing that the resources were available to meet this growth. However, they also noted
that sportsman representatives preferred alternative three. Comments from the Tres Rio BLM and San
Juan FS recognized the loss of habitat as being critical for the future of elk populations and encouraged
CPW to determine elk utilization and carrying capacity on winter range through vegetation transects to
determine future population management goals. The FS also expressed interest in working with CPW to
improve vegetation conditions to benefit wildlife. The La Plata County BCC offered support for seasonal
closures and access restrictions as needed to protect critical habitat. They also believed education was
an important factor and that a balance between wildlife and recreation was important for the County.
SUIT provided feedback on the plan that was valuable, but did not send an official letter.

Current Herd Status and Management Objectives

The primary goal of this plan is to review and revise current management objectives. Estimating free-
ranging ungulate populations in complex landscapes is challenging. This is a long, narrow DAU which
complicates population estimation ability because animals are able to easily move across DAU
boundaries. Bull dispersal and differing migration patterns of bulls and cows further confound
population estimation. For example, if cows migrate out of the DAU to winter at a higher proportion
than bulls, the bull:cow ratio estimate is inflated. The 2002 Missionary Ridge Fire was a 73,000 acre fire
in the adjacent DAU E-31. It removed canopy cover and regenerated aspen and oakbrush stand,
creating excellent elk forage and cover. Greater forage availability changed elk habits and short-stopped
elk migration in E-31. Similarly in E-30 was the 416 fire in 2018. This low intensity fire burned 57,000
acres. As of 2019, it is too early to determine how the fire and the vegetation response will affect elk
distribution in E-30. It is expected to be similar to the Missionary Ridge Fire.

Established population objective range alternatives heavily depend on the population estimate when
revising the HMP. Population modeling is an evolving process whereby modeled estimates can change
over time based on additional data or improved modeling methodology. As such, when modeled
estimates change irrespective of an actual change in the population, it is reasonable to adjust population
objectives relative to the new modeled estimate. The basis of harvest-based population management is
to increase female harvest when a population exceeds objective, decrease female harvest when a
population is below objective, and maintain female harvest when a population is at objective. Because
population objectives are only meaningful in the relative context of the population estimates available
at the time the objective was established, adjusting maintains the integrity of the objective based on the
fundamental criteria of whether there are too many, too few, or the desired number of animals in the
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population. Therefore, as we improve modeled population estimates, it is important to adjust the
population objectives. If HMPs are current and no other elements of the plan have changed, it is only
necessary to amend the HMP executive summary through the typical two-step Parks and Wildlife
Commission process to update the population objectives. The life of this plan is ten years. However, the
plan may be revised prior to the 10 year timeline if conditions change such as large tracts of habitat
improvement.

Population Estimate and Population Objective Range Setting
Previous HMP objectives (2010)

Population — 5,000 to 6,000
Sex Ratio — 15-25 bulls:100 cows

Post-hunt 2018 estimates
Population — 6,770
Sex Ratio — 21 bulls:100 cows

Alternative Development

Population Objective Alternatives

Population objective alternatives were developed around the current population estimate and based on
public input received from the meetings and survey. Ranges are presented in each alternative to allow
for management flexibility to changing conditions or unknowns such as drought or disease. The post-
hunt population model, the E-30 population has increased by an estimated 35% over the past six years.
Based on this, all three population alternatives could be reached within the life of this plan. The
following three population objectives were proposed. These alternatives were slightly adjusted from
the draft that was available for public review, but still represent a 15% increase for alternative two and a
25% increase for alternative three.

Alternative 1: 6,500 — 8,000 elk post-hunt (current population)
Alternative 2: 7,500 — 9,000 elk post-hunt (15% increase)
Alternative 3: 8,500 — 10,000 elk post-hunt (25% increase)

Alternative number one is similar to the old management objective and the population is within
objective. Cow harvest could continue with this alternative. Required habitat treatment and protection
would be minimal over the next ten years.

Alternative number two would be a 10-15% increase in the current population size. There would be a
need for habitat improvement and protection. Cow harvest would be minimal until the objective was
met. This objective could be reached with conservative cow harvest.

The third alternative would increase the population 20-25%. There would need to be a commitment to

improve and protect elk habitats. Cow harvest would need to be minimal or none at all. Based on the
population model, this objective could be reached in ten years with conservative cow harvest.
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Game damage will generally decrease with fewer elk. However, many game damage situations are
caused by distribution of animals instead of number of animals. Conflicts could persist even with drastic
reductions in elk numbers and are best dealt with locally rather than on a DAU population scale.

Higher populations support higher harvest by hunters, and the fiscal benefits to the local economy will
increase. A population objective that involves reducing the number of hunting licenses by 10% will also
reduce the economic benefits to the counties involved by approximately 10%.

Proposed Population Objective: Alternative 2: 7,500 — 9,000

There was a strong desire by the public and by wildlife managers to attempt to grow the Hermosa Elk
Herd. The desired amount of growth was split equally between alternative 2 and alternative 3.
Alternative two was chosen as the preferred alternative because it met the wishes of managing for an
increasing population and could be reevaluated if achieved. If the population does increase 15% and
falls within objective within the ten-year life of this plan, there is the option of revaluating public desires
and revise the HMP if needed. Based on the post-hunt population model that estimates a 35% growth
in this population over the past six years, it is realistic to achieve this objective within the life of this
plan.

Sex Ratio
E-30 is managed for maximum hunter opportunity with over-the-counter bull licenses in second and
third season. Because of this, the number of bulls in the populations is not dictated by a management

action and sex ratio alternatives were not considered. Instead, an expected sex ratio was proposed.

Expected observed sex ratio: 15 to 25 bulls per 100 cows

Population and Sex Ratio Objectives (established 2020)

After Reviewing the Hermosa Elk Herd Management Plan and the proposed objectives, the Parks and
Wildlife Commission adopted the following management objectives September 2020.

Population Management Objective: 7,500 - 9,000 elk

Expected Observed Sex Ratio: 15 to 25 bulls per 100 cows
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APPENDIX 1, Population Dynamics, Maximum Sustained Yield, and Density Dependence

Numerous studies of animal populations, including

such species as bacteria, mice, rabbits, and white-tailed Sigmoid Growth Curve

deer have shown that the populations grow in a 10,000 1

mathematical relationship referred to as the "sigmoid /
growth curve” (right). There are three distinct phases 8000

to this cycle. The first phase occurs while the /

population level is still very low and is characterized oo

by a slow growth rate and a high mortality rate. This /
occurs because the populations may have too few

animals and the loss of even a few of them to predation /

or accidents can significantly affect population growth. " /

The second phase occurs when the population number PeerenTe je: nEmmEEmE

is at a moderate level. This phase is characterized by

high reproductive and survival rates. During this phase, food, cover, water and space are not a
limiting factor. During this phase, for example, animals such as white-tailed deer have been
known to successfully breed at six months of age and produce a live fawn on their first birthday
and older does have been known to produce 3-4 fawns that are very robust and healthy. Survival
rates of all sex and age classes are also at maximum rates during this phase.

Number of Animals

The final or third phase occurs when the habitat becomes too crowded or habitat conditions
become less favorable. During this phase the quantity and quality of food, water, cover and
space become scare due to the competition with other members of the population. These types
of factors that increasingly limit productivity and survival at higher population densities are
known as density-dependent effects. During this phase, for example, white-tailed deer fawns can
no longer find enough food to grow to achieve a critical minimum weight that allows them to
reproduce; adult does will usually only produce 1-3 fawns; and survival of all deer (bucks, does
and fawns) will decrease. During severe winters, large die-offs can occur due to the crowding
and lack of food. The first to die during these situations are fawns, then bucks, followed by adult
does. Severe winters affect the future buck to doe ratios by favoring more does and fewer bucks
in the population. Also, because the quality of a buck’s antlers is somewhat dependent upon the
quantity and quality of his diet, antlers development is diminished. If the population continues to
grow it will eventually reach a point called "K" or the maximum carrying capacity. At this point,
the population reaches an "equilibrium™ with the habitat. The number of births each year equal
the number of deaths, therefore, to maintain the population at this level would not allow for any
"huntable surplus.” The animals in the population would be in relatively poor body condition,
habitat condition would be degraded from over-use, and when a severe winter or other
catastrophic event occurs, a large die-off is inevitable.

What does all this mean to the management of Colorado's big game herds? It means that if we
attempt to manage for healthy big game herds that are being limited by density-dependent
effects, we should attempt to hold the populations more towards the middle of the "sigmoid
growth curve." Biologists call this point of inflection of the sigmoid growth curve the point of
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"MSY" or "maximum sustained yield." In the example below, MSY, which is approximately
half the maximum population size or "K", would be 5,000 animals. At this level, the population
should provide the maximum production, survival, and available surplus animals for hunter
harvest. Also, at this level, range habitat condition should be good to excellent and range trend
should be stable to improving. Game damage problems should be lower and economic return to
the local and state economy should be higher. This population level should produce a "win -
win" situation to balance sportsmen and private landowner concerns.

Maximum Sustained Yield

A graph of a hypothetical deer population showing
sustained yield (harvest) potential vs. population size is
shown (right). Notice that as the population increases TN
from 0 to 5,000 deer, the harvest also increases.
However, when the population reaches 5,000 or "MSY™,
food, water and cover becomes scarce and the harvest
potential decreases. Finally, when the population reaches W \
the maximum carrying capacity or "K" (10,000 deer in this =~ = / \\
example), the harvest potential will be reduced to zero. R Ty R o
Also, notice that it is possible to harvest exactly the same Population Sie

number of deer each year with 3,000 or 7,000 deer in the

population. This phenomenon occurs because the population of 3,000 deer has a much higher
survival and reproductive rate compared to the population of 7,000 deer. However, at the 3,000
deer level, there will be less game damage and resource degradation but lower watchable wildlife
values.

Sustained Yield
\
/

Actually managing deer and elk populations for MSY on a DAU basis is difficult if not
impossible due to the amount of detailed biological information about habitat and population size
required. Additionally, carrying capacity is not static, the complex and dynamic nature of the
environment cause carrying capacity to vary seasonally, annually, and trend over time. In most
cases we would not desire true MSY management even if possible because of the potential for
overharvest and the number of mature of bulls and bucks is minimized because harvest reduces
recruitment to older age classes. However, the concept of MSY is useful for understanding how
reducing densities and pushing asymptotic populations towards the inflection point can stimulate
productivity and increase harvest yields. Knowing the exact point of MSY is not necessary if the
goal is to conservatively reduce population size to increase yield. Long-term harvest data can be
used to gauge the effectiveness of reduced population size on harvest yield.

Research in several studies in Colorado has shown that density-dependent winter fawn survival
is the mechanism that limits mule deer population size because winter forage is limiting
(Bartmann et al. 1992, Bishop et al. 2009). Adult doe survival and reproduction remain high but
winter fawn survival is lower at higher population sizes relative to what the winter habitat can
support. The intuition to restrict, or even eliminate, female harvest in populations where
productivity is low and when populations are below DAU plan objectives is counterproductive
and creates a management paradox. In that, for populations limited by density dependent
processes, this “hands-off” type of management simply exacerbates and perpetuates the problem
of the population being resource limited, and countermands the goals and objectives of the DAU
plan. As Bartmann et al. (1992) suggest, because of density-dependent processes, it would be
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counterproductive to reduce female harvest when juvenile survival is low and increase harvest
when survival is high. Instead, a moderate level of female harvest helps to maintain the
population below habitat carrying capacity and should result in improved survival and
recruitment of fawns. Increased fawn recruitment allows for more buck hunting opportunity and
a more resilient population.

Thus, the key for DAU planning and management by objective is to set population objectives in
line with what the limiting habitat attributes can support. A population objective range aptly set
must be below carrying capacity.
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APPENDIX 2, Public Survey Form

SW Colorado Elk Herd Management Plans
(HMP)

Colorado Parks & Wildlife (CPW) is interested in your input on the management of elk herds in
southwest Colorado. Your input is a very important part of the planning process. The
information you provide will help guide management of elk for the next 10 years.

This comment form is for each of the Data Analysis Units (DAU) below:
«  Disappointment Creek - £24 (70, 71,72, 73, and 711)

+  Hermosa - E30 (74 and 741)

+  SanJuan Basin- E31 (75,751,77, 78 and 771)

Your responses will remain confidential and at no time will your name be associated with any of
your responses.

Please complete this form by February 25, 2020. Your contribution 1o this process is vital; thank
you for taking part.

1.  What Herd Management Plan (HMP) are you commenting on?

Select one. Once THIS survey is completed you are welcome to comment on another Herd Management Plan.

Select "Submit another response” ance this form has been submitted.

Mark only one oval.

() E30 (74 and 741)

) E31(75, 751,77, 78,and 771)

Please answer all questions below related to your selected HMP. Once THIS form is
completed you are welcome to comment on another Herd Management Plan. Select
"Submit another response” once this form has been submitted.
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Which of the following best describes how you interact with elk in the above
selected geographic area?
Select all that apply.

Check alf that apply.

[ | As a viewer/wildlife watcher

|| As alandowner

[ | Asahunter

| | As alivestock/ag producer

|| As an outdoor recreationist (e.g., hiker, biker, etc.)
| | As a guide/outfitter

Other: ]

3. Which of the following activities do you enjoy in this DAU?
Select all that apply.

Check alf that apply.

|| Hunting

O
)
0
g
L
«Q

,u Non-motorized recreation (e.g., hiking,
:oﬂmmcmnr:aﬂ:e.gxﬂ:@w:oim:omﬂ:@v

,U Motorized recreation (e.g., ATV, OHV, 7H Livestock grazing
snowmobile)
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4.

Other: j

Elk in this DAU are important to me because elk...

Select one response far each statement.

Mark onfy one ovaf per row.

Not Slightly Moderately Very
Important Important Important Important

Provide a hunting —
qpporurty. - O O )]
Provide a wildlife viewing — — — —~
opportunity O () & =
Are a healthy part of the \ PR — —y
T O O O O
Provide an economic — A= -
opportunity S N -
Are an important part in the \U e —~ —
way | live X e ~ .
Are a nuisance or a safety

O O O

concern

6.

How important to you is each of the following reasons to hunt elk in Colorado?
(Please check one response for each statement or skip this question if you do not

hunt)

Select one respanse for each statement.

Mark only one oval per row.

Not Slightly Moderately Very
Important Important Important Important
Spending time in nature D) A @) O
mwm_._%._@ time with family / P — O —
friends et = Rt S
Physical exercise e O -
Contributing to wildlife -
N Y ~ )

management O — O .
Sharing the habitat / landscape ) @) D) ]
Obtaining wild game meat ¢ ) @) %
Harvesting a trophy g O O '
Contributing to the local
community {e.g., financial ) € @)
benefits from hunters)
Other... D @) (@) @)

If answered, "Other" above please describe.
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7. During which of the following seasons do you most prefer to hunt elk in? 9. Which option best represents how you would like to see this population of elk
managed over the next 10 years.
Select ane.

Check alf that apply.

| I do not hunt
. Mark only one oval.
| Archery

| Muzzleloader ) lncrease greatly

| Regular rifle () Increase somewhat
| Late season

() Stay the same
| Private land only S

Decrease somewhat
) Decrease greatly

8. From your experience do you believe the current elk population is...
Select one.

Mark only one oval. 10. Areyou a Colorado resident?
() Decreasing Mark only one oval.

) Stable §
Yes
Increasing i
No
) Not Sure

=
Y

How old are you?
Please read the following description on one of many ways CPW may manage elk
herds before answering the NEXT question.

CPW will continue to manage these elk herds far recreational opportunity, nat higher bull:cow ratios.

To increase populatians of elk, CPW may reduce the number of licenses in the short-term, allowing the papulation

ta graw. As the number of elk increase, CPW may choase ta increase licenses in order to maintain population 12 With what mm:am1 to you Emjﬁ;\ with?
abjectives in the long-term.

Mark only one oval.

To decrease elk populations, CPW may increase the number of licenses in the short term. As the population

declines, CPW may chaose ta decrease the number of licenses ta sustain the population (within objectives), in the &

Female
long-term.

Male
) Prefer not to say

) Other:
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13.  Whatis your current (residence) ZIP code?

14.  Additional Comments

Please share any additional comments or thoughts.

Please click "Submit" below to record your responses.
Unsubmitted forms will NOT be recarded.

This cantent is neither created nor endarsed by Google.

30



APPENDIX 3, Comment Letters on Draft Plan

May 8, 2020

Brad Weinmeister
Colorado Parks and Wildlife
151 E. 16™ 5t.

Durango, CO 81301

RE: 5an Juan Basin Habitat Partnership Program Comments - E30 HMP
Dear Mr. Weinmeister,

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

HPP has two purposes; to resolve big game wildlife (deer, elk, pronghorn, moose) conflicts with
agricultural landowners and to assist CPW to meet game management objectives for those same species.
From those perspectives, the San Juan Basin HPP committee has discussed your presentation, reviewed the
draft alternatives and offers these comments for consideration.

The 5an Juan Basin HPP committee supports the draft alternative to increase the number of animals
within this DAU by 15%. The committes does not believe this increase would create sigmificantly more
conflict, and we also believe we have the resources necessary to address conflicts should they occur.
Additionally, sportsmen and other stakeholders have expressed the desire to expand hunting opportunity
and see more elk on the landscape. Increasing the population objective will not immediately result in a
greater number of hunting licenses due to the necessary continued limitation of antlerless licenses, however
it should improve overall hunter satisfaction.

As stated above, HPP is also directed by statute to assist the Division to meet game management
objectives. The San Juan Basin committee has worked with both public land managers and private
landowners to improve the guality and quantity of the habitat in DAU E30. Adequate habitat, particularly on
winter range, is critical to meeting game management objectives. We remain committed to maintaining and
improving habitat throughout this DAL and our entire committee area.

While the committee has concems about the loss of winter range due to continued residential
growth and increasing recreation demands on public lands, we are confident that CPW will be able to
achieve the proposed objectives. The San Juan Basin HPP committee will be able to support this
management effort in partnership with the numerous local landowners and federal land management
agencies that place a high priority on implementing valuable habitat improvement projects, and have
expressed the desire to continue this work. It should be noted that the majority of sportsmen favor a larger
population increase of 256%. Howewver, with significant calf recruitment issues across southwest Colorado, the
committee believes that the proposed 15% increase within the 10-year time frame 5 more realistic.

Thank you for the presentation and the opportunity to provide these comments.

Sincerely,

George Malarsie, Chairman
San Juan Basin HPP Committee
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United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MAMAGEMENT
Tres Rios Field Office
29211 Highway 184
Diolores, Colorado 81323

In Reply Refer To:
62840 (LLCOS0100:0)
CPW Draft Elk Herd Management Plans

Apnl 21, 2020

Mr. Brad Weinmeister
Wildlife Biologist

Colorado Parks and Wildlife
151 East 16% Street

Durange, CO 81301
Mr. Weinmeister:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Colorado Parks and Wildlife Draft Elk Herd
Management Plans for E-24, E-30, and E-31. The Burean of Land Management (BLM) Tres
Fios Field Office has appreciated our longstanding working relationship with Colorado Parks
and Wildlife (CPW) and partmership in managing wildlife habitats in the Tres Rios Field Office.

In the draft herd management plan for E-24 you state “Loss of habitat from development
nfluences both carmying capacity and harvest management”™, and CFW research shows that
undeveloped lands have decreased from 20% to 11%. You then go on to state “With a shrinkage
of winter habitat we can epect to see a reduction in the elk population ™ With the decrease in
habitat we would expect to see a decrease in the camying capacity for any given elk herd. Based
on the draft Elk Herd Management Plan, elk herd populations have remained relatively constant
since 1998,

E-24 Past-hunt Papulatien Estimate
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Weinmeister 2

In light of this information and to assist CPW in making management decisions within each herd
area, the BLM Tres Rios would like to encourage CPW to gather utilization data in elk winter
concentration areas. This data would help inform the decision when choosing between
alternatives identified in the Herd Management Plans. Increasing the herd by 25% or
maintaiming the current objectives could greatly impact whilization of winter concentration areas,
of which 39% 13 BLM and 39% is private surface. Pror to selecting an alterative that may
increase objectives, CPW should demonstrate that utilization in winter concentration areas are
acceptable and can support any identified increase.

We applaud the research CPW has conducted looking at the impacts of mereased habitat
The Tres Rios Field Office has recently completed analysis of Transportation Area 1
{(Monteruma_ T.a Plata and Archmleta coumties) on BLM lands and 15 beginning the analysis for

Area 2. We look forward to working with CPW as a cooperating agency to identify areas where
management can be improved for big game in the Tres Rios Field Office.

Sincerely,
st Connie. Clementison
Connie Clementson
Field Manager
ce: Nathaniel West, Wildlife Biologist
INTTREICIR BFGICH T & TPPER COTOMATHY TASIN
VTR AT, T TR UTAH ST N0
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USD Uniided SLnLea Larost San Jupn Matianul Waresd 15 Bnvnert Conrk
- Deppan ot of Aervice Tiaranga, €0 §1301
i Aprivuliure T4 748

Fax: {9707 5752519

File Cioiles 2614
Trule:

Brad Weinmeister, Wikllite Biologin
Coostrerad o Pucdes aod Wildlire

131 East 10% Strees

Durango, CE1301

Drear Beed,

The San Juan Ralional Tomesl (SIMED approciares the appoclanily o coermnet e the Deafr San
Juan Basin bk Hend Wanagement Plans for Dala Snalysis Unit 1D E-24, E-30, and T30
Trese 134105 uverlap parions of che Dolores. Calumbine, and Pagoss Bange DHskricls, As
ataled in The Dheeft Plans, the priman decisiens needed for ind ividoal Herd Managernent Flans
{NMBs) are hew many annnal: saould exds 0o e LALL and whal is the Jesiee] e 1atio for the
population ol Lig same aoimas (e, e numbee of males per LU0 females). The lile of the
plans ace L8 voaes and may 2 mevised in the L0-veer rimeline iTsimditoees vhone.

Aostated imthe Dl JTWIZE the frollow e pop luivn objectives for cach 1A LD wre proposed. A
profored allsmative will be proposed in the Minal 1IMPs and prazented L he Cnlorudo Tads and
Wildlile Cetranissiay frr adeplion.

nar 1-24
Acttemacive L 17000 20,050 2lk prscdnont {cunent popolaticon]
Alrernarive 2 20,000 — 23.000 vl posz-luant 135 morease)
Alermir i 323000 — 25,101 elk posJmol {25% juereasch
DATIE-30
Alterneive 108,500 — 7 500 elk pust-haod (eumrent pop lation)
Alemalive 27,5300 8,300 ok pest-hunl {13% ihereasch
Alteenative 3z 8,500 — 9,300 elk pest-hunt (25% nereauy
s
@ Carieg tor S Tandund Heren g Poople Pubinud 34 Muzyclid Fapsr ﬁ

34



[

AL -2

Allersaties L1 21,900 t4 21000 [currehl pojpiiation)
Adeoraative 2 24,000 12 ZTUHM (Y ncrewse)
Alepmative 3 DY G 29000 (25%) increasa)

The 1ral M, previde infomagtice on eorent berd statas and mansgemenl objectives, habict
tesource Al vapebililive. heed managemenl hislare, boed issues and smalegies, und public
enlvemenl . Az mentioned inthe TS, 5 FS lands conprise 25% o DAL E<24, 42% of Lkald
F-a0 and 35%0 of Liall E-41 with remaining lands ernsisting of Tocesu of Land Managooenl
lmds, privats lands, Soathem Uie Ladian Reservalion, Uie Mewstain Ute Indian Reseraticn,
Mativnal Pare Sarvice, Colomdo Fatks apd Wildtes anl Sue Lood Board.

A dpsoribad inthe Lml TTTS, labilac loss throusn developratc 18 8 sighitfeant issue weness 0l
hese DAL=, A combinalien o wibon, exuraas, enemgy wed 1eceestionsl developrsnl s
peclring on a simnificunl portion of frpwrnl habitat U all three TRAT s and s o consideral:ly
larger problem near |hursngn and the Animas River valley end azcas wost of Prgosa Spenps.
Dovelapront of all Lypes can pose a breal Lo weeking or gutting off migeaticn wutes and
redueing thele offectiveness, cuuses diecet and inditect loss ol habiat, and indfluences boll
canwing capacily and Sarvest managenssol.

Al three Tarall TIMI' deacribe winter ruope Seing @ limicmy Tacter Do el honds in the San Duan
Basin, Ihe 10l nleo state chat winler mnge 13 continually beinge losl due 1o deselopment
fezsidontisl, emerpy, oo reereationalh and will be lost &t & greaier vale wills the expasted human
populalion gtk The 1raf TIMPs etz messirea by Jubmeon ot al 2016, nozing “with u
dhrickaps of winter hakilal, we can sxpeet tses decliving recritaent rates and reduclivon io the
elk pupuliion, coerendly Use greclest igsue forthe San Tuan Cagh Bk A

The ATNE sharmes UIPW's coneerns ith respocl Lo population ceowty sad hahital Lo,
parieularly the diczer, ndirecl, and coaniative impacls Lo el witttel pange. Ar mentivned m e
ottt HRAPY, weinler monee, Scnes winger range and wantoe CopgEntEation arens coour on ands
raanaped by lbe SINE. The vegelalion Lypes prescnt i these amew are princaily sagebeush,
imed mounlain sheublands, mavntain grassleds, piaven jmiper, Gumbel oale, cotropwood
riparian, ponderesa pine and avpen. As shown in the Tirall TIKEP e DAL B4, approimately
25 ol the witcr range, 6% ol the swvese winter ranme. wnd 22% of the winter coceenlralion
areas tor ols oceur nn tbe SINF, Approximetely 25% of the winter range, 4% ol e sevees
winter Fange, gnd 43% al the winter comesniralivn areas for cloin J3ALT TS50 cecar oo e 2INE,
Approsimately 45% ol the wistzr tange, 53% ol the seva wrinrer tangs, and 42% of the wintce
concertraten aress Tor el in DAT B3 veowr o the $INF, Fur ull DALS, the remaining
potticns of winler oy oeewr on other jucsdictions, 'lhese poreenlages clearly show lands
maraged by ke SINF aantribule impoettact winter hahilal sl migralbon otcs fior the Sun Juan
Basin =k hend,  Continued loss or Unpact to winler ranpe. particulacly or privaks lunds will
futther iovrgnse the importance of public land winleving habito,
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The 5IMY pacantly commpleicd & winler meee haosital ooalysis for all theee DA U: atilzing
vogeration intommation (een Uhe Borest s Qeograpbie Infomnation Systoe {315) database, CFW
winter range G118 hekilut luvers frum the 2015 all Spesics A etivity Mapping datahase, and longs
and cover values descrioed by Towny (1H87T to cstimate babitat copabilily.  The Fovest's
vepeelion datebase provides infommation on TTahital Stroctural Slees (Wevelopineatal slages of
vegelelion) vs detepmined through stand cxam o soarveys, Oell recoanniszance. swellite iragery,
and other melhods, The Faecsr™s vogetation dalasese alus accourls [oo meoepsinect octivities
Oirber harvest, preseribed  bwms, neol ood sl constiuction, ofcd along with nateal
cistwrbances sush as wildfiems chat altect structucal cenelitkans of farcsr vegetation, and thenefrie
iz an aceunls rellsction of current conditions.

Az detined by Tlemas 1979 “optimom deer and 2l habitat i the ameunt and anwngeasent ol
caver and terape arcas Lhat mesulf in the e e possible propsr use nf P maximom pessiole
argq by the animals™ 1n the Gloe Mountains of Cregon, o ralio ol 60 percent Gorge to 40
pereent cover s oplinum. This eatio as been widely adopled i mowy foresled el habiots
arrnss weslern srates. Tawry V98T idenliles the Telhowing Habicar Stroctural Stagcs (H55) a8
having silher lomze or cover wahue in st habilels where forage evailability o forested
seosyelemis B4 invorssly related o dhe gt el ieee ovee=sioe.

Tomge: 1) Lreass-farb, 2 Shrub-ceedling, and 3a) Saplng=aoe <0G wmnpy cover L]
Ay Matoee <40%; e, Bz bighly veluable, vod

Cover; 3h] Supling=pole 40-08% op, 301 Sepling-pole =6%% oo, 4b0 Matues AN-G4 eg,
Aley Pl #6090 e, aod 3) Old-grorylhas highly valunkle,

¢Juantitying the ratio of Numae ra cover on MES Tands sevuss each DAL was accomplished vsing
the H%H nfommation chove,  Our arateas does nol distiopoish whick cowver vatues provide
tarage and which lorupe volues apovida eover, nor daes i distinouish acoween hiding cover aml
thermal sever. Additionatly, che analysis mepresvnts voegetatie sonc itions velated Lo ferage wnd
coaver, and not averall habivn guaalice nr ellestiveeves, Conscquantly, winter ranpe classiCealions
twit roest 20 cwcced resnmmended Temge to cover Briog oy nel necessarbe mesl or eceed
apeimrn zomd-Lioes T pruviding qanlicy ¢l hahical,

Az showe in Laole |, Tamge o cever citio’s for winler comesnleation and severs winter mnes in
DAY E-24 arg close i the mecommended forags e gover rating, with Lotul wioter caspe shawing
a slighe imverse. Fisrage L cuver alios i DAL -3 pre the direct opposile ol the eeommeandcd
forags to cover mbics. Foreps oo covor Mtios for fonal wivler range and winler owwciiatios
hahitgt in [xall G-31 show s inverse of Lae recemoended eatiog, wih 2xeae winter enge
ahrving wralio close tochy reeammended valuss.
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Table 1. Winter [

Tlabilsal vn SINE by

DAl _

Winter Habitot DAL K-24 DAL E-30 BAT TE-31

Claszification

WWintes range - farage | V.77 14,470 B3,40q

Winter pases - caver | 80,01 43,1432 L 300, 9 |
| Totw. winler range | 158,27 FR16% 214,454
| Fotage Lo cover il | 4951 a:7d LEHT |

Wintcr conaentration | 26, T 4,334 30013

- [orape -

Winer coneenteatiam | 16,734 14, T&T 53,866

- Liwesr 1

Turtal winer i 18,124 |05 874

cangenzalion
| Feeags to cover ratio | 62:38 2377 4753

Sevcre winleranps - | 160354 SET 28,227
foeape o

Sevens winler fangs - | 6,122 T5A0 25,422
Lo

Tt sovers wintar 165,478 ER ] 33544
pranfe =

Farage Lo cover matia | 63:37 7T 3T |

The primary puepnae ol Lhis anglysiz was to display exisiiog el wintey range actess lanls
managed by lhe STHNT o vach DAL, diglay e Curest’s contibution to clk wintering habilal
moTis Lhe Surn Juan Basin, demonstrace whees managcmant shanld continue te improve ainler
habital Gor el aod provide information lor C2W considleration in detenmining elk populition
currying capacity based on weailable winter tange habitut. wuprekility on ™WFS lands. The Frooest
cecorctnends CPW ernducl winter cange babitar analyses en wlher jurialictions, by pacthceing
with ather land managers and peivate lands owners o puin 2 betier nnderstarding of winler
bkabirat capa ity snd sarrving capacity Tor elk seross (e San Juan Dhirsin.

Chur aualysis shoows Lhal habitul enhancement effores ate reeled wrms mach ol e Forest™s els
wirter mnge tr promete vegelative coinditions thal mesl more Jesicible forape te covar eatios.
Linpreving forwge Lo cover ooz will belp suslain =lk Tar Jonper dumcions on pohlic tmds,
therelyw minimizing tnpacts on adjazenl prvale Bods aod cther jurisdictioms.  Tmproving
comditions o winlur ganes can be accomplished threueh codtinued implementulion ol [erest
real oL nsigcs that achicve muliple resounce ubjoclives sich a3 fuels reduclion, and widlile
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binbidor, and warershed impeovemant prejaets,  The Forest Seevice, CPW und ather pacinecs have
implementad babirat cibasccinent projects inowinler nage wmod imporlent migrution cocid o
Pragers have boon bnplemented whons abila gquolity hies declioed dus 1o Torest suecessicn sl
heavy foraze use bee big grme,  Sone swamples of these projecls thelnde presaibed buens,
mnechanical vepelalinn leeslruents, woter devaloprcnts, wildlife friendly Mencing prajects, and
oLhers. Mumers s slodies show Liat larpe uagulates aencfit Fom ke ecalogica] rmpecis ol Cre,
whather 1hal oe Cum pessceibed 10 or wildfire, We will cominue expanding vor wee af (ine ol
the landscape co benatit ¢k where and when wppropriate, Add itionaly, slen opportaenitics exist,
th Fotest will engage in land acquisitions of upuiaot big aame winternp habicat congistent
weilh il [amd and Mescune Manaaciant Plan (LERS),

Whers oppamunities swist, the Foreal will continae =Clorls t impeeve vepctation sonditions n
sumezier aod trensizian ranges. Mansgemenl aclions ulilieed to Evpeove sunmmce ik Tanges may
include timber manugemenl Mevsesd on redusinz the densitics of dead and Sying Lees in high-
clevaron speyge-Fir Tomesls, therehy nctcasing foeape potenciel and enhanee meoverent wnd
dispersal lhrougk impactes, forests,  hamapemert aclicng ulilieed Lo inprove aosican ranges in
mid-clevirien lomests may elude podeross pie Derest restoration, aspen regenesation, atud
manuzing mised conifor farese to mane elosely resemble histoeic ranae of wariakility.  Projects
are engaing and planned in summer and teensTion eanges thrangh cenméination with CPW,
collasocative groupa and alher pariners and theaugh puble nvnlvemnent.

The d-elt heed sabagenent plans stats Tass o ubital o develepmert fafluenees both
varrying caacicy and herves, mamagement”, and CPW peszarch slows ihal undevelmaed lund
huve deceensed from 2% to | 1% in T-24, Tratn 22%5 ta 9% in E-31 and fram 32% 102 1% n -
30, The draft plans thenslale “With n seinkage of winter habital we wun espesl Lo see 4
eailactian i the elk prpulation.” With the decrase in hahitac we woold expert e see & decrozse
in 1 marndigr capacity foreny piver el herd, Tsused on he dral? EIL Hed Managomant Pan
loaw L3=24, el beend papulaciens have remained relatively constant since L9983, B-30 populalioms
laees devlived overll framn TWUR bl showe @ recent ncezaze fiom the loeeest poini, amd T-351
populationg have remamed Tairly alable since 20803,

Gmeea] on s fefonmation, the STNT would ke 1o cneourape CEW o enllect additinnal
lilizaricn data in clk winter eange srzas. These dala woukl els btonn the decisior when
vhoosing berwcon ahtematives jdentifisd e [lerd Banagement Plms, Incredsing the keed by
25% or g ntaining the cument abiectives could greathy impact wilization ol wmter s
(ormaenirations seews, severs winter rnge, 3nd overall wintee e, o 20ich the 81 hasz
approzimately 230,000 sores, o to szlesting an allemuive i may inereoss chjestivos, CPW
ghotld domonstrare that weilication in winler cume aecds A aecepeable and can supoer ey
idantified e,

Based on Lthe Furesl s winter mope habitar anabesic and anideinaied Toss of ek habita i the
TRAT s, we mecensttand O gseallizh herd mansgercent ubjecrives competible with canent and
projecisd hahitu resources and capabilitics in winter surpee. W alse enconenes GFW to monitor
Tabdtat Joss corelared #ilh saran population srowil aceoss the 134 s, As stated in the TTMT s,
“ncpers A0 the puhle aee ineeasingdy coneseed aver cumalacive and padanged in:pacls
cliseuptng migration and decreasing < aalicy and quantity o7 habilal. Theveloprment influences
both samving cupucily and hooest maagement.” Tae Forest apnees with CEW s e hasionz
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regarding L vurnulative impacts fom habioel loss aod their relationship in camving cupacity end
lrvest mangzersent, The Forest also recopnises pablic jrput i3 easentiad far helping locmulers
mucupenent chioetives T TIPS, and wlhioc thoes may soong inlecesls 1o iheense popularions
[ur horvest appocunily, we helieve inowases shauld be compalible with (e caeying capaeity of
availakle hahiel, We also encouraps CFW wepricritlee cesearch on tecruianen e el
populatiors as all thise D& U show degreaaed cow-call colios over the laat Ay,

The SIHE will cantinee commilting resourecs o assis: CPW in muneging sl pepuladons by
imqleicnting habiiat manegement dincesion i scyvere winter range, WLy concentration ansas,
migration cramidors and  partueition arsas eamsistent with ke LEME, The TRMTD conlaing
chjsetives and manggeoeenl diesction oorainlain ur impeovs habitar guelily, proect migrtion
cottidars, and Toicimise Unpocts feom menagement actions ta big pame papsielions. Thess
oljestives and dimwtion were developsd in cooedination with CFW during the LRMI® reyision
prgess corapleled w2013,

W appreciule Lhe oppamiity to cemmest oe e deaft ek herd managerenl plans, Lo addition,
we value vur close woldng relationskip with CPW and our collaburadive elloats, [f vou have
ATy quesLians or o Sonunenta; plees cortact Mare Hammer, Toists ored WAL Program T.ead,
R ATH-2RE-1345,

Himeerely,

|
ATLA L CHADWICK
Tures Supcrvisar

Litarature Cited

Trcmas, | W, 1979, Wildlifie Hakitate in Managed Fnrasts ofchz Blue Mauntaing of Gregon and
washingtar, 5D, Forest Sereice Handbook Me. 553,

Towery, 4 K 1557, wildlife habital requirements. Pages 73-208 in Hoowar, R L, and D Lowills e

Managlng farested landsfor witdIfe . Solorada Diveion of Wildllfe in cooperationwith USDA Fazest
cervlce, Rocky R auntain Repion, Denver, CO
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Cedoroda Postea ond Wiidlile
Artn: Brad Weineiaper

151 B 16 S

Draranisy, Colerado 81301

EBE: CPW Henmoesn Eik Herd Managoment 'l

Docan 31, Weitdresiter,

b Plaly Coundy spprecinles the opnotlunily 1o proside g lede ol gomeaent anc sy for the
Colocado Tarks and Wildlile (CTW pretirminacy head managerient plan o the Tlecoasu elk
hetd loeorad cn landa within La Plats County. La Plot County suppona che manaperent
cbjestives identifiexd within chis plan as they ralate o Lopazts to the Heomosn elk herd

M gement argd, C1MW tdontifod peimary decas of impact o the Hormosa olk ke a2

1} EBxpoocoially tercssing impasta to and activitics within desipnated clk wintcr aod
produyclion Ty,

2 Iwevee] activity dmoand fmpuets Lo elle migtulion cormdomg and

Iy Oeher arcas of high lounan and olk conflice.

‘Thiz plan metlines tho potential managanont stops available to confeibude to CIMW*s objectives
ad provicdes matigation Lo protect s natweal reseoree, These macsgement aclicos provido
veanamie henefits to our cocal corauity through tounam sod keals who padicipate in huoting
sapsnn s, wildlife viewing, odeee vecrention, and publie Innd uHlEatiaon,

W nas diligeathy worked to proparve a plan that i@entifies aceas of concern that may be
impaciing el numbers ia ths Heemoss beed managernent avca, CTW* s mapped activity arcas and
speCiey ranes {apoeiricylly @inter vanae aed produstion aregs) ane coticsd for acrd popalation
nrel Tegquire mansgemend qofiomy e recoce condlicls, dMarpgemend iodions o cheso ey ane

erziem Lial (0 se we 8 poleclion vl the [Lndatrenlal aed disginesive Talil srens necessacy [ ek
repreductive seeecss and recmitenent. 10 is understoad that alk herds aceiss the soutkwesl
landzeape ave facing declining colf recruitment. Additional resenrch is needed ood suppoeted iy
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T Pl Coumty i evder to aoderatand the souvee of this decline as well as anarugeirenl selions
Lol van e g dnidis piuees o gic culf reooitmens D Placa Connty continaes o supporl s easonal
clognses and =rea aceess estietions in omder ko proteet winter |anpes and production arees and
waonld consider supporticp an extension o these oelines 18 0PW ean provide scoentific
eviderce that this will directly berefit the Hatmoaa el hesd.

Suppawling TP papacily (o mansge gl pha for prioricy sl hatito: wilkin and suerounding
recregiiongl peeys, bucth exising and proposed, benefits oue local commrunity snd cregfes
extensive aeonnrie value o our arca, Educating the public abaut reereaticeal inpacts in peiatily
elk habitams, suck os winker range and peoduetion ateas, will help manaps conflicts and inpacts
durmp winter activities when ellc ure the mosl sesceptibie (o distorsance. Le Plata Coonty
coeonrages CPY o worls with the Living with Wildli e Toynd (o wvs o educte the pelalic, La
Flats Cowaby will continue o work with landowrners theougt the Lond Lse Code mad wildlif
slunlies inamilen Lo belpy echaonbe the public aaout living witk wildlife.

La Mata Cownty Lecinical earmments by reparl secion:

1. Exeourive Snmmmy

1t is recommended thal the summary sombuin ke cowe calf sumsany in en otfort ro clafy
declising populations and the significance <his ratic plays in berd dynanius.

2, damgeemoent, Ohbjepives
o Alternative 2 is easentially the vy getion alternative based on medel nombers
(35% inetense aver Hhe Tyl 6 veors), This would make Alkemative 1 an altcrnaive
Lhal rmanages for o deceeased el popalglion and Alternative ¥ ao alteonstive that
manages Bor a stenificantly eresased el populalion.
n  These Abmnatives, or an iutrodection to these Alternatives should mddrews the
Tnounei gl encies belween CFW e model data and the observed herd smtoe,
Delailed anelyatia al' the tconsisiena e belween the contradicting data zets should
e prorvided in the Cheeeny Heed St aoul bansguoent Objecives portion of the
dacirnent.
3 mlroducdion sod [apose

w Bl i regrmme ]l s e bull; eow atio be expanded on in this aection
ilenti Fyiog wlzal porticn ol the bull papulstion s ke info conslderation in these
ratioa. [deqtify if ell bulls, includieog bulls that Tay e ool reachel matuzty o ans
nat bl animals for take, ave focluded in thia ober, Wil i the signifivunee of
ity dmpacts o ke mtio and e ooz che population as o whols, Fucther, what
i e prestivied impaed o e heed Ga o population that has alevated immature:
gLt Bull tutivs il amdaly clevatod matoee; omature buli raling,

4. LHarvest

= ltis weommended that CFW explain whar the faciers praseating CPA fram
implementing mandatery dunder harvost sheck-in are, This is cormmon proglice in
cthey wildlite mapagorent pragranss snd providas an opporLaoily loe wdditione
claly tr allow for move geenate papulation cefimates and assessments wilhin
W s mdel. AdiiGomally, this provides an oppartunity for wildlifc manapers to
interact wah and lurther edocate Be poblic,
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5. Managocment Slealegies
< Predation

't s recommended thal the rounegement, strdegeys of implementation of
black bear ower the comnbor add an laps be explicned nrel analysed o,
Tnkrmapticn on anteeipatod Dmnpacts be elk popolotion showld he pidrmsce
Tere.

< Develppoerd in Cricical Rl Hyhiids

' Lt reormimemled thal CPW pooritize winter range and producticn arca
mitigation meastees v reslocions when weponding to caqired permit
noticss far developuiant activities within Ta Plaly Casanety,

o Chranic Wasling | Esoies -

3 Mg resarmmiended that, a3 a part of the hoanter hetvest check-ins uralyss
{its deseribe] thove under Harveest), thore i@ consideration fo provide
opparteaily G WD leating, Further availebilicy of testing to ¢he public
will srovide MW wilh dats thue cuo be glilivea] to eonitor the spread of
CWID and serve as an carly doteetion sealen: 3hoow hesds, Ay pact of is
apparhan fy, confinuee educstion abent the disease is eecinrrmenilid,

La ["lata Counly appreziales thix spportunily bo garticipeb: sad comumcnt on this plan. We
recopnize the importance of wihal CPW s tsdieg o secomplisl with clk berds and how to best
manige them according to ehe sosantific data they coilect wud che input they reeedsre from the
conmunity, Thank you for your cocrdinstien i helping to ensure raluce:| con Mt for botl olk
erul wiliens while working 0 coeal evervone’'s bast interast.

Binceraly,

LA PLATA COLMNTY
BOARD OF COUNTY ('CII!'-.-1I'\-'II‘\3‘1[0N['R‘-'1

Al Ll ot Clt b

Clﬂl Church Garen |ackelt / hilic Wcsmudcuff
Chair Vice Chair / T s
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BACKCOUNTRY
HUNTERS & ANGLERS

COLORADO

Via brad.weinmeister@state.co.us

Brad Weinmeister

Wildlife Biologist

Colorado Parks and Wildlife
151 East 16th St.

Durango, CO, 81301

Re:  Draft Herd Management Plans for DAU E-24, E-30 and E-31
Dear Brad:

Colorado Backcountry Hunters and Anglers (“BHA”) sincerely appreciates the
opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Herd Management Plans (“HMP”) for DAU E-
30, E-31 and E-24. Generally speaking, BHA supports science-based herd management in
Southwestern Colorado, as it does elsewhere in the State and the Nation. BHA also
appreciates the immense difficulty in modeling and implementing successful management
plans regardless of the objective.

BHA believes, however, that across all HMPs, Colorado Parks and Wildlife (“CPW”)
should select Objective 3. Increasing the elk population by 25% will provide significant
benefits to CPWs management system and it will also accommodate potential population
losses in the future from anthropogenic impacts caused by increased recreation, habitat
fragmentation and predation. Indeed, 2020 Big Game Season Structure and the HMPs should
work together to provide opportunity while improving herd health. Moreover, BHA agrees
with each of the HMPs that selecting the highest population objective (e.g. increase by 25%)
will require a concerted “commitment to improve and protect elk habitats.” HMP E-30 at 18.
For example, in DAU E-30, recreation is, and has been, putting incredible pressure on elk
herds during all life stages including breeding, calving and wintering and it is essential that
CPW use the HMPs to provide uniform evidence of the issues to the Bureau of Land
Management (“BLM”) and the U.S. Forest Service (“USFS”) on motorized and nonmotorized
travel plans and projects.

BHA also supports the laundry list of strategies to address development in critical
habitat. This list, however, could be improved with additional details regarding the various
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strategies. For example, how would migration corridors be prioritized and subsequently
protected? In other states, for example, CPW holds significant say over federal land management
decisions and CPW should seek similar authority through the Governor to protect big game herds.
BHA also believes that CPW should identify compensatory mitigation strategies for energy
development in critical winter range, recreation impacts in summer parturition areas and close
coordination with local governments in planning and zoning urban and exurban development.

Chronic Wasting Disease may become a greater problem if CPW, USFS, BLM and other
agencies do not map and manage migration corridors, stopover areas and bottleneck points along
those migration corridors. BHA is also aware of the unique relationship between CWD prions and
predation by wolves, coyotes, lions and bear. It is, therefore, that the management strategies
identified also do not ignore the overlap between predator and prey on the landscape.

Lastly, each HMP would benefit greatly from an explanation of why the modeled post-
hunt population estimate may be above objective while other evidence demonstrates that calf
recruitment has not recovered since 2006. Significant literature explains the problems associated
with aerial surveys of elk, wild horses and other wildlife and CPW could, and should, attempt to
explain the errors or explain why calf recruitment is more accurate.

BHA applauds CPW for taking a hard look at a hard issue and engaging the public in
managing and protecting our elk herds. We look forward to the final drafts and encourage BLM
to manage for a 25% increase in elk objectives.

Cody B. Doig, ESQ
Assistant SW Chapter Director
Backcountry Hunters and Anglers
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