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I. DAU PLAN EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

DAU: Maroon Bells Deer E13
GMUs: 43, 47, and 471

Current Population Estimate: 6,400deer (poshunt 2009)
Previous (1988 DAU Plan)Population Objective: 11,100deer
Current (2011 DAU Plan) Population Obijective: 7,5068,500 deer

Current Sex Ratio Estimate:28 bucks/100 does{year average 2G2009)
Previous (1988 DAU Plan)Sex Ratio Objective:23 bucks/100does
Current (2011 DAU Plan) Sex Ratio Objective:30-35 bucks/100 does
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Background

The Maroon Bell s deer her d3)i6Dctedan nérimaesty si s Uni t

Colorado and consists of Game Management Units (GMU) 43, 47, and 471. This DAU encompasses the
CrystalRiver watershed and most of the Roaring Fork River watershed, and lies in Pitkin, Gunnison,
Eagle, and Garfield Counties. Major towns include Glenwood Spi@Gaybondale, Basalt, Aspen, and
Snowmass Village. Wilderness Areas make up 39% b8 ncludirg all of the Huntefrying Pan
Wilderness, most of the Maroon Beisowmass Wildernesand parts of the Collegiate Peaks and
Raggeds Wilderness Areas.

Since 1988, the population objective for this herd has been 11,100 deer. However, this objective
has mly been approached achievedwice, once from 1988991 and later from 2002004. Over the
past 2 decades, theresteeen significant loss and degradation of mule deer habitatli®, hcluding a
boom in housing developmeintdeer wintering habitatombined with an increase in the human
population and increased yeaund recreational use of public lan@gveral current and historic
ecological processes, includitang-term fire suppressigmave altereghlantcomposition and
contributed to plant icession tavardsless nutritious forage for deer. The current population objective is
no longer realistic, given the significant changes in habitat quality and quantity. ThpdddBant
population estimate is 6,400 deer. Maintaining the populatiarsiae lower than the current population
objective will result in less competition among deer and between deer and elk, better body condition,
higher recruitment of fawns, increased population growth rate, and thus more resiliency to hunter harvest
winter kill, and other mortality sources.

The sex ratio objective set in 1988 is 23 bucks:100 does. Since buck licenses became limited by
draw only in 1999, a higher buck ratio has been maintained, averaging 28 bucks:100 does over the last 5
years.

Significant Issues

Limited Winter RangeWinter range is considered the most limiting factor for deer in Colorado
and this DAU. Only 15% of the land area inlB serves as deer winter range. About half of the deer
winter range is on public lands and much ofais ldeclined in quality due to lottgrm fire suppression
resulting in habitat succession and also an increase imgy@aal recreation over the past1b years.

The other half of deer winter range is privately owned and much of it has been or couldlBvbatu
developed.

Unfavorable Range ConditiondHabitat condition on winter range has declined throughout the
DAU. The likely causes include plant successional movement towardsdedé stage or climax
communitiesresulting in part from longerm fire suppression and other procestasd development in
this DAU has precluded the use of prescribed burns on the adjacent public lands because of concerns
about the risk of fire damaging personal property.

Land Developmerit Substantial land developmentthe Roaring Fork Valley has occurred in the
past 1020 years. Because of the high monetary value of land in the DAU, along with a decline in the
livestock industry, there is great financial incentive for large ranches to subdivide and develop into
resicential housing. Conservation easements are difficult to secure because of the high cost of land. With
slightly more than half of mule deer winter range existing on private lands, the need for conservation of
existing habitat on private lands is critical.

Recreation impactsYearround recreational use, including hiking, doeglking, dogs off leash,
crosscountry skiing, mountain biking-#heeling, and snowmobiling, has increased tremendously in the
past 10 years. This heightened level of human acwvitthe landscape is a disturbance to both deer and
elk on production grounds and on winter range. These behavioral stressors and additional mortality can
negatively affect the deer population directly by limiting fawn survival, as well as indirectly bingus
deer off of preferred feeding and bedding areas.

Potential natural gas developméritlineral rights in the Thompson Creek area have been leased
already and many leases are soon to be considered for renewal. Gas development in this area is likely to
bedetrimental to mule deer and other wildlife. Potential negative impadserinclude habitat
fragmentation; habitat loss; increased vehicle traffic; noise, sound, and light pollution, leading to
displacement of deer from traditional fawning groundssamdmering areas and direct mortalities due to
vehicle strikes.



Low and Decreasing Fawn:Doe Ratid he fawn:doe ratio has been generally declining over the
past 30 years. Possible causes may be related to déegéndent factors that put deer on a lowe
nutritional plane, loss and degradation of mule deer winter rangetdomgire suppression, drought,
increased yearound human recreation and dogs displacing deer from favorable habitats, and past
livestock grazingractices.

Competition with Elk EIk numbersoverlapping with D13 have steadily increased from very few
elk a century ago to approximately 5,300 today. EIk may have been forced to expand their historic winter
ranges and move to lower elevations where thaycompete with deer for liméd winter ranges.

Management Alternatives
In theDAU plaming process for E13, we considere@ alternatives for podtunt population size
objectiveand 3 alternatives for the pdstint buck:doe ratiobjective

Population Objective Alternatives

1 Alternative 1:5,5006,500deer:

This alternative would result in slight decrease or would maintain a statuslgée o +2%
change)n the population size relative to the current (2009)-pastt population estimate of 6,400
deer. At this reduced population density, deer should be in better body condition due to lower
competition among deer for forage and space. In general, thatheisl reduced density should be
more resilient to severe winter conditions than in the past and should be able to sustain a higher level
of harvest and other mortality.

To achieve this population objective, antlerless license quotas could increasg Sigbénding
on which sex ratio objective is selected, it could be more difficult to draw a buck license at this
smaller population size because there would be fewer bucks on the landscape. Harvest success rate
may decline because of having more huntertbe field seeking out relatively fewer animals, and
hunter crowding may be an issue. On the other hand, the economic impact of deer hunting in the
community could increase with more hunters visiting the area.

91 Alternative 2: 6,5067,500deer:

This altenative would maintain or slightly increase{2%) the current population size of this
herd. There would be less competition for forage and habitat among deer than in the past because the
population would be lower than the loteym average (~9,000 deeremthe last 20 years). In severe
winters, some deer may die due to poor body condition, but in general, the population should be able
to rebound to this level fairly quickly under average weather conditions.

To achieve this population objective, antlerlisasnses could increase slightly over time. In the
short term, licenses may be maintained at the current (low) quotas to allow population growth. When
this objective is reached, licenses could increase somewhat thereafter to stabilize the population size.
Hunting opportunity, harvest success rates, and economic impact would be intermediate under this
alternative compared to Alternatives 1 and 3.

1 Alternative 3: 7,5008,500deer: Selected

This alternative would increase the current population siZE7488% This population size range
is just below the past 3fear and 2§ear averages (~9,000 deer). This population level probably is at
the upper endf what is achievable and sustable longterm while still maintaining adequate
hunting opportunity. Beauise of winter range loss and decadent winter range conditions, habitat
improvement projects could be required to consistently hold the population at this increased size,
especially during severe winters. If native winter range in the DAU continueslitoed&oe
remaining habitat could further deteriorate due to relatively high concentrations of animals. At this
higher population size, the herd may be more susceptible to the effects of a setesrbagause
individual deer wouleexperience more comgigbdn with each other and with elk for limited forage
and habitat. The population size may fluctuate more in response to weather conditions and may be
slower to recover following a harsh winter.

To achieve this population objective, license nuralesuld be reduced or maintained at

the currently low quota for several years, possibly {tmrgn, to allow population growth. There
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would be less opportunity to draw a license and hunters might not be able to draw a license every
year. However, those whip successfully draw would likely have a better chance of harvesting a

deer because there would be more deer on the landscape. Also, hunters would experience less
crowding. At a higher population size, there would be more bucks on the landscape, lsbhecou

easier to maintain a higher buck ratio. If the population size drops due to a harsh winter, both doe and
buck license numbers would likely be reduced until the population recovers, so license numbers may
be less consistent from year to year. Econdieitefits from hunting would be reduced because there
would be fewer hunters contributing to local establishments.

Sex Ratio Objective Alternatives
1 Alternative 1: 2530 bucks:100 does:
This alternative would slightly reduce or maintaihl@6 to +7% change) the current (2009)
observed sex ratio {fear average of 28 bucks:100 do&sjere would be no change in the season
structure and the herd would be managed for a balance betweey luekithunting and opportunity
to draw a buck license. If the total population size increases, there would be a higher number of bucks
on the landscape, which would allemore buck licenses to be issuadrder to maintain the current
buck ratio.

M1 Alternative 2: 30-35bucks:100 does:Selected

This alternative would increase the current observed sex ratie25967 The goal would be to
produce higher quality bucks. Buck licenses'Thatid 3 seasons would be likely be maintained at
the lower quotas set in 2008 and 2009, or possibly reduced, to relieve hunting pressure on bucks. The
opportunity to draw a buck license would be lower than a decade ago. However, more bucks would
survive to matuty, so those hunters who drew a buck license would have more opportunity to
harvest a quality buck.

9 Alternative 3: 3540 bucks:100 does:

This alternative would increase the current observed sex ratio-8$%5The goal would be to
manage for mature trby bucks, but would limit buck hunting opportunity. Buck licenses'{mad
3" seasons would be reduced to relieve hunting pressure on bucks. Presently, no preference points
are required to draw d%r 3% season buck license, but under this alternative, buck licenses could
become highly restrictive, potentially requiring points to draw. Hunters who are successful in drawing
a buck licenses would have the opportunity to harvest a high quality buck anexpel@gnce less
hunter crowding.

CDOW Recommended Obijectives
SelectedPopulation Size Objective

Theseleced posthunt population objective of 7,568500 deer is a 133% increase from the
2009 poshunt population estimate of 6,400 deer; 540 decrase from the 1-§ear average estimated
population of 8,900, and a 2% decrease from thmeviousobjective of 11,100 deer.

Population estimates indicate that the current population objective of 11,100 has not been
sustainable over the past 2 decades,is it a practical longerm objective given the multitude of mule
deer habitat issues in the DAU. Although it may be possible to achieve a higher population for a short
time under certain ideal environmental conditions (e.g, a series of mild wiotelsrned with moderate
moisture in the summertime), being able to hold a population at a high densitgdonig unlikely. The
occasional severe weather event, such as high snowfall, freezing rain, or several years of drought, can
combine with densitglependent competition and mortality (including predation and hunting) to yield low
fawn survival and sometimes reduced adult survival. A population managed at a high density has a lower
growth rate than a population at an intermediate density and will esperdder population fluctuations
in response to changes in weather, harvest, and other mortality factors. License numbers and hunting
opportunity would likewise fluctuate more widely in response to population size.

Instead, at an intermediate populaté@Emnsity, such as the ranges given in any of the 3 proposed
population objectives, the deer population will have a higher intrinsic growth rate, will rebound more
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quickly following a severe winter or other extreme weather event, and deer license qudthBkewise

be more consistent between years. The general public would like to see more deer than there currently
are, so theelectecpopulation objective would aim to increase the current population, but only to a level
that is realistically achievablad sustainable.

To achieve an increase from the current population size, habitat improvement and protection will
be needed. Existing winter range habitat must be treated to rejuvenate browse plants and any further
habitat loss due to land development dtidne mitigated with habitat improvements elsewhere. Timing
restrictions on recreation activities during fawning and early summer should be implemented and/or
enforced. In the immediate future, antlerless licenses will likely remain at their currentyda until
the new population objective is reached. At that point, antlerless licenses could be increased to stabilize
the population within the new objective range. Having some level of antlerless harvest is useful for
maintaining a population at antermediate density, at which deer body condition, fawn production, and
survival rates are generally highest.

Selectedex Ratio Objective

Theselectedsex ratio objective of 385 bucks:100 dods a 7#25% increase from theyear
average buck ratio of82 a-6 to +9% change from the d@ar average buck ratio of 32, and anéase
of 30-52% over the previousbjective of 23 bucks:100 does. Prior to 1999, it was not practical to attempt
to increase the sex ratio above a range e#3.5ucks:100 does. fir 1999, deer hunting in this DAU
was changed to totally limited licenses and the number of buck licenses and the amount of the buck
harvest could be controlled. Public opinion surveys have indicated that most hunters want the
opportunity to hunt and semore and larger bucks. Increasing the sex ratio-8530ucks:100 does
should accomplish this goal. The down side of this could mean that buck hunters may only be able to
hunt every few years instead of every year.

This planwas approved by the Colorado Wildlife Commission on March 10, 2011.



Il. INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE
Introduction

The purpose of a Data Analysis Unit (DAU) plan is to give the Colorado Division of
Wildlife (CDOW) direction in managing a big game species in a given geographical area. It
identifies suitable habitat, gives the herd history and current status, andedassifies and
problems. Key features of a DAU plan are the herd size and herd composition objectives, which
are developed after considering input from all interested entities. CDOW intends to update these
plans as new information and data become avajlableast once every ten years.

DAU Plans and Wildlife Management by Objectives

The Colorado Division of Wildlife manages wildlife for the use, benefit, and enjoyment
of the people of the state in accordtaence wi th
Colorado Wi ldlife Commission and the Colorado
require careful and increasingly intensive management to accommodate the many and varied
public demands and growing | mp a gams poputations, pe o p |
CDOW uses a fAman a gappmachRigurely. Bigogameegaoptulations are
managed to achieve population and sex ratiootibs established for Data Analysis Units.

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

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

The objectives defined in the planide a longterm cycle of information collection,
information analysis, and decision making. The end product of this process is a recommendation
for numbers of hunting licenses for the herd. A DAU plan addresses two primary goals: the
number of animals thBAU should contain and the sex ratio of those animals expressed as
males:100 females. The plan also specifically outlines the management techniques that will be
used to reach desired objectives. CDOW attempts to review and update the DAU plarsOon a 5
year basis to align the management objectives with the changing environmental, social,
economic, and political conditions that affec
development, public attitudes, hunter success, hunter access, researchdresadts,prevalence,
and game damage may all contribute new information needed when reviewing or revising a
DAU plan. CDOW strives to maintain a tight link between the inclusion of the public in the
development of population objectives and the yearly itevaif data collection, analysis, and
renewed decisiemaking to reach those objectives.

6



Individual DAUs are managed with the goal of meeting herd objectives. Herd data, which
is typically collected annually, is entered into a computer population nmdel & population
projection. The parameters that go into the model include harvest data from hunter surveys, sex
and age composition of the herd gathered by field surveys, and mortality factors such as
wounding loss and winter severity, generally acgufrem field observations. Roadkilled
animals can also contribute to overall mortality and should be incorporated into the model, but at
present, this data has not been compiled. The resultant computer population projection is then
compared to the herd @utive, and a harvest calculated to align the population with the herd
objective.

Select Management
Objectives for a DAU

Measure Harvest & > /Estabhsh Hunting Seasol
ics

Population Demographi \\ Regulations

l

Conduct Hunting Season Evaluate Populations &
Compare to DAU

Establish Harvest Goal
Compatiblewith DAU

Figurel. Management by objective process that CDOW uses to manage big game populations on a DAU basis.

Population Dynamics and Managing for Maximum Sustained Yield

Numerous studies of animal populations, including such species as bacteria, mice, rabbits
and whitetailed deer, have shown that the populations grow in a mathematical relationship
referred to a the ensitydependert o r i grovwghowve(&igure 9. There are three
distinct phases to this cycle. The first phase occurs while the population level is still very low
and is characterized by a slow growth rate and a high mortality rate octhiss 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 is at a moderate level. This phase
is chaacterized by high reproductive and survival rates. During this phase, food, cover, water
and space (habitat) are not a limiting factor. Also, during this phase, animals such as white
tailed deer have been known to successfully breed at six monthsaricageoduce a live fawn
on their first birthday and older does have been known to prodddav@ns that are very robust
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and healthy. Survival rates of all the deer (bucks, does and fawns) are at maximum rates during
this phase.

Figure 2. Density-dependent growth curve The fln.al or third phaseccurs
when the habitat becomes too crowded
12000 or habitat conditions become less
favorable. During this phase the
10000 =—=—=—=| quantity and quality of food, water,
2 2000 //Vr cover and space pecome scare due to
£ /’ the competition with other members of
< 6000 the population. These typesfattors
° / that increasingly limit productivity and
2 4000 / survival at higher population densities
2000 are known as densiyependent effects.
During this phase whittailed deer
L s A S S S S B B fawns can no longer find enough food
0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20| to grow to achieve a critical minimum
Year weight that allavs 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 dieoffs 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 quantityality gf his diet, the antlers are
stunted. If the population continues to grow it wilkatually reach a point callébde maximum

carrying capacityp r .AAKthis point, the population reaches an "equilibrium™ with the habitat.
The number of birthsaeh yeais equad the number of deathherefore, to maintain the

population at this level would not allow for any "huntable surplus." The animals in the

population would be in relatively poor condition and when a severe winter or other catastrophic
even occurs, a large dieff 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 -diepstydent
effects, we should attempt bold the populations more towards the middle of the "sigmoid
growth curve." Biologists call this point of inflection of the sigmoid gioaurve the point of
maximum sustained yield or "MSYIh the example below, MSY, which is approximately half
the maxmum 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 condition should be good to excellent andresrthghould
be stable to improving. Game damage problems should not be significant and economic return
to the local and state economy should be high. This population level should produce a "win
win" situation to balance sportsmen and private landoworecerns.

A graph of a hypothetical deer population showing sustained yield (harvest) potential vs.
population size is showrrigure 3. Notice that as the population increases from 0 to 5,000 deer,
the harvest also increases. However, when the papulaiaches 5,000 or "MSY", food, water
and cover becomes scarce and the harvest potential decreases. Finally, when the population
reaches the maximum carrying capacity or "K" (10,000 deer in this example), the harvest
potential will be reduced to zerdlso, notice that it is possible to harvest exactly the same
number of deer each year with 3,000 or 7,000 deer in the population. This phenomenon occurs
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because the population of 3,000 deer has a much higher survival and reproductive rate compared
to thepopulation of 7,000 deer.

However, at the 3,000 deer level, Figure 3. Maximum Sustained Yield

there will be less game damage and

resource degradation but lower
watchable wildlife values. 1,400

Actually managing deer and = / \
elk populations for MSY ona DAU & **® / \\
basis is difficult if not impossible due § 800
to the amount of detailed information 8 / \
required and because of the complex 2 °° / \
and dynamic nature of the 400
environment.ln most cases we / \
would not desire true MSY 20 / \
management even if possible because R S e o e
the number and quality of bulls and 0 100 3000 4500 6,000 7500 9000
bucks is minimized. However, the Population Size

concept of MSY is useful for

understanding how reducing densities and pushing asymptotic populationdstteaimflection

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 trece¥eness of reduced population size on harvest yield.

Commonly CDOW eliminatefemale harvest in populations where productivity is low
and populations are below DAU plan objectivékowever t hi sofdftband/pe of man
simply exacerbates anerpetuates the problem the DAU plan was intended to addksss.
Bartmann et al. (1992) suggesgcause of densigependent processdisywould be
counterproductive to reduce female harvest when juvenile survival is low and @ltaeasst
when survivais high. Instead, a moderate level of female harbedps to maintain the
population belowhabitatcarrying capacity and should resultimproved survival and
recruitment of fawns.

[1l. DESCRIPTION OF DATA ANALYSIS UNIT
Location

The Maroon Bells Ber Data Analysis Unit (DAU) £13 is located in northwest
Colorado and consists of Game Management Units (GMU) 43, 47, ar(&idgdie4). The DAU
is bounded on the north by the Colorado and Frying Pan Rivers and Ivanhoe Creek, on the east
by the Contineratl Divide, on the south by the divide between the Roaring-Eoyktal River
drainages and the East RiMduddy Creek drainages and McClure Pass; on the west by the
following divides: Muddy CreelCrystal River, Roaring ForlCrystal River drainages, and the
Divide CreekBaldy Creek drainages; and by South Canyon CrEeik.unit lies in Pitkin,
Gunnison, Eagle, and Garfield Counti@dajor towns include Aspen, Basalt, Carbondale,
Glenwood Springs and Snowmass Village. Interst@téollows the northern tipf the unit.
Highways 82, 133, and the Frying Pan Road provide the main access route to therasta.
Service Wilderness Areas make up 39% of DAU®includingall of the HunterFrying Pan

9



Wilderness most of theMaroon BellsSnowmas&Vildernessandparts @ the Collegiate Peaks
and Raggeds Wilderness Areas.

Physiography

The Elk Mountains dominates DAU-D3. Twentythree peaks are higher than 13,000
feet above sea level, while six peaks are above 14,000 feet. This area consists of a series of
pardlel mountain ranges running mostly NBE connected transversely by low saddles. These
mountain ranges are divided by the Crystal River, which has a valley floor from& HEDft.

The landscape slopes down to the north to the RoaringRteek and Cdorado River valley

floors (around 6,000 to 7,000 ft.) Elevations range from a low of 5,740 feet above sea level at
the NW corner of the DAU (Colorado RiveSouth Canyon Creek confluence) to a high of
14,265 feet aCastle Peak.

All natural surface wigr in this area drains into the Colorado Rjweostly through the
Roaring ForkRiver. The DAU is about 80% of the Roaring Fork watershed (includes Roaring
Fork, Castle Creek, Frying Pan, Maroon Creek, Crystal River, and Snowmass Creek watersheds)
and ale the South Canyon and Paradise Creek watersheds. Water is diverted to the Arkansas
Valley, Pueblo, and Colorado Springs by the Frying-Rekansas projectt9,200acrefeet as of
2009. The 65year average flow before this project from the entire Rodrorg watershed was
991,100 acrdeet/year. Water is collected from Chapman Gulch, South Fork of the Frying Pan,
Frying Pan, Midway Creek, No Name Creek, and Hunter Creek, then runs through 4 tunnels out
of the watershed. Minimum stream levels are maieth Ruedi Reservoir was built on the
northeast edge of this DAU to provide replacement water storage to protect prior water rights
downstream.

Climate

The climate varies with altitude. Low elevations have moderate winters and warm
summers, and high elevations have long, cold winters and short, mild summers. Precipitation
varies from 15 inches annually at 6,000 feet te1B80nches at 14,000 feet abowadevel.

Prevailing winds are out of the west and southwest. Temperature varies from & Riv of
degreeds-to a high of 95 degreds Deep snow forces deer and elk to migrate to lower elevation
and mostly soutifiacing slope winter ranges. Moisture agsrthroughout the year, although
winter and spring months have more precipitation than summer and fall months.

Vegetation

Elevation and aspect largely determine the vegetation in this unit. The mountain peaks
above approximately 11,600 feet arémarily bare roclor alpine communities. Sprudie/
grows mostly between the elevations of 8,000 and 12,500 ft. Aspmkaspebnifer mixes
dominate the slopes from 7,000 to 8,500 feet. Mountain shrublands grow on theldpesr s
below 8,500 feetPifion and juniper covehe foothills, and sagebrush parks appear on the more
level sites as elevation drops. Riparian vegetation runs along the creeks and rivers. Mule deer
prefer a mosaic of diverse vegetation typsch provide necessary cover aratdge

The vegetation in this DAU can be categorized into five main groups: cropland, riparian,
shrublands, forest woodlands, and alpine
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Croplandis found in mostly in the lower @vations and valley bottoms along the area between
Glenwood and Carbondale, along the Crystal River and in the Snowmass and Sopris Creek area.
This land is mostly hay and pasture lands plaatighl timothy, orchard grass, smooth broome,

and alfalfa. In tk past, the area was important for other crops such as potatoes. Over the past 30
years many of the productive ranches is AU have been converted to 5500-acre

ranchettes.

Riparianvegetation is found along the major creeks and rivers. This coityrsupports the

greatest abundance and diversity of plant and animal species. Overstory vegetation varies from
alpine meadows, sprude, blue spruce, Douglas fir, ponderosa pine, aspen, and narrowleaf
cottonwoodgoingfrom high to low elevations. Wow, of various species, can be found at all
elevations along the riparian areas.

Shrublandsonsist of sagebrush, mountain shrubs, and grassland communities.

1 Big sagebrush is the most common land covénealower elevations. Rabbiush,
western ad slender Wheatgrass, June grass, Indian ricegrassh@heh wheatgrass and
native clovers commonly grow within the sagebrush.

1 Mountain shrubs include serviceberry, snowberry, mountain mahogaeybhish,
chokecherry and Gamliels o0 a k . soidélage, bBomageneous stands of Gatbbs
oak in the parts of the DAU such as the Crown and Snowmass Wideat ranch.
The grasses and forlsthin these shrublangsovide important forage for deer in the
fall and spring transitioperiodand during the winter.

1 Grasslands occur on the more level sites in forested areas (large bunchgrasses such as
Thurber's fescue, basin wildrye, and needlegrass) and in the higher elevation areas (Idaho
and Thurber's fescue, Sandberg bluegrass, blue umedit grass mixed with forbs).

Forest woodlandappear in 4 major assoti@ns: pfion/juniper, aspen and aspewriifer mix,
Douglasfir, and sprucdir.

1 Pifionjuniper covers the lower elevation foothills in the northern portions of the DAU
such as in th®ry Park and South Canyon Creek area. This type provides good hiding
and thermal cover but poor forage.

1 Aspen and aspeconifer woodlands occupy the middle elevations. The understory
consists of emerging conifers (where aspen is not the climax spdash grasses and
forbs, and some shrubs. This community provides important cover and is very
productive summer forage sites for deer. This type is quite common throughout the DAU
and is the namesake of the most famous town in this DAU.

1 Douglasfir shares the middle elevation zone mgsih the moister, usually norfacing
aspects, but is much less represented than the aspen woodlands. Itikvadosgecie
valued for wildlife habitat diversity, scenic va, and big game cover. Douglasis well
represented in the lower Thompson Creek drainages.

91 Sprucefir (Engelmann's Spruce and Subalpine Fir) dominates the higher elevations up to
timberline in undisturbed sites. It is the dominant overstory in the Maroon Bells, Hunter
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Frying Pan, Thompso@reekFour Mile Park and Kobey Park area. This habitat
provides excellent summer forage and cover for deer.

Alpine sites are abundant in this high elevation landscape. They occur on the higher mountain
peaks above timberline in all of the wildernessar@ the DAU. Grasses, sedges, and

numerous forbs are present. Short willows grow in moister areas. These sites provide summer
forage and cover.

Land Status

Land Management
D-13covers2,961 knf (1,143mi?) of land (Tablel and Figures). Landmanagement is
distributed as follows73% National ForesBervice 20% private and 6%Bureau of Land
ManagementRepresenting <1% are statened lands State Land Board lands and Colorado
Division of Wildlife (a small portion of the Christine State Wiilel Area).

Tablel. Area (square kilometerby GMU andland statusn deer DAU D13. 1 knf = 0.386 mf = 247 acres.

Ot her o includes ci t-governmentaiotggnizationdandd. t rust, and non
State Land Grand % of
USFS Private | BLM | Other | CDOW Board Total DAU
GMU 43 1,235 511 160 14 9 2 1,931 65%
GMU 47 678 60 16 2 0.02 761 26%
GMU 471 242 26 0 0 0 269 9%
D-13 Total 2,155 597 176 21 11 2 2,961 100%
% of DAU 73% 20% 6% 0.7% 0.4% 0.1% 100%

13



Mule Deer DAU D-13

rEasements
m Cbow I:l Private State
N Other Local BLM

r Y GMu Boundary

6 3 0

Miles

| |

.-

@630
I e —

Kilometers

PITKIN

Figure5. Land status in deer DAD-13.

Land Use

The largest industry in the area is tourism. Tourism is based on the scenic beauty of the
land and the recreational opportunities it provides. The Glenwood Springs Hot Springs Pool and
the Fairy Cavearelocated on the north edge aadjacent to this DAU. This area contains four
major, destination ski areas (Aspen, Aspen Highlands, Buttermilk, and Snowmass) and one
smaller family ski area (Sunlight)

Hunting and fishing generate substantial economic revenue (Pickton and Sikorowski
2004). Big game hunting draws hunters from all over the couwlttihe DAU Backpackers, day
hikers, and mountain climbers use the four wilderness areas in the unit. Peak baggers scramble to
climb all 6 of the 14,00@00t plus peaks in the DAUANglersenjoy the Roaring Fork and
Frying Pan River AGold Medal 6 rivers and the
recreation for wind surfers, skiers, dadlaters, motor boaters, aadglers Hikers, campers,
mountain bikers, vidlife watchers, fomwheelers, snowmobilers, and cross country skiers enjoy
the scenic beauty of the mountains. Commercial rafters operate on the Roaring Fork and
Colorado River. Motels, restaurants, gift shops, gas stations, and all the local businesses benefit
from these vigors.

Construction andealestate development and sales is the second largest industry in the
area. Many visitors and the people who serve them have decided to build homes in this area.
Fifty-onepercen of the deer winter range is privately owneglonservation easements on
private lands comprise only 6% of mule deer winter raagd the remaining6% of winter
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range that occurs on private land either has already beeayobe subjean the futureto land
development In the past 20 years, largeeas of private lands in the DAU have been subdivided
and developed, including: the lower Roaring Fork River (Cardiff Glank West, Sopris Park,
RoseRancHironbridge/West Bank Dry Park/Four Mile Creek (Spring Ridge, Four Mile Creek
Ranch); lands arond CarbondaleAspenGlen,Coryell RanchMidland Point,RiverValley

Ranch Prince Creek Estates, Stark Mesa)pris Mountain Ranch on West Sopris Creek
Watson Divideand areas around Aspen (Aspen Valley Ranch, Chapparal Aspen).

Logging contributesnly a very small part to the local economy, but does provide
construction materials to the very busy construction sector and firewood for heating. Specialty
beams and products, house logs, and dimensional lumber are produced in the area for rustic
houseconstruction. Wood shavings provide bedding for animals. Mining timbers are also
produced.Timber harvestingn the aredas been ongoing since the 1900s. In the past, spruce/fir
stands were logged using eveged methods such as shelterwood cuts, loue mecently bark
beetle infestations have led to sanitation/salvage methods of timber harvest (P. Nyland, USFS,
pers. comm. 2010)In the Fourmile Parddwin Peaks are&®ark Creek, Mancon Park, and Elk
Creek Timber Sales welogged in the 1980s an®9G. A 3,00Gacre blowdowrof beetle
killed spruce and fim the Baylor ParkElk Creek area occurred in August 1999ver the past
decade, approximately 400 acres of the blowdowe haen removed as salvagén additional
1,500 acres of spruce/fir in th@urmile ParkTwin Peaks area is scheduled for salvage or group
selection thinning between 202P17. Historically, logging also occurremround Aspen,

Woody Creek, Lenado, and East Sopriedkrfrom the 1890s to the 1%60n 2009 and 201X,
acres of betlekilled lodgepole pine were removed from Smuggler Mountaidsspen. In 2011,
the USFS plans to remove 200 acres of selected Hekie lodgepole on Red Mountain outside
of Aspen.

Natural gas wells in the Fourmile PaFkin PeaksThompson Creekrea no longer
produce gasalthoughthe mining rights have been leased and tisgpetential forfuture gas
drilling. Thereis a getogical feature used asdergroundhatural gastoraggWolf Creek
Field). Gas from Colbran and Silt area is piped¢hend pumped down into the ground. In the
winter, natural gas is pumped back to towns in the area. There are several old coal mines that are
now shut down and have been rehabilitated. This includes the hugedwitahent Coal Mine in
Coal Basin. Theresia small, working alabaster mine in Avalanche Creek.

Public grazing

Some public lanih the DAU is used for grazinglthough this use has declined with the
general decline in agriculture in the DAThe main areas used for public land grazing include
Thompson Creek, Fotmile Creek, Dinkle Lake, Hay ParKapitol Creek, and Marble/Gallo
Hill. Domestic livestock can compete with mule deehienbaceouforage althoughmoderate
levels ofgrazing can also help promote shrub growth by limiting grassesidition, ®me
private lands argrigated for hay production or are keptdry land pasture. ®Eseprivate land
arevery beneficial to deer because it preserves open space in their winter range.

BLM Grazing Allotments The Bureau of Land Managemdras all or part 089
grazing allotment# the DAU, 24 of which are currently permittédppendix A) The
permitted allotments provide 3,557 AUMs of forage for livestddke occurs primarily in the
spring andsummerwith some use in thiall. The clases of livestock using these allotments are
cattle (94%of AUMSs), sheep6%), and <19%horse.
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USFS Grazing AllotmentsThe National Forest Service hag@azing allotments
occurring totally or partially in DAU BEL3 (Appendix B) Fourteen allotments aceirrently
active with primarily cattle grazing.eSenteerallotments are closed, and 8 allotments are
vacant.Theperiod of utilization is variable, but primarily occurs from late June through early
October (prior to the opening of the rifle big game seas Classes of livestock using these
allotments includeattle, sheepand horses.

Comparison of Wildlife and Livestock AUMSThis analysis is based upon 200
posthunt population size estimates 20082010 public land grazing levels.

- Deer AUMs* - 7,758(6,400deer/9.9 deer mon./AUM X 12 mon.yearly total)

- Elk AUMs* 1 25,440(5,300elk/2.5elk mon./AUM X 12 mon. = yearlyotal)

It is important to note that most of the deer and elk are not consuming a full AUM
equivalent in the winter (Novembg&mMarch). Instead, these animals are mostly
surviving on stored fat reserves. Therefore, thesedith figures are inflated and in
reality would be much lower.

- USFSLivestock AUMsiT 11,370(authorized useyearly total)

- BLM Livestock AUMsi 3,557(authorizd use yearly total)

- Private Land Livestock AUMI unknown
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V. Habitat Resource

Habitat Distribution

The distribution of mule deer winter and overall ranges between @rdiprivate lands
in the DAU isshown in Tabl€. The lower elevations that deer use as winter range comprise
15%0f the DAUG6s tot al 48%aecan pulddlandGiciaen wi nt er r an
conservation easements on private land,48%@are on private lands without conservation
easementsOverallmule deer range in 123 is80% public lands3% on conservation
easements, arfB%on private lands without specific conservation protection.

Table 2. Distribution of mule deer winter and overall range between public and private lands in deerI3AU D
1 kn? = 0.386 mf = 247 acres.

Private Lands
under Conservation Private Lands
Public Lands Easements (CE) without CEs Total % of
% of % of Overall
Range km? range km? range km? %ofrange | km? range
Winter range 216 49% 28 6% 201 45% 445 15%
Overall range 2,357 80% 76 3% 528 18% 2,961 100%

Winter Range DAU D-13 contains 445 k(172 mf) of mule deer winter range (Tables
2 and3). Major wintering areas for deer include: Dry Park, Holgate Mesa, Jerome Park, lower
Thompson Creek, Pring@reek, The Crown, Light Hill, Williamslill, Arbany/Kittle, and
Triangle PeakWinter range is the most limiting factor for deer in this DAU. Deer winter range
i's mostly shrubland habitat (sagehliesthnd ser vi
usually on souttiacing or windswept ridges where snow does not accumulate. In the winter,
deer rely mostly on browse plants that are sticking up through the snow for food. The bulk of the
winter range occurs on private land (51%), followed by BLM Ig8&%6), and National Forest
Service land (13%). Representing <3% are stateed lands. Winter range dates for this area
are from Decembek to April 30.

Table3. Area (knf) of land status (by land manager) of mule deer winter range in DAG.D
1 knf = 0.386 mif = 247 acres.

State Land | City and
BLM USFS | CDOW Board County Private Total
GMU 43 130 19 8 2 2 210 371
GMU 47 14 39 1 0 1 19 75
GMU 471 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Winter Range 144 58 9 2 2 229 445
% of Winter Range 32% 13% 2% 0.4% 1% 51% 100%

D-13 contain®5 km? (37 mi®) of severe winter range (FiguBe Severe winter range is
defined as that part of the overall range where 90% of the individuals are located when the
annual snowpack is at its maximum and/or temperatures are at a minimumwno therst
winters out of ten

There arel08km? (42 mi®) of winter concentration areas (Fige Winter
concentration areas are defined as those parts of the winter range where den3Rig8%re

17



ik
7! ;
Z4
s 4 ~
Tt A (1]
VR .8 [
— -
X 1 % v
g Y {J % "J}’ 7
iy SoME v
e a7
f & Thol
ol / —
J “/
. .

oy & s
1/ b Py
'Y

933

Figure6. Mule deer winter rangand conservation easemem®AU D-13.

Easements

Mule Deer DAU D-13

I coow
I:] Other

E Severe Winter Range

m Winter Concentration

Winter Range

E::H GMU Boundary
6 3 0

Miles

. N

6
— F— V|
' Kilometers
WildlifeGIS

g
ks
;

T und® W] vv'“:l\‘



greater than the surrounding winter range density during the same period used to define winter
range in the average five winters out of ten.

Habitat Condition and Capability

Mule deemwinter range in B13 is in poor condition due to senescence and succession of
plant communitiesas well as habitat loss due to land developnfeha result ofong-term fire
suppression, pifion and juniper woodlands have invaded sagebrush shrublarwarida
them to much less productive sites. Pifion and juniper stands tend to be mature with a closed
canopy that severely redwenderstory vegetation. Also, many of the mixed mourdauh
sagebrusishrublandsire overmature andess productive Browse seedlings and young plants
arenot abundant, and in many arelas grass/forb understory is sparse and lacks diversity.

Heavylivestock grazingin combination with droughtccurredon manyrangeland areas
in D-13from the late 1800's to the 1960Rrior to the Taylor Grazing Aaif 1934 grazing was
not regulated on public land$/1odernday range management practices were not widely applied
prior to the 19609During thisearlierperiod manybig game winter ranges were grazed
excessively Range degradation from this period is still apparent-itBRiue to théong lifespan
and low turnover rate of many shrubland communitiassome cases, damatgeriparian areas
has been longerm. In other cases, inappropriate grazing has caused some sagebrush habitats to
have a higher shrub canopy density than can be achieved under more natural conditions. When
the canopy density exceeds28%, the understy plants are greatly reduced, makimafural
fire much less likely to burn these areas and return the landscape to a more natural and desirable
mosaic. Since the late 1960's the BLM and U. S. Forest Service have developed improved
grazing management platisat have addressed much of the historic livestock problems. Also,
due to the general decline in agriculture in the ,atesre is much less public land grazing today
compared tetO years ago.

Some key areas of mule deer winter range, including ther [Baug-mile Creek/Dry Park
area, Prince Creek/Stark Mesa, and West Sopris Creek, have been degraded by intense urban
developmentWhile deer still might winter in these areas, it is not as productive due to loss of
habitat to roads, structures, fences a@getation alterations. Also, freanging dogs can chase
and kill deer and reduce vital fat reserdesnd developmertasalsoresulted in concern about
the use of prescribed burns on the adjacent public lands for fear of fire getting out of control and
destroying private property.

Another complicating factor at lower elevations (below 7,500 feet) is the preseiiree of
tolerantinvasive weeds such as cheatgi@®mus tectorum Soil-disturbing habitat treatments
and prescribed fire meant to rejuadd native plants could actually promote the growth and
spread of cheatgraasd other pioneering weeds. Cheatgrasscontpetes native grasses to form
a monoculture in the vegetation understory and also increases wildfire frequency, and has been
particulaly detrimental to mule deer habitats in Nevada, Idaho, and Utah (Cox et al. 2009). In
those states, large expanses on the order of hundreds of thousands of acres of sagebrush/steppe
habitat, totaling over 12 million acres (5 million hectares) have betnl® to cheatgrass (Cox
et al. 2009).Cheatgrass in 13 is currently found primarily at the l@velevationsand is
especially problematic in sagebrush shrublands (B. Hopkins, BLM, pers. comm. 2010).
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Other invasive weeds that diminish native habitat quality inchadieus thistle,

knapweed, and toadflax species. k1B, of particular concern is a yellow toadflax infestation in

Carbonate Creek near Marble, which is on mule deer summer range. Th&&sSks®d

chemical treatment and biological control with insects to attempt to contain the infestation (W.

lves, USFS, pers.comm. 2010).

A multitude of habitat improvement projects, including prescribed burns, removal of
pifionjuniper encroachmentandimprovement of sagebrusbak,and mountain shrub habitats,

have been conducted or aregwing (Tabled). Various government agencies and private

organizations have contributed to these projects. Due to the loss of important deer winter range

throughout ©@loradq the continued preservation and improvement of existing habitat is

paramount.
Table4. Habitat projects in DAU E13.
Dates Location Acres Treatment Type Agency or Cost
Organization
Past and ongoing projects:
5/07-present | East Soprifroject 561 | Hydro-Axe oakand BLM/CDOW $135,000
(Light Hill) (GMU 43) serviceberry
5/07-present | East Sopris Project 40 Hand cut/pile PJ BLM $40,000
(Light Hill) (GMU 43)
6/05-8/05 Light Hill (GMU 43) 20 | Handcutoak BLM $10,000
6/05-8/05 Light Hill (GMU 43) 10 Chemicalsprayoak BLM $2,500
2/07-6/09 Prince Creek 187 | Roller chopoak, then BLM $125,000
Subdivision (GMU 43) broadcast burn slash (mechanical)
$20,000 fire)
2/07-6/09 Prince Creek 8 Chemicalspray oak BLM $3,000
Subdivision (GMU 43)
9/1/08 Oak Meadows 71 Hydro-axe BLM $52,824
9/15/08 4 Mile Rd  (GMU43)
8/1/09 Oak Meadows 10 Hand cut/Pile oak BLM $15,000
9/15/09 4 Mile Rd (GMU43)
5/1/10 Crown Mtn 15 Hand cut/Pile oak BLM $12,000
5/30/10 Communications Site
(The Crown) (GMWA3)
20102011 East Sopris Prescribed| 100 | Prescribed Burn BLM $20,000
Burn (GMU43)
20102012 East Sopris Hand Cut 20 Hand cut/Pile P/J BLM $30,000
(GMU 43)
20102012 Mountain Springs 50 Forest Health BLM $75,000
Ranch (GMU43) Treatment (Timber ang
Aspen Management
with some hydro axe
in brush)
Future scheduled projects:
20112021 White River National 37,000| Mechanical and USFS $12 million

Forestwithin D-13

prescribed firg¢ oak,

aspen, P/J

20




Conservation Easements

Eighty-eightkm? (3%) of mule deer overall range in-I3 arecurrently held undetonservation
easements or similar protection, includifjkm? of private landsTable 2and Figures 5 and) 6
Among winter range, 36 kh{8%) areprotected through conservation easements, including 28
km? of private lands. Because winter range is severely limited in this DAU and because of the
high monetary incentive for land development in this area, conservation of any remaining winter
range haltat, as well as production areas, is imperative.

Conflicts
Game damage due to deer islomgera major problem in the DAldompared to in the 1980s
and early 1990due to the general decline in livestock and agricultural uses.

V. Herd Management History
Disclaimer for Population Size Estimate

Estimating population size of wild animals over large geographic areas is a difficult and
inexact exercise. In several research projects, attempts have been made to accurately count all
the known number of anirfsain large fenced areas. All of these efforts have failed to
consistently count all of the animals. In most cases fewer than 30% of the animals can be
observed and counted. Most population estimates are derived using computer model simulations
that inwolve estimations for mortality rates, hunter harvest, wounding loss and annual production.
These simulations are then adjusted to align on measuretlpusig season age and sex ratio
classification counts and in some cases density estimates derinveliniedransect and quadrant
surveys. Itis recommended that the population estimates presented in this document be used
only as an index or as trend data and not as an absolute estimate of the deer population in the
DAU.

Posthunt Population Size

CDOW biologists estimate the deer population size in the DAU using a computer
modeling process. Starting in the early 1970s, CDOW used a computer modeling program called
ONE POP. In the early 1980s, CDOW switched to a personal computer program bassad prog
called POP II. After 1999CDOW has used a computer spreadsheet model to predict population
size. In 2008, these spreadsheet models were standardized stagmagd®odeling methods
developed by White and Lubow (2002). For thd®model the biological parameters (i.e.,
juvenile and adult survival, and wounding loss) for input were constrained to reflect values
obtained from field measurement of deer populations in western Colorado (Piceance Basin and
Middle Park mule deer survival studid®997i 2008). All models wik in basically the same
manner, usingosthunt age and sex ratidsgrvestand juvenile and adult survival rates to
estimate population sizeThe best model is selected based on statistical fit to observed data
The resuls ofthemodeledpopulation estimates are summarizetigures 7a and 7b
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D-13 Post-hunt population estimate
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Figure b. Posthunt population estimates of deer in DAUI1B, 19812009.

Since 1953the populatiorhasexhibited4 peaks. The first peak was in the early late

1950s to the early 1970s. The population peaked at a high level of 19,700 deer, mnt@eén

declinad to about 6,800 deer in 1970. From 1971, the population climbed to acadvofabout
14000 (posthunting season) in 1983. The winter of 198Bwas very severe and the population
crashed but rebounded back to another peak ilatbd 980sThe deer herd suffered another

crash from the severe weather in the spring of 199 herd increased again in the late

1990s/early 2000afterbuck hunting became completely limited by draw only. As the herd
approached the popul ation objective, ant
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growth, but in the mid to late 208 the population dropped sharpBeveral years of low

fawn:doe ratios combined with an increase in antlerless harvest in the 2000s and capped with the
severe winter of 2002008 suggest that densitigpendence, along with declining habitat

conditions andandom weather eventspntributed tahe declineThe current (2009) pos$tunt
population estimate is approximately 6,400 deer. Fhieds average population estimate is

7,400 deer, and the d@ar average is 8,900 deer.

PostHunt Herd Composition

Age and sex classification surveys using a helicdee been conductedtine DAU
sincel974. These sur veyshuanrted filno vwbne ciepmidseng theeanyl v J an u
years, the surveys were conducted every other year. Sin6gesu®@yshave leen conducted
every yeatr.

D-13 Fawn Ratio
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Figure8. Fawn:doe ratio in DAU P43, 19812009. The observed fawn ratios are shown in blue. The bars indicate
the 95% conficence interval of the field estimate. The fitted linear trendline is shown in black.

Fawn Ratio§ The posthunt fawn:doe ratio is used as an index of herd productivity. This
index grossly reflects the combined summer natality and sutwaggarly winter survival rate of
fawns relative to doeslIn D-13, the fawn:doe ratio has generally been declioiey the past 3
decades (Figur8). Thistrendis typical of many mule deer herds in Colorado and throughout
the Wesern US andis usually presented as indicationof a mule deer declindhe cause of

the declinein fawn ratio may be related to theakasing quality and quantity of mule deer
habitat In the 1980s, the fawn ratio in-I8 averaged 71 fawns:100 does; in the 1990s, 57
fawns:100 does, and in the 2000s, 59 fawns:100 does. The cupeat &verage (2008009)

is 50 fawns:100 does.
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Bud Ratios- The posthunt buck:doe ratio is used as an index of buck quality of the herd.
Higher buck ratios indicate more (and by assumption, larger/older/higher quality) bucks in the
population. In the 1988 DAU plan, the sex ratio objective was set #@28s:100 does. In the
1980s to 1990s, the buck:doe ratio averaged 25 (F8jurafter 1999, when buck licenses
became limited by draw only, the buck ratio peaked at 43 bucks:100 does, but declined
somewhat thereafter. The average in the 2000s wha@®®:100 does, and theybar average
(200520009) is 28 bucks:100 does.

D-13 Buck Ratio
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Figure9. Observed buck:doe ratios in DAU-I3, 181-2009. The bars indicate the 95% confidence interval (ClI) of
the field estimate for the buck:doe ratios. The buck:doe estimate for 1999 has an especially large Cl. The dashed red
line indicates theex ratio objective of 25 prior to 1988 and 23 from 188Bresent.
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Harvest History and Hunting Seasons

Hunting Season HistoryFrom simple 3@day seasons to more complicated split deer,
split elk and combinedeer and ellseasons have been usedn@anage deer through the years.
In the early 1960s, a hunteould take 2 or more deer. From 1971 to 2002, each hunter was
limited to taking 1 deer. Since 2003, hunters have been allow&diaet license under List B
(specific units and privateind-only licenses)The DAU has a very limited September season for
bucks in that portion of the DAU located in the Maroon Bells Wilderness fredjunter
Frying Pan Wilderness Areand all of GMU 471. This season has been available since at least
1985.

In 1986 the Wildlife Commission approved an eiteex archerylimited muzzleloading
and three combined unlimited buck and limited doe seasons as the general statewide season
structure. The threeombined rifle seasons were 5, 12 and 9 days in length, and were used as a
method to spread increasing hunter preslsn in 1986jn an attempt to improve the quality
of bucks,deer antlefpoint restrictions were approved statewide, limiting harvest of bucks to
those with three points or more on one antler. Although aptigt restrictions worked well for
elk by deaying the kill one year, bucks show more variation in antler development among age
classes thahull elk do. Bucks usuallyhave small twepoint antlers as yearlisdput
occasionally they ar@ or 4-point bucks.Consequently, many huntessot deer that wernot
legal and in some cases, the deer were even abandémiér-point restrictions for bucks were
abandoned over much of the state by the 1991 season.

In 1992, out of a growing conceabouta mul e deer decline, much
hunting was restricted to a thrday buck hunt. Deer hunting for the remainder of days was
limited to hunting does. This structure was very unpopwuitr hunters and was abandoned
after 1994.1n 1995, buckunting was extended to the first five days of each of the three
combined seasons. Buck licensesiainedunlimited (or overthe-counter)until 1999.

Startingin 1999, all deer hunting in the state West of Interstatea®3eenotally
limited (i.e., by draw only)for archery, muzzleloading and regular rifle seas@fgureslO and
11).

In 2000, the DOW began a newyBar season structure that included:
1) a limited buck or eithesex archery season
2) a limited muzzleloading season for bucks anesdo
3) twocombined rifle seasons (second and third season) for limited bucks and antlerless deer
4) a very limted fourth season for buck debr.order to qualify for the limited®season buck
deer hunt, the DAU has to average more than 25 bucks:E0folothe previous three years and
be at or above the lorigrm sex ratio objective.
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D-13 Rifle License History
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Figurel0. Rifle license history for deer DAU-3 from 19962009. M = male, ES = either sex, F = femahel
fawns of either sex (antlerles€)TC = over the countekjm = limited by draw only, PLO Lim = privat&and-only
and limited by draw only.

D-13 Archery and Muzzleloader License History
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Figurell. Archery and muzzleloader licenses for deer DAUIrom 19992009.Prior to 1999, archery and
muzzleloader deer licenses were valid statewide. M = male, EBer sex, F = female and fawns of either sex
(antlerless).

As described elsewhere in this documergslof habitatiue to landdlevelopment,
degradation of remaining habitat due to fire suppression and consequent plant succession,
increased recreationattivity, and increased rodll have allnegatively impacted the deer
herd. The effective habitat carrying capacity for deer has declined, limiting the ability to
maintain the populatioat the 1988 DAU plan objective of 11,100 deBecause the populan
was below the population objective in the 1990s, antlerless licenses were not issued until 2000
(Figures10 and 11 When the population reached objective in 2002, antlerless licenses were
increasedor 2 yeardo stabilize the population size. However, from 2@008, the population
declined steadilyln 2004, antlerless licenses were reduced by half from the 2002/2003 quota,
and due to concerns about high mortality in the severe winter of@)Gle antlerlgs quota
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was further reduced in 2008 and 2009 (Figi@sand 1). Starting in 2003, buck licenses were
reduced each year through 2008 (Figur@snd 1).

License Demand An examination of license application rates in the past 3 years indicates that
there is relatively low demand the drawfor doe licenses and moderate demand for buck
licenseqSee Appendix for all hunt codeks All licenses have sold out eventually either as
leftover licenses or earlieBesides the early higbountry buck licenseand the 4 rifle season

buck license, no other licenses iAlB require preference points, indicating that license quotas
are either meeting or exceeding demand. As an example (Table 5), in 2007, doe liceriées for 2
and 3 rifle season were in low demain the draw but sold out dsftover licenses. Even after

an almost 50% decrease in the quota in 2008 and another substantial decrease in 2009, these doe
licenses were still not highly in demand. Buck licenses Toagd & rifle season have sold out

a Choice 1, and in 2007, the quota was just slightly less than number Sfcheide

applications. After buck licenses were reduced B82@emand for these seasemseeded the
guota, but still did not require preference points to draw.

Table5. License demand for'2and 3" doe and buck rifle seasons in DAUIB3, 20072009. These

licenses represent about half of the total license quota forthe AU ot ad i s t he maxi mum
|l icenses CDOW could issue; fitSoclodd eo ustooh diiso atthgee fisat nadgo
is the number of*ichoice applicants as a percentage of the license quota.

Doe 2nd and 3rd Rifle Buck 2nd and 3rd Rifle
1st 1st

choice choice

demand demand

1st choice | relative 1st choice | relative

Year Quota | Sold out | applicants | to quota || Quota | Sold out | applicants | to quota
2007 750 | Leftovers 79 11% 650 | Choice 1 716 110%
2008 375 | Leftovers 61 16% 400 | Choice 1 598 150%
2009 200 | Choice 5 80 40% 400 | Choice 1 534 134%

Total Harvest Harvest under an unlimited license structure is a crude estimation of population
performance over time (Figure 12). From 1953 to the early 1960s, the harvest generally
increased until the mid960s when the total harvest began a general decline. Inth@71

Wildlife Commission was concerned enough about the mule deer decline that they instituted a
statewide bucksnly season and hence the very low harvest that year. In 1999, CDOW limited
all deer licenses statewide and also restricted the take ofiesgldeerStarting in 2003a

limited number of ¥ deer licenses have been available in cetaits and seasorgkist B),
includingleftoverprivateland-only and antlerless licenses iR13.
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D-13 Total Harvest

Up to 1970: 2-deer limit 1971-2002: 1-deer limit
7,000 +— —_—
-~ - N S
6.000 2003-present: List B
' allowing limited 2™ deer
5,000 l
4,000 19997 present: Limited

deer licenses statewide

No. of deer harvested

B Antlered harvest @ Antlerless harvest

Figure 12 Total deer harvesh DAU D-13, 19532009.

D-13 Buck Harvest

No. of bucks harvested

Figurel3. Antlered deer harvest in DAU-D3, 19537 2009.

Buck Harvest Historically, buck harvest was greater when hunters were allowed 2 deer
licenses until 197{Figure 13) From 19531970, buck harvest averaged 1,344 bucks annually,
with a peak 083,021in 1961and a low of 827 in 1956~rom 19711998 when buck licenses
were restricted to 1 license per hunter annualiystill unlimited (oveithe-counter) the buck

28



harvest averaged’7bucks per yeaflow of 327 bucks in 1973; high of 1,328 in 1990). Since

1999, when buck licenses became limited by draw only, the avieuageharvest has been 502

(low of 166 bucks in 2008; high of 829 bucks in 2003. In recent years, buck harvest has declined
due to a gradual reduction of licenses i ®since the mi®000s (Figures 10 and 11).

Antlerless Harvest Antlerless harvesncludes both doe and fawn harvesith fawns
comprising on average8% of antlerless harvedntlerless harvest shows a similar trend to total
harvest, increasing during the period 19%%1, then declining with a smaller peak in the early
1990s(Figure 14) As mentioned earlier, antlerless harvest was prohibited in 1971. Because of
CDOW6s restrictive management, antlerl ess har
Colorado Wildlife Commission approved more restrictive rules and sinceahietess harvest
has been very limited in this DAU. In 1999 and 2001, there were no antlerless esexher
licenses issued in13. As the populatiogrew and reached objective in 2002 (Figure 7),
antlerless licenses (Figures 10 and 11) were increased 2na2@02003 buiveregradually
reduced as the population declined after 200idhin the past 10 years, antlerless harvest peaked
in 2005 at 36%ntlerless deerWith the progression of license reductions over the past 6 years,
antlerless harvest d@wed, with a recent low of 100 antlerless déarvestedn 2009.

D-13 Antlerless Harvest
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Figurel4. Antlerlessdeerharvest inDAU D-13, 1953i 2009.

Hunting Pressure There have been threéstinct peaksn hunting pressure in23 (Figure 15)
Oneoccurredn the early 1960&vhen many additional and antlerless licenses were issued
Anothereven higher peaccurredn the late 1980garly 1990s. This second peak is rather
unusual for deer hunting in Colorado. Starting in 1999, all the deer hunting licenses in the DAU
becamedtally limited and hunting pressure droppedfoffseveral yearsAs license quotas

were raised in the early and ri2000s when the population approached objective, there was
another smaller peak in hunting pressure that has since dropped as the pogia&icd

number of licenses issued declined in the late 2000s.
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D-13 Hunters and Success Rate
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Figure 15. Number of hunters and hunter success rate in deer D¥3) T9542009.

Hunter SuccessDeer hunting success peaked in the 1961 at 144% edhiunter could take
2 or more @er. Hunter success declined through the 118&¥0s and since then has been fairly

stable, averaging 34% from 192009.

30




V. Current Management Status

Previous (1988 DAU plan)Obijectives
PopulationSizeObjective= 11,100 deer
SexRatio Objective= 23 bucks/100 does

Current Population (up to 2009)
PopulationSizeEstimate = 6,400 deer
5-year Average Sex Ratm28 bucks/100 does

Current Management Problems

The cumulative effect of the following issues impacting mule deer13 ¥ that thddAU
can no longer sustain as many deer as it could several decades ago.

1. Limited Winter Range Winter snow forces deer down out of the higher elevations of the
DAU to limited lower-elevationareas such as Dry Park, Holgate MesaQfmvn, Light
Hill, Wil liams Hill, Arbany/Kittle,andTriangle Peak Winter range is considered the
most limiting factor for deer in Colorado and this DAOnly 15% ofthe land area in D
13serves as deer winter rangdaout half ofthe deer witer rangas on public lands and
much of it has declined in quality due to letegm fire suppression resulting in habitat
succession and also an increase in-yeand recreation over the past18 yearsThe
other halfof deer winter range is privately owned and much of it has bewrl or
eventually be developeduring light to normal winterghe overwinter mortality rates
probably do not exceed 120% of the total deer herd. Howeveuring severe winters,
deer can be severely concentrated in the valley floors on very lisutétdfacing or
wind-swept slopes. Competition for food is aguemulting in high winter mortality,
especiallyfor fawns. For example, during the severe winter of 2087n the two long
term deer survival study sites in the Northwest Region, thewawvder mortality rate of
radiocollared fawns was 68% in Middle Park@Dand 58% in the Piceance Basin{p
In contrast, adult doe mortality during the same winter was 21% in Middle Park and 16%
in the Piceance (CDOW, unpublished data).

2. UnfavorableRange ConditionsAs discussed in the Habitat Resource section (see
Section 1V),big game habitat condition on winter rangp@s declinedhroughout the
DAU. It appears that the causes of most range problems include: plant successional
movement towards are late seral stage or climax communities, inappropriate historic
livestock grazingandlocalized excessive big game use (a possible result of loss of
traditional winter ranges to development and gu@pulations of deer in the 1960s
Land developmenn this DAU has precluded the use of prescribed burns on the adjacent
public landsbecause of concerns abol risk offire damaging personal property

3. Land Developmerit Substantial land development in the Roaring Fork Valley has
occurred irthe past 0-20 yearsincluding on mule deer winter range areas such as lower
Fourmile Creek/Dry Park area, Prince Creek/Stark Mesa, and West Sopris Creek.
Because of the high monetary value of land in the DAU, along with a decline in
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livestock industrythere is great financial incentive for large ranches to subdivide and
develop into residential housing. Conservation easements are difficult to secure because
of the high cost of land. Witklightly more tharhalf of mule deer winter range existing

on private lands, the need for conservation of existing habitat on private lands is critical.

. Recreation impactsYearround recreational use, including hiking, eglking, cross
country skiing, mountain biking,-#heeling, and snowmobilingpas increased
tremendouslyin thepast 10 yearsThe Crown, south of Carbondale, in particular has
seen a significant increase in mountain biking and hiking activities just in the past 5
years. This heightened level of human activity on the landscape is a disturbboite to
deer and elk oproduction grounds and on winter ranBegs offleash also contribute

to the harassment and mortality of wildlife. These behavioral stressors and additional
mortality canreducerecruitment of fawns into the population diredly limiting fawn
survival as well as indirectly by pushing deer off of preferred feedimdybeddingreas.

For example, increased mountain biking activity on public lands has pushed deer and elk
onto private lands in the spring. At present, this distributishidd during fawning has

not caused game damage issues, but could become an issue on private lands such as
around Holgate Mesa if mountain biking trails are developed in this area. Conflicts
between mountain bikers and hunters in the fall are also inegeasipublic lands.

. Potential natural gasxtractioni At present, there is no activatural gaglrilling in the
Thompson Creek/Fowmile areabut there is potential for future gas developnaangas
extraction technology advances and extraction becomoes costeffective Mineral

rights have been leased already and many leases are soon to be considered for renewal.
Gas development in this areauldbedetrimental to mule deer and other wildlife.
Potentialnegativeimpacts include habitat fragmentatjdhabitat loss; increased vehicle
traffic; andnoise, sound, and light pollution. These impacts could teatisplacement of

deer from traditional fawning grounds and summering areas and direct mortalities due to
vehicle strikes.

. Low and Decreasing Fawn to Doe Ratibhe age ratio (fawns per 100 dobak been
generally declining over the past 30 ye&gsssible causes may be related to density
dependent factors that put deer on a lower nutritional plane, loss and degradatibe of m
deer winter range, longerm fire suppression, drouglmcreased yeailound human
recreatiorand dogs displacing deer from favorable habitatg, past livestock grazing
conditions.

. Competition with Elk- EIk numbers in DAU have steadily increaseaht very few elka
century agdo approximately 500 today (400 elk inGMUs 43 and 471, DAU #5;

and 1,100 in GMU 47, DAU H6). Due to unregulated market hunting, prior to 1900, elk
were basically extirpated in the DAU and were reintroduced in the early 1900s. Elk
numbersncreased during the course of thd'2@ntury, and recentlyurgeoned in the
mid-1980s to early 1990s.s%a result, &k may have been forced to expand their historic
winter ranges and move to lower elevations where they compete with deer for limited
winter ranges. Elk have more versatile food habits and are a stronger and more
aggessive animal than deer. Deer on the other hand are very specialized in their dietary
requirements and can be forced out of prime foraging areas by the more aggressive elk.
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The increase of elk in the DAU has probably been to the detriment ofQidgrin the
past 10 years have elk numbers declined, gradually drodpigg the 2000%0 the
population size last seen in the 1980s.

VII. Issues ad Strategies

Issue Solicitation Process

An important aspect of the DAU planning process is obtaining inpuot #ibsegments of
the affected local populations, including the BLM, US Forest Service, HPP committees, and the
interested public. In 2002,dxaft DAU plan for D-13 was writtenandagency, HPP, anglublic
commensg werereceived(AppendixD). However, die to management concerns associated with
the discovery of CWD on the western slope of Colorado, the DAU planning process was put on
hold until the present time.

In 2010, CDOWrequestdinput from the federal agencies, HB#mmittees, county
commissioners, and the general public. A new draft DAU plasposted on the CDOW
website for 30 daysand the plan alternativegere presented in a plitomeetingin Carbondale
on August 26, 2010. A press release was issued totsofiai on deer issues in-D3 and to
encouragenembers of the public to attend the public meeting, review the draft plan and the
proposed alternatives, and to submit comments and fill out the questicionstaiee their
preferences on deer managemessues and alternatives were also presenttéeetitkin and
Garfield Boards of County Commissiona@nsAugust and October 201W/ritten comments and
a compilation of the publiquestionnairg are attached in Appendix

Public Issuesand Concerns

Six pe@le attended the public meeting in Carbond&@emments from participants

included:

- There is a eed for habitat treatments, including prescribed fire. Agencies need to
pool their efforts and the message needs tmgeto the public and landowners on
theneed for fire treatments.

- Land development has been intense espedratlye last 10 years.

- There are too many predatgecoyotes, lions, bears)

- Roadkills contribute to deer mortality.

- There should not be doe licenses.

Fourquestionnaire responses were receigapendixE). The respondents were all deer
hunters and considered deer hunting to be one of their more important recreational activities.
Seeing more deerwas on average the most important aspect of deer hufinghese
respondentBeing able to draw a buck license every year and experiencing less hunter crowding
were moderately important. Harvesting a deer each year, being able to draw a doe license each
year, and seeing more mature bucks was relatively leg®rtant. Among the population
objective alternatives, Alternativ&(7,5007 8,500 deer) was ranked most preferred, Alternative
2 56,5001' 7,500 deer) was rankedclose2™ and Alternative 1 (5,500 6,500 deer) was ranked
3. For the sex ratio objdee, Alternative 2 (365 bucks/100 does) was most preferred,
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Alternative 3 (3540 bucks/100 does) was rankel, and Alternative 1 (230 bucks/100 does)
was ranked 3,

County Commi ssionersd | ssues and Concerns

The Pitkin County Commissioneegpressé i nt er est i n creating ia

environment for the deer populfartheraoniributedcnd s oug
improving the mule deer population (Appenéix CDOW respondedith recommendations
(Appendix F)including

1. Continualimplementation of the Pitkin County Land Use Code

2. Enforcement of the measures outlined in the land use decision documents with
follow-up after construction

3. Continue with open space acquisitions for critical wildlife areas with wildlife values
as the primay objective. This may conflict with trail and recreational use for these
areas.

4. Work with the Division on management plans for these open space acquisitions with
the potential for habitat improvement projects.

5. Creation of a habitat mitigation fund thrdugn assessment on all new development
to be earmarked for habitat improvement projects within the county. These monies
could be used to leverage other dollars for habitat projects on private and public
lands.

6. Assist the Division with educating the pubtio the importance of winter range areas
and the need for trail and area closures. This may involve the creation of brochures,
use of educational signs for important habitat areas, local educational television and
radio spots, etc.

Feder al AgeandCoaceris | ssue
BLM6s Colorado River Valley Field Office e
conditionin D1 3 . Al t hough the BLMbés | and health ass

standards at the landscape scale, there are smaller duigd¢ ¢@ncerns including: noxious

weeds, pinofuniper encroachment into sagebrush shrublands, sagebrush decadence, localized
over-browsing of shrubs by deer and elk, lack of plant diversity, and private land development
on deer and elk winter range (Ap@nG).

HPP Committeeds | ssues and Concerns

The Lower Colorado River Habitat Partnership Program (HPP) expressed concern about
mule deer winter range. The HEBmmittee intends to participate in habitat projects that would
benefit mule deer winter range, as well as to help establish conservation easements to protect
existing winter range. The committee supports Alternative 2 (67380 deer) for the
populaton objective and Alternative 2 (&b bucks/100 does) for the sex ratio objective
(Appendix H).
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VIII. Alternative Development

Population Objective Indexing

Population modeling is an evolving process whereby modeled estimates can change over
time based oradditional data or improved modeling methodology. As such, when modeled
estimateshange irrespective of an actual change in the population, it is reasonable to adjust or
indexpopulation objectives relative to the new modeled estimate accordingly. Siseoba
harvestbasedoopulation management is to increase harvest when a population exceeds
objective,decrease harvest when a population is below objective, and maintain harvest when a
populationis at objective. Because population objectives are onlymegful in the relative
context of thegpopulation estimates available at the time the objective was established, indexing
the objectivamaintains the integrity of the objective based on the fundamental criteria of whether
there are toonany, too few, or th desired number of animals in the population.

The following is an example of objective indexing:
In 2007, a population objective range of 5,000 to 6,000 animals based on an estimated
population of 8,000 animals is approved by the Wildlife Commissionetowbased on newer
information (e.g., occasional samgdased population estimates) the 2010 population model
shows a 2007 population estimate of 10,000 animals is more defensible. In this cdgedtinee
would be indexed by multiplying 10,000/8,09Cle original objective range to yieldnew
objective range of 6250500.

Indexed objectives will be rounded to the nearest multiple of 10, 50, 100, 500, or 1,000
based onwhether 10% of the objective is < 50, <100, < 500, < 1000,1600, respectively. For
example, if a new indexed objective is 5433, 10% would be 543. Therefore, the objective would
be rounded to the nearest 500 (i.e., 5,500). Median values will be rounded up (e.g., 6250 from
the indexing example would be rounded 150®).

Posthunt Population and Sex Ratio Objective Alternatives
Population size and composition must be considered when determining objectives and
management strategies. Baththesecharacteristiceandramatically influence management
regimes.The obgctives we are considering to guide deer managemené® Dr the next 10
years are listed below.
1 Population Objective Alternatives
5,5006,500deer;6,5067,500deer;7,5008,500deer
1 Sex Ratio Objective Alternatives
25-30bucks:100 does30-35 bucks:1® does35-40 bucks:100 does

Impacts of Population Objective Alternatives

The population objective determines thegetedoverall number of deer in the herd,
regardless of sex or age class. Changes in population size objectives will impact interspecific
competition, body condition of deer, quality of the habitat, and available licenses. Because
naive winter range habitat has degraded over the past several decades primarily due to fire
suppressionthepreviouspopulation objectivel(1,100deer) establized in the 1988 DAU plan is
not sustainable
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Alternative 1 5,5066,500deer:

This alternative would result slight decrease or would maintain a status qL4é% to
+2% changein the population sizeelative to the current (2009psthunt population estimate
of 6,400 deer. At this reduced populatidensity deer should be in better body condition due to
lower competition among deer for foraged spacealthough annual variation in weather
conditions and future habitat condit®nan affect the health and productivity of the hérde
fawn ratio could increase if does are in better body condition to nursgaleig, resulting in
fawns experiencing higher survival ratesgeneral, the herdlt this reduced densighould be
more resilient to severe winter conditiotign in the past and should be able to sustain a higher
level of harvest and other mortality

To achieve this population objective, antlerless license quotas could insligatg.
Depending on which sex ratio @gfive is selected, it could be more difficult to draw a buck
license at this smaller population size because there woudédviee bucks on the landscape.
Harvest success rate may decline because of having more hunters in the field seeking out
relatively fewer animals, and hunter crowding may be an issue. On the other hand, the economic
impact ofdeer hunting in the community could increase with more hunters visiting the area.

Alternative 2: 6,5007,500deer:

This alternative would maintain or slighilycrease (2L7%) the current population size
of this herd. There would be less competitionforage and habitat among deer than in the past
because the population would be lower than the-teng average ©@;000 deepver the last 20
years). In severe winters, some deer may die due to poor body conditiongbneral the
population should be able to rebound to this Iéaely quickly under average weather
conditions

To achieve this population objective, antleddicenses could increase slightly over time.
In the short termljcenses may be maintainatithe currenflow) quotas to allow population
growth.When this objective is reachet;dnses could increasemewhathereafter to stabilize
the population siz. Hunting opportunity, harvest success rates, and economic impact would be
intermediate under this alternative compared to Alternatives 1 and 3.

Alternative 3: 7,5008,500deer:

This alternative would increase the current population siZE7488% This population
size range is just below the pastyiar and 26/ear averages (~9,000 deer). This population
level probably is at the upper end of what is achievable and sustainabterdonghile still
maintaining adequate hunting opportunity. Becausemter range loss and decadent winter
range conditions, habitat improvement projects could be required to consistently hold the
population at this increased size, especially during severe winters. If native winter range in the
DAU continues to decline, ghremaining habitat could further deteriorate due to relatively high
concentrations of animals. At this higher population size, the herd may be more susceptible to
the effects of a severe winter because individual deer will experience more compethion wit
each other and with elk for limited forage and habitat. The populsizermay fluctuate more in
response to weather conditicansd may be slower to recover following a harsh winter.

To achieve this population objective, license numbers would be reduceaintained at
the currently low quota for several yegpsssibly longterm,to allow population growthThere
would be less opportunity to draw a licerasel hunters might not be able to draw a license every
year. Howeverthose who do successfullyasv would likely have a better chance of harvesting
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a deer because there would be more ded¢he landscapélso, hunters would experience less
crowding If the population size drops due to a harsh winter, both doe and buck license numbers
would likely be reduced until the population recoverslisense numbersiay be less consistent

from year to yearEconomic benefits from hunting would be redubedause there would be

fewer hunters contributing to local establishments.

Impacts of Sex Ratio ObjectiveAlternatives

The sex ratio objectiveets the desiregumber of bucks per 100 does. This characteristic
most directly impacts the number of antlered licenses issued and the quality and quantity of
bucks that are available to be harvested. Since the population size objective is established
separately, the tat number of deer would remain the same. Therefore there would not be any
effect of different levels of sex ratio on habitandition the need for habitat improvement
projects, ogame damage/human conflicts.

Alternative 1 25-30bucks:100 does:

This dternative wouldslightly reduceor maintain {11% to +7% changehe current
(2009) observed sex ratio-gear average of 28 bucks:100 dod$)ere would be no change in
the season structure and the herd would be managed for a balance between qudlitptingk
and opportunity to draw a buck license. If the total population size increases, there would be a
higher number of bucks on the landscape, which would allow more buck licenses to thaissue
order to maintain the current buck ratio.

Alternative 2 30-35bucks100 does:

This alternative would increase the current observed sex rai5%. The goal would
be to produce higir quality bucks. Buck licenses if%and 3 seasons would Hikely be
maintained at the lower quotas set in 2008 and 2@08ossibly reducedo relieve hunting
pressure on bucks. The opportunity to draw a buck license would be lower dieande ago
However, more bucks would survive to maturity, so those hunters who drew a buck license
would have more opportunity to ast a quality buck.

Alternative 3: 3540 bucks:100 does:

This alternative would increase the current observed sex rafib-8§%. The goal
would be to manage for mature trophy bucks vibold limit buck hunting opportunityBuck
licenses in 2 and 3 seasons would be reduced to relieve hunting pressure on Hresently,
no preference points are required to dral’ae3 season buck license, but under this
alternative, buck licenses could become highly restrictiggentially requiring poirst to draw.
Hunters who are successful in drawing a buck licenses would have the opportunity to harvest a
high quality buck and could experience less hunter crowding.
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IX. CDOW Recommended Objectives

Current Posthunt Population Estimate: 6,400deer (poshiunt 2009)
10-year Average Population Estimate: 8,900 deefposthunt 20062009)
Previous (1988 DAU Plan) Population Objective:11,100 deer

Current (2011 DAU Plan)Population Objective: 7,5008,500 deer

Current Sex Ratio Estimate: 28 bucksl00 does (5earaveragg
10-year Average Sex Ratio: 32 bucks/100 does (pektint 20002009)
Previous (1988 DAU Plan) Sex Ratio Objective: 23 bucks/100does

Current (2011 DAU Plan) Sex Ratio Objective: 30-35 bucks/100 does

Justification and Rationale:

PopulationSizeObjective: The selectegposthuntpopulation objective of 7,508,500 deers a
17-33% increase from the 2@Pposthunt population estimate 6{400deer a 416% decrease
from the 10year average estimated population of 8,900, a2&22% decrease from tH88
DAU planobjective of 11,100 deer

Population estimatdadicate thathe previouspopulationobjective of 11,10Gasnat
beensustainabl@ver the past 2 decade®r is it a practical longerm objective givethe
multitude ofmule deehabitat issues in the DAUAIthough it may be possible to achieve a
higher populatiorior a short timeunder certain ideal environmental conditions (e.g, a series of
mild winters combined with moderate moisture in the summertime), being able to hold a
population at a high densityng-termis unlikely. The occasionaevere weather event, such as
high snowdll, freezing rain, or several years of drought, can combine with defegigndent
competition and mortality (including predation and hunting) to yield low fawn survival and
sometimeseducedadult survival A population managed at a high densiais a laver growth
ratethan a populadn at an intermediate densaypdwill experiencewider population
fluctuations in response tihanges inweather, harvest, and other mortality factdrazense
numbers and hunting opportunity would likewise fluctuate modehy in response to
population size.

Instead, at an intermediate population densitgh as the ranges given in any of the 3
proposed population objectivabe deer population will have a highetrinsic growth rate will
rebound more quickly following severe winter or other extreme weather event, and deer license
guotas bould likewise be moreonsistent between yeaifhe genergbublic would like to see
more deer than there currently are, soslectecpopulation objectivef 7,5008,500 deer
would aim to increase the current populatibat only to a level that is realistically achievable
and sustainable.

To achieve an increase from the current population size, habitat improvement and
protection will be needed. Existing winter range haloitast betreated to rejuvenate browse
plants and anfurtherhabitat loss due to land development should be mitigated with habitat
improvements elsewhere. Timing restrictions on recreation activities during fawning and early
summer should be implementeddéor enforced.In the immediate future ndlerless licenses
will likely remain at their currently low quotantil thenew populatiorobjective is reached. At
that point antlerless licenses could be increased to stabilize the population withevihe
objective range Having some level of antlerless harvisstiseful for maintaining a population at
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an intermediate density, at which deer body condition, fawn production, and survivakeates
generally highest

Sex Ratidbjective Theseleced sex riao objectiveof 30-35 bucks:100 does a 7-25%

increase from the-$ear average buck ratio of 28-6 to +9% change from the d@ar average

buck ratio of 32, andn increase of 382% over thegreviousobjective of 23 bucks:100 daes

Prior to 1999, itvas not practical to attempt to increase the sex ratio above a rang@®f 15
bucks:100 does. After 1999, deer hunting in this DAU was changed to totally limited licenses
and the number of buck licenses and the amount of the buck harvest could béedoriRutlic

opinion surveys have indicated that most hunters want the opportunity to hunt and see more and
larger buck. Increasing the sex ratio to-3% bucks:100 does should accomplish this goal. The
down side othis could mean that budiunters maynly be able to hunt every few years instead

of every year.
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X. Approval Page

This plan was approved by the Colorado Wildlife Commission on March 10, 2011.
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APPENDIX A: BLM grazing allotments within DAU D-13

Active Allotments

Area
Percent (km? | Acres
Allotment area within within within AUMS in Yearling
Number Allotment Name D-13 D-13 D-13 D-13 Cattle Horse | Sheep Cattle
08212 Paradise Cr 100% 12.2 3,014 204 YES
08216 Delaney 3% 0.1 18 2 YES
08217 S Canyon 100% 6.9 1,710 121 YES
08227 Skeen 3% 0.2 53 1 YES
08323 Diamond Flats 100% 6.9 1,700 258 YES
Driveway/Three
08324 Mile 98% 5.4 1,334 156 YES
08329 Fender 100% 3.7 906 66 YES
08331 Light 100% 11.6 2,869 99 YES YES
08334 Crown Com 100% 8.4 2,065 342 YES
08335 Crown 100% 10.3 2,557 294 YES
Vasten
08336 Homestead Com 100% 2.9 718 242 YES
08337 Crown Ind 100% 6.6 1,620 235 YES YES
08338 Driveway Com 100% 0.6 156 88 YES
08339 Fender Ind 100% 2.3 566 75 YES
08340 Cerise 100% 3.7 920 108 YES
08341 Prince Cr 100% 9.4 2,321 336 YES
08342 Crystal River 100% 18.6 4,590 390 YES
08344 Mt Sopris 100% 7.4 1,833 21 YES
08346 Thomas 100% 11.0 2,722 80 YES YES
08347 Potato Bill 100% 34 836 16 YES
N Thompson Cr
08348 Com 100% 26.4 6,512 250 YES
08352 Dry Park 100% 3.1 766 46 YES
08354 McBride 100% 2.6 649 111 YES
Cantley
08402 Homestead 100% 1.3 331 16 YES
TOTAL: 165 40,769 3,657
Vacant Allotments
Area
Percent (km? | Acres
Allotment area within within within
Number Allotment Name D-13 D-13 D-13
08224 Hilton/Porter Com 20% 0.8 187
08225 Hilton 1 44% 0.9 229
08226 Hilton 2 100% 0.2 40
08325 Spear 100% 1.0 245
08326 Motz 100% 0.8 193
08328 Wheatley 100% 8.7 2,157
08330 Light Hill 100% 6.3 1,566
08332 Kent 100% 3.2 785
08333 Christensen 100% 1.8 442
08343 Thompson Cr 100% 10.6 2,626
08345 Prince 100% 0.2 40
08349 Red Canyon 1 100% 2.4 601
08350 Little Woody Cr 100% 5.1 1,255
08351 Williams Hill 100% 2.3 567
08353 Smith 2 100% 2.5 621
TOTAL: 46.8 11,556
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APPENDIX B: U.S. Forest Service grazing allotments within DAU BE13

Active Allotments

Area Area
Percent | (km? | (acres)
Allotment within D- | within within
Number Allotment Name Status 13 D-13 D-13 AUMs CATTLE SHEEP | GOATS | HORSES | MULES
00102 Capitol Creek C&H Active 100% 39 9,533 1,239 | YES NO NO NO NO
00109 East Sopris C&H Active 100% 33 8,156 913 | YES NO NO NO NO
West Snowmass
00123 C&H Active 100% 5 1,255 117 | YES NO NO NO NO
00303 Coal Basin C&H Active 100% 80 19,850 1,579 | YES NO NO NO NO
00307 Lake Ridge C&H Active 100% 49 11,991 1,190 | YES NO NO NO NO
00309 Nettle Creek C&H Active 100% 8 2,077 194 | YES NO NO NO NO
North
Thompson/Fourmile
00310 C&H Active 100% 147 36,335 4,513 | YES NO NO YES NO
00313 Threemile C&H Active 100% 18 4,430 173 | YES NO NO NO NO
00314 West Sopris C&H Active 100% 39 9,583 783 | YES NO NO NO NO
Upper Crystal River
00325 S&G Active 100% 153 37,851 670 | NO YES NO YES NO
TOTALS: 571 141,060 11,370

Vacant and Closed Allotments

Area Area
Percent (km2) (acres)

Allotment within D- within within
Number Allotment Name Status | 13 D-13 D-13
00111 Hunter/Midway Vacant 100% 68 16,909
00114 No Name Vacant 100% 49 11,997
00115 Owl Creek C&H Vacant 100% 15 3,623
00116 Red Canyon C&H Vacant 100% 95 23,587
00117 Red Mtn C&H Vacant 100% 50 12,292
00124 Woody Creek C&H Vacant 100% 24 5,964
00305 Frying Pan C&H Vacant 35% 42 10,382
00320 lvanhoe Vacant 18% 14 3,445
00106 Conundrum Closed 100% 71 17,535
Brush/East
00108 Snowmass Closed 100% 67 16,475
00110 Grizzly/Tabor Closed 100% 79 19,551
00112 Independence Closed 100% 23 5,699
00118 Richmond/Difficult Closed 100% 91 22,584
00315 Wheatley Closed 100% 10 2,434
Misc-16 Closed 80% 36 8,989
Misc-17 Closed 99% 235 58,050
Misc-18 Closed 86% 240 59,401
Misc-20 Closed 100% 200 49,526
Misc-21 Closed 100% 62 15,328
Misc-22 Closed 100% 98 24,139
Misc-23 Closed 100% 71 17,478
Misc-6 Closed 100% 21 5,146
Misc-9 Closed 100% 49 12,026
No Name Closed 100% 35 8,543
Private Closed 23% 5 1,146

TOTALS: 1,749 432,246
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APPENDIX C: License draw information for D-13, 20072009.i1 #
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2007 DAU D-13 DRAW INFORMATION

# of # of 1st Choice
Method of License | Lics Applicants Min Pref Pts
Hunt Code Take/Season Sex Quota | Sold Sold Out resident | nonres | total | resident | nonres
DE04301A Archery Either 400 388 | Leftovers 54 22 76 0 0
DM04301M Muzz Buck 250 226 | At Choice 2 85 127 212 0 0
DF04301M Muzz Doe 100 96 Leftovers 19 0 19 0 0
DMO43E1R Rifle/Early 30 24 At Choice 1 120 52 172 5 7
DMO47E1R Rifle/Early Buck 25 22 At Choice 1 25 4 29 0 0
DM471E1R Rifle/Early 25 25 At Choice 1 38 5 43 1 2
DE043P2R RiTIeIPLO-an Either 150 146 Leftovers 13 11 24 0 0
DEO43P3R Rifle/PLO-3rd Leftovers 9 14 23 0 0
DF04302R Rifle/2nd Doe 750 739 Leftovers 48 4 52 0 0
DF04303R Rifle/3rd Leftovers 22 5 27 0 0
DM04302R Rifle/an Buck 650 630 At Choice 1 169 178 347 0 0
DM04303R Rifle/3rd At Choice 1 128 241 369 0 0
DMO04304R Rifle/4th Buck 30 28 At Choice 1 150 85 235 2 3
2008 DAU D-13 DRAW INFORMATION
# of # of 1st Choice
Method of License | Lics Applicants Min Pref Pts
Hunt Code Take/Season Sex Quota | Sold Sold Out resident | nonres | total | resident | nonres
DE04301A Archery Either 275 248 | At Choice 4 64 16 80 0 0
DM04301M Muzz Buck 175 160 | At Choice 2 76 64 140 0 0
DF04301M Muzz Doe 50 45 Leftovers 10 0 10 0 0
DMO043E1R Rifle/Early 20 16 At Choice 1 94 41 135 5 8
DMO47E1R Rifle/Early Buck 20 20 At Choice 1 30 10 40 1 2
DM471E1R Rifle/Early 20 19 At Choice 1 24 22 46 1 3
DEO43P2R Ri.fle/PLO-an Either 150 142 Leftovers 16 8 24 0 0
DE043P3R Rifle/PLO-3rd Leftovers 13 2 15 0 0
DF04302R Ri.ﬂe/2nd Doe 375 359 Leftovers 33 5 38 0 0
DF04303R Rifle/3rd Leftovers 23 0 23 0 0
DMO04302R Rifle/an Buck 200 387 At Cho?ce 1 133 158 291 0 0
DMO04303R Rifle/3rd At Choice 1 133 174 307 0 0
DMO04304R Rifle/4th Buck 10 10 At Choice 1 126 57 183 3 4
2009 DAU D-13 DRAW INFORMATION
# of # of 1st Choice
Method of License | Lics Applicants Min Pref Pts
Hunt Code Take/Season Sex Quota | Sold Sold Out resident | nonres | total | resident | nonres
DE04301A Archery Either 275 247 | At Choice 4 64 22 86 0 0
DM04301M Muzz Buck 175 152 | At Choice 2 73 58 131 0 0
DF04301M Muzz Doe 25 24 At Choice 2 24 0 24 0 0
DMO043E1R Rifle/Early 20 19 At Choice 1 148 35 183 5 10
DMO47E1R Rifle/Early Buck 20 20 At Choice 1 30 0 30 1 0
DM471E1R Rifle/Early 20 20 At Choice 1 29 7 36 1 1
DE043P2R Rifle/PLO-an Either 150 142 Leftovers 19 10 29 0 0
DE043P3R Rifle/PLO-3rd Leftovers 23 3 26 0 0
DF04302R Rifle/2nd Doe 200 192 At Cho?ce 5 45 3 48 0 0
DF04303R Rifle/3rd At Choice 5 32 0 32 0 0
DMO04302R Rifle/2nd Buck 200 374 At Cho?ce 1 169 134 303 0 0
DMO04303R Rifle/3rd At Choice 1 108 123 231 0 0
DMO04304R Rifle/4th Buck 10 10 At Choice 1 123 47 170 4 4
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APPENDIX D: 2002Federal Agencyand Public Comments

Input from Federal land management agencies, HPP committee, and the generalgsublic
sought in 2002 wheGene Byrne, nowetired Terrestrial Biologist, was preparing earlier draft
DAU plans for several elk and deer heréd®wever, due to management concerns associated
with the discovery of CWD on the western slope of Coloyéu® DAU planning process was
put on hold until the present time. Below isedectedsummary of issues and conceragarding
mule deeraised in 2002

2002meetings withFederal Agencies

Meeker Meeting 4/26/02

A meeting was held with the federal land management agencies at the
Meeker BLM office on April 26, 2002. Letters to the Routt and White

River National Forests and Glenwood Springs, Little Snake, Meeker and

Kremmling Resource Areas were sent out inviting the forest supervisors

and area managera  nd appropriate staff to these meetings. The meeting

was not too well attended, especially by personnel from the southern

portion of the White River National Forest. Consequentially, a second

meeting was held at the Glenwood Springs DOW office on July 17, 2002
to solicit more input from these wildlife biologists and range

conservationists. Some of the comments received at these meeting

include:

Meeker Meeting T 4/26/02
Deer Issues

1 The Glenwood Springs BLM Area agreed that winter range is
deteriorating a s more and more private lands are developing, which
then puts more pressure on the BLM ranges. He thinks some of the
BLM range is in poor condition. He also mentioned that we need to
think about how ranching is changing (e.g. non - traditional ranches
near Aspen) because it will complicate things.

9 Blanco District was concerned about competition by elk with deer.
If the DOW reduces the deer population objective, elk might continue
to increase and reduce forage base.

Glenwood Springs meeting 7/16/02
This meeting was attended by 6 people from the White River National

Forest: Vernon Phinney, Thomas Matza, Joe Doerr, Keith Giezentanner,
Wayne Nelson, and Phil Nyland. There were two people from the BLM

Glenwood Spring Resource Area: Tom Fresques and Mike Kin ser. The

White River Elk herd (E - 6) and the Brush Creek Deer herd (D - 14) were
specifically discussed while the other DAUs (D -8,D -13,D -43,D -53,E -
12, E -15 & E - 16) were discussed in general with similar trends and

issues that apply to E -6and D -14.
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Deer Issues

¢ Mountain mahogany browse plants are generally in excellent condition
in the Glenwood Springs Resource Area.

¢ Fire suppression has hurt the long - term condition and trend of mule
deer ranges in these DAUSs.

¢ Intense land development and related issues have removed and
degraded mule deer winter ranges in these DAUS.

¢ High elk populations will compete with mule deer especially in
recently treated areas such as prescribed burns and on winter range
areas.

¢ There was general approval of everyone in th e meeting that an
average 10% reduction in the current deer population and an increase
in the sex ratio objective by an average of 14% for all of the DAU
plans are reasonable goals.

Public Issues and Concerns

Two public meetings were held to determine p ublic issues and concerns.
Both meetings were advertised in the local newspapers and on the local

radio stations. The first meeting was on 5/8/02 at the Carbondale

Days Inn from 4 pm to 8 pm. The second meeting was at the Gypsum Town

Hall on 5/9/02 from 4 pm to 8 pm. Both meeting were conducted in the

open house format. There was a station and posters for each DAU and

DAU plan. Additional stations were set up to explain the DAU planning

process and population dynamics. Questionnaires for deer and elk were
provided and attendees were encouraged to fill them out at the

meeting. Some preferred to take the questionnaires and mail them back

to the DOW. All of the local DWMs, Pat Tucker, AWM and Gene Byrne,

terrestrial Biologist were in attendance to answe r questions and serve
the public. Additionally, the DAU plans and questionnaires were made

available at the Glenwood Springs office.

Results:
Attendance 1 only two people showed up at the Carbondale meeting and 5
people at the Gypsum meeting. Only 4 qu estion naires were completed

and turned in for analysis.

1. Are you...
4 a resident of Colorado? 0 a non - resident
of Colorado?

2. Do you live in GMUs 25, 26, 34, 35, 36, 43, 44, 45, 47, 444,
4717
4 Yes
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0 No

3. Do you own or lease property in GMUs 25, 26, 34, 35, 36, 43, 44,
45, 47, 444, 4717
1 No

3 Yes, If yes, how many acres _ 35,1580 ?

4, Which group(s) do your opinions about deer management most
represent?
(Check all that apply)
2 Rancher/farmer
1 Business owner
1 Landowner
1 Guide/outfitter
Government employee
3 Hunter/sportsperson
1 Environmental/conservation interest
Other, please explain: BS in Wildlife Biology

ONoOUrWNE

If you checked more than one response in Question 4 above, write
the number of the ONE GROUPIisted that you most represent

1 Rancher/farmer

2 Business owner

3 Landowner

4, Guide/outfitter

5. Government employee

6. 2 Hunter/sportsperson

7 Environmental/conservation interest
1. Other, please explain

5. Please indicate, by order of preference, what seasons you prefer
to hunt (with A10 being the highest
lowest preference).

preference

Type Hunter

Archery

N W

Muzzleloading

=

Regular

N Wl >

Other

Do Not Hunt
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DEER MANAGEMENT

1. Over the past 40 years, deer populations have been up and down but
mostly in a general decline. Even though we have fewer deer than we

had 40 years ago, the Colorado Division of Wildlife believes that it

would be unwise to attempt to incr ease deer numbers at this time.
Deer habitat quantity and quality has been reduced or lost by land
development, highways, fire suppression and competition with

increasing elk herds, etc. For the health of all wildlife, it is very

important to maintain for age in good condition. Also, the CDOW
believes that with smaller deer herds, there will be higher

reproduction and survival rates. In many cases, having smaller herds
should result in the same or even more surplus deer for the hunters to
harvest. The CDO W is not recommending an increase in the deer
population objective at this time and feels that a decrease is

necessary. With this in mind in mind, how would you like the deer
populations to change?

Check only one for each DAU:

D8 D13 D14 D43 D53

DOW Rec. - 16% - 15% - 10% - 15% -8%
Decrease*

Decrease over
25%

Decrease 11 -25% |1 1

Decrease 1l -10% 1

No Change 2 1 1 1 1

Feel Deer 1 1 1 1 1
population
Objectives
should increase

* 06 Decrease compared to the current (2001) post - hunting  season
population

2. The Glenwood Springs area deer herds are currently managed for a sex

ratio objective of 23 - 35 bucks per 100 does. This is the ratio of

buck deer to doe deer at the end of the fall hunting season. The

current regulations allow a buck deer hunters to harve st any antlered
deer with a minimum of 5 - inch antler. Because all deer hunting in the

Glenwood Springs area is now totally limited (no more over - the - counter
licenses), the DOW is able to manipulate the buck:doe ratio by the

number of licenses that are iss ued. Therefore, with the exception of

D14 and D53, the DOW is considering increasing the buck ratios to a
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range of 25 - 35 bucks per 100 does per DAU. How satisfied are you with

these recommendations? (Please check one box per DAU):
2 o -
590 |58 ~BERa28g |38 | 28| E >3 | 53 | 23
825|528 p s SGe £82 552 | 3 £% | 2% | 2%
O T @ 32 52 Z 5 ® 3% =
n xw &) &) &) n n N
D8 23 30 1 1 2
D13 23 30 1 1 1
D14* 35 35 1 1 1
D43 24 30 1 1 1
D53* 30 25 1 1 1

* D14 has been managed as a trophy deer area since 1992 with a sex

ratio objective of 35 bucks:100 does

1 D53 1 despite 39% drop in buck harvest over the past 3 years, the
buck ratio has remained at an average of 25.6 bucks:100 does

DEER HUNTING

1. Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied have you been with the deer
hunting in the Glenwood Springs area deer herds in the past 5
seasons?  (Please check one box per herd that you have personally
hunted)

Deer E §

ot | 225 |3Z<|2Z-| E | 2B | 3B | 28
CL | @O | C©O S <5 c B Q=

(DAU) | = @ 9 29 0} o2 S .2 > 2
5] U)'Q a.@ p O ® n ©
=) =) =) N N n

D8 2 1

D13 1

D14 1 1

D43 1 1

D53 1 1 1

2. Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied have you been with the hunter
crowding while deer hunting in the Glenwood Springs area deer herds in
the past 5 seasons? (Please check one box per herd that you have
personally hunted)
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© ©
Deer | G [ SB . |2 g | =23 | £3 | >3
QAU) | > 2~ |Eg~ |28~ | B o2 | §2 | >2
B2 ;L =2 zZ 5« 3w ]
[a) a a n N n
D8 1 1 1
D13 1
D14 1 1
D43 1 1
D53 2 1
3. Overall, how would you rate the deer hunting opportunities in the
Glenwood Springs area deer herds?
Deer § §
ee >0 20 >0 'S >3 =73 >3
DAV) (> 2= |Ea= |20~ | 3 52 | §2 | >2
2 32 52 Z 5 3w ]
a a a n N n
D8 1 1 1
D13 1
D14 1 1
D43 1 1
D53 2 1
Additional Comments:
1.Leave the draw for bucks only on all seasons until November 10
2. No deer hunting in the mating season i after November 10

3. Have 3 - point antler or better restriction for deer hunting
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Appendix E. 2010Public Questionnaire Responses an@ommens
Text of D13 questionnaire:

1. Areyou a deer hunter?
YES (CONTINUE WITH QUESTDN 2) ___ NO(GO TO QUESTIONI)

2. As arecreational activity, how important is deer hunting for you compared to your other recreational
activities? (check one)

MY MOST IMPORTANT RECREATIONAL ACTIVITY

ONE OF MYMORE IMPCRTANT RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES

NO MORE IMPORTANT THAN ANY OTHER RECREATONAL ACTIVITY
LESS IMPORTANT THANMOST OF MY OTHER REREATIONAL ACTIVITIES
NOT AT ALL IMPORTANT TO ME AS ARECREATIONAL ACTIVITY

3. Which aspects of deer hunting are most important to you?
Rank the following from MOST important (1) to LEAST important (6):
HARVESTING A DEER E\ERY YEAR
BEING ABLE TO DRAW ABUCK LICENSE EVERY YEAR
BEING ABLE TO DRAW ADOE LICENSE EVERY YRR
SEEING MORE MATURE BJICKS
SEEING MORE DEER
EXPERIENCING LESS HMTER CROWDING

4. Pleasemndicate how many seasons you have hunted deer in each of the following GMUs
GMU 43: GMU 47: GMU 471:
SEASONS SEASONS SEASONS
5.  Which of the following GMUs did you hunt deer in 2009?
___none of these
___GMU43 __GMuU47 ___GMuU4T71 GMUs
6. Which best describes the land yodeer hunt in GMU 43, 47, or 472 (check all that apply)

____PRIVATE LAND WHICH | OWN

____PRIVATE LAND THAT | LEASE

____PRIVATE LAND | DONGr OWN BUT HUNT FOR IREE
___ FEDERAL, STATE OR COUNTY PUBIC LANDS
____UNSURE

7. In how many years of the past 3 have you applied for antlerlesieer permits in GMUs 43, 47, or 472
__ OYEARS _ 1YEAR ____2YEARS __ 3YEARS

8. Which best describes your 2009 deer harvest in GMUs 43, 47, or #71
____IDIDNOT HUNT DEERIN GMUS 43, 47, or 471GO TO QUESTIONS)

____IHUNTED BUT DID NOTHARVEST A DEER

_____IHARVESTED A BUCK

| HARVESTED A DOE

9. Overall, how satisfiedor dissatisfied were you with your 200 deer hunting experiencein GMUs 43, 47,
and/or 471?
VERY SOMEWHAT —NEITHER SOMEWHAT VERY
e — SATISFIED NOR — —

ATISFIED ATISFIED DISSATISFIED DISSATISFIED
SATIS SATIS DISSATISFIED SSATIS SSATIS
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10. Do you live inGMU 43, 47, or 472 (see attached map) ____YES ___No

11. Do you own huntable property in GMU 43, 47, or 472 ___YES NO

12. Do you guide or oultfit for deer in GMU 43, 47, or471? ___YES NO

HERD POPULATION ALTERNATIVES

Alternative 1:5,5006,500deer:

This alternative would result in a slight decrease in the population size or would maintain a status quo r
to current population estimate of 6,400 deer. In general, the herd at this reduced density should be more reg
severe winter conditions than in the past and should be able to sustain a higher level of harvest and other n

To achieve this popation objective, antlerless license quotas could increase slightly. Depending on whiq
ratio objective is selected, it could be more difficult to draw a buck license at this smaller population size be
there would be fewer bucks on the landscafsvest success rate may decline because of having more hunte
the field seeking out relatively fewer animals, and hunter crowding may be an issue. On the other hand, the
economic impact of deer hunting in the community could increase with more hwisteéng the area.

Alternative 2:6,5007,500deer:

This alternative would maintain or slightly increase the current population size of this herd. There would
competition for forage and habitat among deer than in the past. In severe winterdesomay die due to poor
body condition, but in general, the population should be able to rebound to this level fairly quickly under ave
weather conditions.

To achieve this population objective, antlerless licenses could increase slightly oven tingesthort term,
licenses may be maintained for a year or so at the current quotas to allow population growth. If the high faw
seen last year continues, the population should reach this objective quickly. Licenses could increase therea
stablize the population size. Hunting opportunity, harvest success rates, and economic impact would be
intermediate compared to Alternatives 1 and 3.

Alternative 3:7,5008,500deer:

This alternative would increase the current population size. This popuktiElmprobably is at the upper end
what is achievable and sustainable ldagn while still maintaining adequate hunting opportunity. There would
more competition among deer, and the population would be less resilient to severe winters conifanedtioes
1 and 2. Thus, the population size may fluctuate more in response to weather conditions and may be slowe
recover following a harsh winter.

To achieve this population objective, license numbers would be reduced or maintained at thg tmnrentl
quota for several years, possibly letggm, to allow population growth. There would be less opportunity to dray
license and hunters might not be able to draw a license every year. However, those who do successfully d
likely have a bettechance of harvesting a deer because there would be more deer. Also, hunters would exp
less crowding. At a higher population size, there would be more bucks on the landscape, so it could be eas
maintain a higher buck ratio. If the populatioresdrops due to a harsh winter, both doe and buck license num
would likely be reduced until the population recovers, so license numbers may be less consistent from year
Economic benefits from hunting would be reduced because there woulddyenfgnters contributing to local
establishments.

13. After reading the text box above, please indicate your support/opposition for the following
population alternatives for GMUs 43, 47, and 471

NEITHER
STRONGLY SOMEWHAT SUPPORT NOR SOMEWHAT STRONGLY
SUPPORT SUPPORT OPPOSE OPPOSE OPPOSE

Alternative 1:5,5006,500 deer

Slight decrease / maintaircurrent 1 2 3 4 5
population size
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Alternative 2:6,5007,500 deer 1 2 3 4 5

Maintain current population size
slight increase

Alternative 3: 7,5068,500 deer
Increasethe populatiorsize

Herd Composition Alternatives

Alternative 1: 2530bucks:100 does:

This alternative would slightly reduce or maintaihl%o to +7% change) the current (2009) observed sex rayieai5
average of 28 bucks:100 doeBhere would be no change in the season structure and the herd would be mana
a balance between qualibuck hunting and opportunity to draw a buck license. If the total population size incre
there would be a higher number of bucks on the landscape, which would allow more buck licenses to be issu
order to maintain the current buck ratio.

Alternative 2: 30-35bucks:100 does:

This alternative would increase the current observed sex rati2b%7 The goal would be to produce higher quali
bucks. Buck licenses if'®and 3 seasons would be likely be maintained at the lower quotas set in 2008 and 2(
relieve hunting pressure on bucks. The opportunity to draw a buck license would be lower than a decade ago
However, more bucks would survive to maturity, so those hunteosdnew a buck license would have more
opportunity to harvest a quality buck.

Alternative 3: 3540 bucks:100 does:

This alternative would increase the current observed sex ratio-B$%5 The goal would be to manage fo
mature trophy bucks, but wouliirit buck hunting opportunity. Buck licenses iff and 3 seasons would be reducg
to relieve hunting pressure on bucks. Presently, no preference points are required to"tiom@%4s2ason buck
license, but under this alternative, buck licensesdcbecome highly restrictive, potentially requiring points to dra
Hunters who are successful in drawing a buck licenses would have the opportunity to harvest a high quality b
could experience less hunter crowding.

14. After reading the text box above, please indicate your support/opposition for the
following buck to doe ratio alternatives for GMUs43, 47, and 471

NEITHER

STRONGLY SOMEWHAT  SUPPORT NOR SOMEWHAT STRONGLY

SUPPORT SUPPORT OPPOSE OPPOSE OPPOSE

Alternative 1:maintain the sex ratiat 1 5 3 4 5
25-30 buck#100 does
Alternative 2:slightly increasethe sex 1 5 3 4 5
ratio to 30-35 bucks/100 does
Alternative 3:increasethe sex ratio to 1 > 3 4 5

3540 bucks/100 does
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Questionnaire Responsg8: Respondents)

Summary/averaged
Question 1 2 3 4 | responses
1. Areyou adeer hunter? Y Y Y Y |[Y(4
2. As arecreational activity, how important is deer o ¢
hunting for you compared to your other recreational ~Nne of my more
activities? a = most important; b = one of my more important; c= Importa.'nt o
no more important than any other; d = less important; e= not at all recreational activities
important b b b b | (4
3. Which aspects of deer hunting are most important
to you? (1) most important to (6) least important
harvesting a deer every year 2 5 4 6 |43
being able to draw a buck license every year 5 4 1 2 |30
being able to draw a doe license every year 4 6 2 5 143
seeing more mature bucks 6 2 6 3 |43
seeing more deer 1 2 3 1 |18
experiencing less hunter crowding 3 2 5 4 |35
4. Please indicate how many seasons GMU 43 9 20 8 0|9
you have hunted deer in each of the GMU 47 0 O 0 2 11
following GMUs. GMU471 | O 0 0 0 |0
GMU 43 Y N N N |1
GMU 47 N N N N | O
5.  Which of the following GMUs didyou =~ GMU 471 | N N N N |0
hunt deer in 2009? none N Y N Y |2
6. Which best describes the land you deer hunt in pu_blic I?ndd(?ﬁ .
GMU 43, 47, or 4717 (check all that apply) a = private land private fand | don't
which | own; b = private land that | lease; ¢ = private land | don't own own but hunt for free
but hunt for free; d = public land; e = unsure d d cd d | (D
7. In how many years of the past 3 have you applied
for antlerless deer permits in GMUs 43, 47, or 4717 3 0 2 0 |13
8. Which best describes your 2009 deer harvest in . .
GMUs 43, 47, or 4717? a =1 did not hunt deer in GMUs 43, 47, qu not hunt in D-13
or 471; b = | hunted but did not harvest; ¢ = | harvested a buck; d = | (3); Harvested a doe
harvested a doe d a a a | (1
9. Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied were you with
your 2009 deer hunting experience in GMUs 43, 47, o
and/or 4717 a = very satisfied; b = somewhat satisfied; ¢ = Very satisfied (1);
neutral; d = somewhat dissatisfied; e = very dissatisfied a N/A (3)
10. Do you live in GMU 43, 47, or 4717 (see attached
map) Y Y Y N [ YR);N(@®
11. Do you own huntable property in GMU 43, 47, or
4717 N N N N |N@)
12. Do you guide or oultfit for deer in GMU 43, 47, or
4717 N N N N | N(@4)
13.  After reading the text box above, please indicate
your support/opposition for the following population
alternatives for GMUs 43, 47, and 471. 1 = strongly
support; 2 = somewhat support; 3 = neutral; 4 = somewhat oppose; 5
= strongly oppose
Alternative 1: 5,500-6,500 deer 4 5 4 5 |45
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Alternative 2: 6,500-7,500 deer
Alternative 3: 7,500-8,500 deer

14, After reading the text box above, please
indicate your support/opposition for the following buck

to doe ratio alternatives for GMUs 43, 47, and 471. 1=
strongly support; 2 = somewhat support; 3 = neutral; 4 = somewhat
oppose; 5 = strongly oppose

Alternative 1: 25-30 bucks/100 does
Alternative 2: 30-35 bucks/100 does
Alternative 3: 35-40 bucks/100 does

1 1 1 4 |18
2 1 2 1 |15
2 5 3 4 |35
2 1 1 2 |15
3 1 2 3 |23

Written commentg2 responders)

Comment 1As an occasional High Country Deer hunter (toistly just applicant) and occasional elk

and deer hunter of units 47 and 43, but avid hunter nonetheless, | personally enjoy seeing as much game
t oo.

as possi bl e, and | beli
wi sh to see more matur e

eve
buc

ot h
ks

er
on

hunter
t hose

s dlo
Hi gh

Cou

great preference one way or the other as to what | want to see for the buck:doe ratio. | get that with a
lower buck:doe ratio, there is a chance ofndng 2 or 39 choice tags, but | of course want to see a lot
of bucks too. So, for me a good compromise is the higher deer population, wib&a80k:doe ratio.

The 10 year average success rate of the unit 47 high country deer tag is laggir@astgnifehind units

471 and 43 high country hunts. Buck deer success dufiap@ 3" seasons in 47 and 471 is also lacking
compared to 43 and. My point is that | would like to see doe harvests directed primarily towards unit 43
and the private landbat need it. Harvesting public land does seems to hurt deer hunting opportunites
s among doe

due to range fidelity i

statement, | have seen whitetail studies that do. | understand ¢hdi§farent species, but | suspect the

sSssue

groups.

concept applies to mule deer does as well. Bucks born on public land should be more likely to return to
that public land. So instead of having"aghd 3s e a s o n
see a tag that is good only for unit 43, and then either a 47 and 471 or 47/471 tag.

doe

tag that

i so good

Comment 21 spend a lot of time in Unit 43. | do not beliewe tdeer number to be very high. Increasing

the deer population in Colorado is going to be a dauaisigwith the type of people we have flocking to

our state. Wildlife will no longer have a place in this state if we keep going down the current path we are
on. With Developers, Real tors
years the winter range for the deer population is almost nonexistent. The only range they have lift is
because of the ranchers and we should thank what ranchers we have left, for providing what little they
can. The wildlife need river bottoms to siwe; but with highways and new fences it is getting harder for
them to get to water. They will need to rely on Lakes and higher water sources which freeze in the winter
and they will be back to square one. And these underpasses are joke, what herbikbrsevalong

dark ficaved to get acro

S S a

road?

and

Bankersescentit ds

Overpasses

all about money and those would be too expensive. The only solution | can conclude would work is to get
rid of half the human populatio i n t he ar ea,
be one big happy playground for people, no wildlife in sight, kind of like L.A. The one thing | am sure of
is that, managing wildlife numbers to increase room for people is tR®@&nswer! | do know Hunting
License profits should go towards the Division of Wildlife to manage our wildlife in Colorado, not into a

general fund.
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Appendix F. County Commissioner Comments
Pitkin County Commi ssi

Jutie Rftao, Terrestrial Biolo
Colerado Division of Wildhfe
L0633 Highways 6 and 24
fermmond Springs, Colorado 81507

Dear Julie,

Thank vou for the opportu mh, 1o comnent on the 200 Data Ana

5 Unit Plan draft for Game

WManagement Unils

Viarcon Bells Desr). Unfortunately, the Plan crestes a number

of questions that may not easily be addressed, but which we hope we

an work together o addrass
from here forward

e would ke o understand how 1o ¢

eate o more sustainable environment for the deer population.

You note that the maior human factors of a reduced population include loss of winter range, lack of

controdted burns for habitat improvement and disturbance due to recreation. Choosing one of the

aroposed alternatives would theoretically have inplications for our land use actions in Pitkin County,
thiss it is important for us to understand what implications i has to the residents of our county.

Pitkin County supporis a sustainable witdlife population. However, rather than choose a alternative we
need to understand what population is optimal and realistic given our current land use regulations,
roning end the regional picture. To gate:

s Pitkin County supparts educating the public and specific homeowner groups regarding the
itnacts of recreation on wildlite.
e Pitkin County supports trail closures during critical wildlife time periods.
o Pitkin County currently has regulations regarding mule deer in the Pitkin County Land Use Code
refative to winter range.
s A brief anabysis of fand within Pitkin County indicates the following areas are within the 51% of
the winter range habitat entified in the pian as being on private tands
#  Northern Red Mountain;
#  Starwood Subdivision,
> lenado and parcels to the NE of Woody Creek Road;
»  FRural and Remote parcels that are part of the Chaparral Subdivision approvals;
»  lLower River road and North River Road;
#  Brush Creek Village Subdivision and the surrounding farger tracts;
~  Watson Divide;
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