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|. DAU Plan Executive Summary

DAU: Sweetwater Creek Deer DAU-£3 GMUs: 25, 26& 34

Current Population Estimate: 4,700deer(posthunt 2009
Previous (1988 DAU Plan)Population Objective: 8,100deer
Current (2011 DAU Plan) Population Obijective: 5,0066,000 deer

Current Sex Ratio Estimate: 30 bucks/100 does{year average 2B82009
Previous (1988 DAU Plan)Sex Ratio Objective:24 bucks/100does
Current (2011 DAU Plan) Sex Ratio Objective:28-32 bucks/100 does
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Background

The Sweetwaterdeerhe@d &t a Anal y s i B-43Uslacdted [n fotthAvelsd Golorado
andconsists of Game Management Units (GMUSs) 25, 26, and 34, and is located in Garfield, Eagle, and
Routt counties. The DAU extends from the southeast portion of the Flat Tops Wilderness Area to the
Colorado River.Glenwood Springss the major town in the DB. Some of the smaller towns within and
adjacent to the DAU include Dotsero, Burns, McCoy, and Toponas.

During mest of the 1988 the population objective wa2,500deer. In 1988, the Colorado
Division of Wildlife (CDOW) lowered the population objectite 8,100 deer. Since that time, however,
continued degradation of habitat quality has resulted in a deer population objective that likely exceeds the
available habitat carrying capacity. The current (2009) population estimate is 4,700 deer. Maintaining the
population at a lower density may result in less competition among deer and between deer and elk,
improved habitat condition, better body condition, higher recruitment of fawns, increased population
growth rate, and thus more opportunity for hunter harves

Since the deer harvest became totally limited in 1999, a higher buck ratio has now been
achievable and has averaged 30 bucks:100 does over the past 5 years.

Significant Issues

Unfavorablewinter range conditionsThe condition of habitat on deer wintange has
deteriorated over the past several decades. Fire suppressiathe@ncurrent and historic ecological
processes haved to overmature and stunted browse planBfion and juniper have encroached into
sagebrush shrublands. Invasive weeds e¢duce and replace native understory fordgtn diminished
habitat quality, the range is not able to support as many mule déeoaklin the past.

Competition with elkThe elk population overlapping with-B8 is larger than iit was 50+ years
ago and may be outompeting mule deer for forage and space.

Landdevelopment in winter rang#Vinter range is considered the most limiting factor for deer in
this DAU, as with deer throughout the state. A substantial portion (39%) of deer winter rand8 ia D
private lands, with only 19%rotectel under conservation easement. Managemwieninter range habitat
for the benefit of deer and other wildlife therefore depends on the interests and ability of private
landownersAt present, dvelopment of private lands into residential housing has been minimal relative
to surrounding DAUs. However, some developments along the Colorado River Road and near McCoy
have recently occurreBecause of proximity to communities along Interst@eandSteamboat Springs,
there is a high potential risk of future development of private lands that currently function as important
mule deewinter habitat.

Management Alternatives
In theDAU plaming process for B3, we considere@ alternatives for pogiunt population size
objectiveand 3 alternatives for the pdstint buck:doe ratiobjective

Population Objective Alternatives
1 Alternative 1:4,0005,000deer:
This alternative would result in a slight decrease in the population size or would mastetinsa
quo (15% to +6% change) relative ¢arrent (2009) pogtunt population estimate of 4,700 deer.
At this population level, deer should have higher reproductive success and should be able to
withstand and rebound from higher mortality from wintéi; kiarvest, and other sources.
However, the total number of bucks would be lower because there would be fewer total deer in
the population. This option would manage lfmwer population density and higher hunting
opportunity



1 Alternative 2: 5,0006,000 deer: Selected

This alternative would maintain or slightly increase (+6 to +28%) the current population size of
this herd. The herdds reproductive potential,
opportunity, harvest success rates] anonomic impact would be intermediate under this

alternative compared to Alternatives 1 and 3.

1 Alternative 3:6,0007,000deer:

This alternative would increase the current population siZ8bfyto 38% This population level
probably is at the upper enflwhat is achievable and sustainable kbagn while still

maintaining adequate hunting opportunity. There would be more competition among deer at this
higher population density. The population size may fluctuate more in response to severe weather
condtions and may be slower to recover following a harsh winter. There would be fewer
antlerless licenses in order to maintain the population at a higher level, but also there would be
more bucks on the landscape, so it could be easier to maintain a higheatimic

Sex Ratio Objective Alternatives
9 Alternative 1:24-28 bucks per 100 does:
This alternative would reduce the current observed sex ratio by 7% to 20%, and would primarily
focus on providing hunting opportunity.

1 Alternative 2: 28-32 bucks per 100does: Selected

This alternative would maintain the sex ratio at the current level of about 30 bucks per 100 does.
The buck ratio would be managed for a balance between quality buck hunting and opportunity to
draw a buck license.

1 Alternative 3: 3236 bucks per 100 does:
This alternative would increase the current observed sex ratio by 7% to 20%. The goal would be
to produce high quality bucks, but would limit hunting opportunity.

CDOW Recommended Objectives
SelectedPopulation Objective

Theselectegosthunt population objective of 5,088)000 deer is a-88% increase from the
2009 poshunt population estimate of 4,700 deer;2496 decrease from the y@ar average population
estimate of 6,600eer and a 2638% decrease from thpeeviousobjective of 8,100 deer

Population estimates indicate that fireviouspopulation objective of 8,100 has not been
sustainable over the past 2 decades, nor is it a practicaldongbjective given the multitude of mule
deer habitat issues in the DAU. Althduig may be possible to achieve a higher population for a short
time under 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 densitgdorig 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 sometimesdweced adult survival. A population managed at a high density has a lower
growth rate than a population at an intermediate density and will experience wider population fluctuations
in response to changes in weather, harvest, and other mortality factweasd_.numbers and hunting
opportunity would likewise fluctuate more widely in response to population size.

Instead, at an intermediate population density, the deer population will have a higher intrinsic
growth rate, will rebound more quickly following ev@re winter or other extreme weather event, and
deer license quotas should likewise be more consistent between years. The general public would like to
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see more deer than there currently are, ssdlectegopulation objectivef 5,0006,000 deewould am
to increase the current population, but only to a level that is realistically achievable and sustainable.

Habitat improvement and protection will facilitate an increase from the current population size.
Existing winter range habitat should be treatedefuvenate browse plants and any habitat loss due to
land development should be mitigated with habitat improvements elsewhere. Timing restrictions on
recreation activities during fawning and early summer should be implemented and/or enforced.

In the mmediate future, antlerless licenses will likely remain at their currently low quota until the
new population objective is reached. At that point, antlerless licenses could be increased to stabilize the
population within the new objective range. Havingiedevel of antlerless harvest is useful for
maintaining a population at an intermediate density, at which deer body condition, fawn production, and
survival rates are generally highest.

Selecéd Sex Ratio Objective

Theselectedsex ratio of 282 bucksl00 doesvould maintain the currentear and 1§/ear
average buck ratio of 30 bucks:100 does, and would be an increas83%oldver thereviousobjective
of 23 bucks:100 does.

Prior to 1999, it was not practical to attempt to increase the sexabati@ a range of 126
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 be controlled. Public opinion surveys
have indicated that mosthters want both the opportunity to hunt every year and to see more and larger
bucks. Maintaining the ratio at 22 bucks:100 does will strike a balance between buck hunting
opportunity and quality of bucks. The number of buck licenses available eachoygd likely remain
the same initially, and as the overall population increases, buck licenses could be increased to maintain
the currerly observedsex ratio.

This plan was approved by the Colorado Wildlife Commission on Marc201Q,
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ll. 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 accordance with
Colorado Wil dlife Commission and teboarce€ol or ado
require careful and increasingly intensive management to accommodate the many and varied
public demands and growing i mpacts from peopl
CDOW uses a Aimanagement by o bmeeaptlationsgate appr oac
managed to achieve population and sex ratio objectives established for Data Analysis Units.

DAUSs provide the framework to manage individual herds of big game animals. DAUs are
generally discrete geographically, and attempt to ideatdistinct big game population.
However, individual animal movements may 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,daallow the most practical application of
management tools such as hunting 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 barefined and applied on a finer scale, typically through
hunting regulations.

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,,Hedtxa
land use agencies, landowners, and agricultural interests are involved 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 tbado Wildlife Commission.

The objectives defined in the plan guide a kbeign 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 hekdDAU plan addresses two primary goals: the
number of animals the DAU 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 objees. CDOW attempts to review and update the DAU plans ehG 5
year basis to align the management objectives with the changing environmental, social,
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economic, and political conditions that affec

developmentpublic attitudes, hunter success, hunter access, research results, disease 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 theqoubihe

development of population objectives and the yearly iteration of data collection, analysis, and
renewed decisicmaking to reach those objectives.

Individual DAUs are managed with the goal of meeting herd objectives. Herd data, which
is typically collected annually, is entered into a computer population model to get a 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 modatiysf such as
wounding loss and winter severity, generally acquired from 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 asgwdomputer population projection is then
compared to the herd objective, and a harvest calculated to align the population with the herd
objective.

Select Management
Objectives for a DAU

Measure Harvest & > KEstabhsh Hunting Seaso!

Population Demographics \\ Regulations
Conduct Hunting Season EvaluatePopulations &
Compare to DAU

Establish Harvest Goal
Compatible with DAU

Figure 1. Management by objective process that CDOW uses to manage big gatagqrs 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 fh@pulations grow in a mathematical relationship
referred to asthe "densite pendent 6 or fAsigmoi do growth cur v
distinct phases to this cycle. The first phase occurs while the population level is still very low
and is characteed by a slow growth rate and a high mortality rate. This occurs because the
populations may have too few animals and the loss of even a few of them to predation or
accidents can significantly affect population growth.

The second phase occurs whengbpulation number is at a moderate level. This phase
is characterized 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 dee have been known to successfully breed at six months of age and produce a live fawn
on their first birthday and older does have been known to prodddav@ns that are very robust
and healthy. Survival rates of all the deer (bucks, does and fawnsnaagienum rates during
this phase.

Figure 2. Density-dependent growth curve The fm.al or third phase occurs
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 poptation. These types of factors
° / that increasingly limit productivity and
2 4000 / survival at higher population densities
2000 are known as densiyependent effects.
During this phase whit&ailed deer
0 T fawns can no longer find enough food
0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20| tg grow to achieve a criticahinimum
Year weight that allows them to reproduce;

adult does will usually only produce 1
3 fawns; and survival of all deer (bucks, does and fawns) will decrease. During severe winters,
large dieoffs can occur due to the crowding and lack of food. Thetérdie 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 dependgoin the quantity and quality of his diet, the antlers are
stunted. If the population continues to grow it will eventually reach a point called the maximum
carrying capacity or fnKo. At this point, the
The number of births each year is equal the number of deaths; therefore, to maintain the
population at this level would not allow for any "huntable surplus.” The animals in the
population would be in relatively poor condition and when a severe wint¢her catastrophic
event occurs, a large dadf is inevitable.
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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 to hold the populations more towards the middle of the "sigmoid
growth curve." Biologists call this point of inflection of the sigmoid growth curve the point of
maximum sustained yield or "MSY". In the example below, MSY, which iscequpately half
the maximum population size or "K", would be 5,000 animals. At this level, the population
should provide the maximum production, survival and available surplus animals for hunter
harvest. Also, at this level, range condition should be tmedcellent and range trend should
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 sportem and private landowner concerns.

A graph of a hypothetical deer population showing sustained yield (harvest) potential vs.
population size is shown (Figure 3). Notice that as the population increases from 0 to 5,000 deer,
the harvest also increasesowever, when the population reaches 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 wil be reduced to zero. Also, 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
because the population of 3,000 deer has a much higher survival and repeocietcompared
to the population of 7,000 deer.

1,0UU

Sustained Yield

However, at the 3,000 deer level, Figure 3. Maximum Sustained Yield
there will be less game damage and

Actually managing deer and
elk populations for MSY on a DAU 1,000

800 / \\

required and because of the complex 000 / \
and dynamic nature of the 400
management even if possible because 0 Hr——————————
the number and quality of bulls and 0 1500 3000 4500 6,000 7,500 9000
understanding how reducing densities and pushing asymptotic populationdstmeamflection
point can stimulate productivity and increase harvest yields. Knowing the exact point of MSY is

resource degradation but lower
watchable wildlife values. 1400 /\
1,200
basis is difficult if not impossible due
to the amount of detailed information
environment.In most cases we 2o / \
would not desire true MSY / \
bucks is minimized. However, the Population Size
concept of MSY is useful for
not necessary if the goal is to conservatively reduce population size to increase yield. Long term
harvest data can be used to gauge thextfieness of reduced population size on harvest yield.



Commonly CDOW eliminates female harvest in populations where productivity is low
and populations are below DAU plan objectivéso wever , -ohf e fihpaeadef man
simply exacerbates anerpetuates the problem the DAU plan was intended to address. As
Bartmann et al. (1992) suggest, because of dedsjpgndent processes, it would be
counterproductive to reduce female harvest when juvenile survival is low and increase harvest
when survivais high. Instead, a moderate level of female harvest helps to maintain the
population below habitat carrying capacity and should resuttpnoved survival and
recruitment of fawns.

lll. Description of the Data Analysis Unit
Location

The SweetwateCreek DAU (D43) is located in northwest Colorado and consists of
GMUs 25, 26 & 34Figured). Itis bounded on the east and south by the Colorado River, on the
west by Canyon Creek, the Coloradévhite River Divide and USFS Trail 1817 and on the
northby Highway 131 and the Bear River.

The DAU contains portions of Garfield, Eaghnd Routt counties. The DAU contains all of
Mitchell, No Name, Grizzly, Deep, Sweetwater, Derby agdria Creeks and the south safe

the Bear River. The Flat Top¥ilderness Area is located in the higher elevations of the DAU in
the NW corneand comprises 13% of the DAUT'here is only one major town in the DAU
Glenwood Springs (pof®,000. Some of the smaller towns and areas include Dotsero, Burns,
McCoy and Dponasinterstate70, Colorado River Road, Coffé®t Road, and Derby Mesa
Loop Roadare the major access routes in the DAU.

Physiography

Topography

The DAU lies on the leside of the Flat Tops Wilderness Area. The elevation ranges
from a high of 1241 ft. on top of Sheep Mountain to a low elevation of 5,620 ft. at the
confluence of the Colorado River at Canyon Creek. Other high peaks include Turret Peak
(11,525 ft.), Derby Peak (12,186 ft.) and Dome Peak (12,172 Ft.).

Climate

Lower elevation®f the DAUare characterized by moderate winters and warm summers with

low to moderate precipitation. The higher elevations are characterized by long, cold winters and
short mild summers with high precipitation. The higher elevation around Deep Lalexear

over 30 in. of precipitation while the lower elevation around Dotsero average only 10 in. of
moisture per year. Prevailing winds for this area are typically out of the northwest. Most of the
annual precipitation comes from snowfall. Temperatarevary fom a low of-40° F in the

winter to a high of >10% in the summer. The largest extremes occur in the lower elevations
where the coldest air settles in the winter, the same areas where the tempamatinesottest
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in the summer. Deep snowrtes deer and elk to winter in the lower elevation, usually on south
facing or windblown slopes where less snow accumulates.

Vegetation

The vegetation in the Sweetwater DAU can be categorized as five broad-types
cropland, wetland/riparian, rangelaorestland and alpine.

Croplands are found at the lower elevations and consist of irrigated hay meadows and
terraces that have beengseeded to desirable livestock forage plants. Most of the hay ground
consists of Timothy, Smooth Broome, and Americasu§hgrass with some sedges and rushes.
Some hay meadows are planted with alfalfa. Most of the cropland is found along the Colorado
River northof Dotsero, in Sweetwater CreeR,the BurngDerby Creek areand in the Egeria
Creel{Bear River area near Topas.

Wetland/riparian vegetation is found primarily along the river bottoms and low land
areas. Some of the best riparian habitat is along the Colorado River between the towns of
McCoy and Dotsero. Narrowleaf Cottonwood and willow dominate this arearigdrian
habitat is one of the smallest vegetative types in the DAU but it is extremely valuable as wildlife
habitat. Typically, riparian areas support the greatest abundance and diversity of wildlife in the
state.

Rangelands consist of sagebrush, maimgshrub and native grasslands. Thesbagsh
type occurs on the lowalevation dy and level sites that are weltained. These areas are
highly valued as deer winter range. Mountain shrub types are found on the moister sites of the
lower elevation pmarily on northern slopes. This plant community provides important wildlife
food and cover and is very important as transitional range for mule deer. Transitional ranges are
the areas that deeseprimarily in the spring and fall while they are migragito summer and
winter ranges, respectively. Gamhmlk, mountain mahogany and serviceberry are the three
main species that make up the mountain shrub type. Native grasslands are found ilerterd dif
areas. Lowelevation grasslands occur on windswafgs with poorly developed soils that
cannot support sagebrush. Higher elevation grasslands occur on the more level sites in forested
areas and are comprised of | ar geyemeediegtasgr asses
and brome grasses.

Forestlands in the DAU are comprised of five mdjgresi pifion/juniper, Dougladir,
aspenlodgepole pine and sprudie:

- Pifionjuniper (RJ) is found on the dry, lowalevation slopes such as the area just north

of Glenwood Springand immediately above the Colorado RiverJ povides important
cover and lowqudity forage for wintering deer.
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- Douglasfir typically occurs on the moist norflacing slopes at lower elevationk.is a
long-lived species valued for wildlife habitat diversity, scenic value and big game cover.
This type is welrepresented in the lower reaches of Deep Creek.

- Aspen is found in the moderate to higher elevation zone of the DAU. This habitat type
provides some very high quality forage and cover for deer and elk. On some sites aspen
is the climax species; on other sites it is a transitional species that occurs for only a
relatively short period of time after a disturbance, such as fire. This typesoccu
throughout the DAU but is commonly found in the area above Derby Mesa and in the
Deep Lake area.

- Lodgepolepine is found in the moderate to higher elevation sites. It provides good cover
for deer and elk but usually has a very poor understory sathypitis not suitable for
forage sites. The type occurs in the King Mountain area.

- Sprucefir occurs in the higher elevations, usually from 10,000 ft. to the alpine. This
habitat provides excellent summer cover for deer and elk. This type is fotimedRiat
Tops Wilderness and Deep Lake area.

- Ponderosa pine and limber pine forest types also occur to a lesser extent in this area.
There is a rather large remnant stand of Ponderosa Pine in the Derby Mesa area.

Alpine sites occur only in the highesevations, mostly in the Flat Tops Wilderness Area
of the DAU, usually above 11,000 ft. It is characterized by the absence of trees. Short grasses
sedgesand numerous species of forbs make up the vegetation. This habitat provides high
quality deer foage areas primarily from July through early September and provides a refuge area
away from flies and other biting insects in the lower elevation forests.

Slope and aspect play a large role in determining vegetation type. For example some
higher elevatia sites with a southern exposure are dominated by sagebrush while the lower
elevation areas with a more northern exposure can support aspen and coniferous forests due to
the high moisture retention of the soils. This variation of vegetation types staftiereghout
the DAU creates a highly desirable mosaic, with a large beneficial "edge effect" that is desirable
for wildlife such as mule deer.

Land Status

LandManagement

The Sweetwater Creek DAU 15723 km? (665 mi?) in size(Table1 and Figures). Land
management is distributed as follow2%bNational Forest &vice 26% private land; 2%
Bureau of Land Managemernd <1% each fdtate Land BoardColorado Division of
Wildlife, and Eagle Valley Land Truétablel).

12



Tablel. Area (squar&ilometers) of &nd statusn deer DAU D43. 1 knf = 0.386 mf = 247 acres.

State Land Land
USFS BLM CDOW Board Trust Private Total
GMU 25 353 148 0 0 0 100 601
GMU 26 185 117 8.9 8 0 303 622
GMU 34 366 93 0.2 0 0.2 40 500
TOTAL 904 358 9.1 8 0.2 443 1,723
% of DAU 52% 21% 0.53% 0.48% 0.01% 26% 100%

Mule Deer DAU D43

rEasements

7///’1 COOW | [ private State
N Other Local BLM

1~ "~} GMU Boundary
3 0

6

Miles

@ L - 2
e f—
Kilometers

WG

Figureb. Landstatusin deer DAU D43.

Land Use

Land use is varied and diverse in Sweetwater Creek DAU. The main industries are
tourism, outdoor recreation (hunting, fishing, and sight seeing), ranching and logging. Ranching
is an important industry in the Sweetwater DAU and is concentrated arouBdrtigeto
Toponas area. The main crops raised are hay and ddtil. of the loggingccurred in the
1990s in the Deep Lake/South Wagon Wheel/White Owliar€MU 34, removingeetle
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killed spruce thediedoff during the 19504.imited mining occurs inthe DAU from a limestone
quarry north of Glenwood Springs

There are severahajortourist attractions in the Sweetwater DAU. The main attraction
is the Hot Springs pool in Glenwood Springs thatltaveover 1,000 visitors in a single day.
The local economy in Glenwood Springs revolves around the tourist trade and serves as a portal
to the largeski area and fouseason resort complex in the Roaring Fork Valley. Each year
approximately one million visirs comego Glenwood Springs. Interstai® through Glenwood
Canyon provides a main conduit for tourist from the densely populated eastern slope of the state
and Glenwood Canyas a major tourist attraction itself. The twetfitye mile canyon has a
bike path that parallels the highway. There are four rest stGpzzly Creek, No Name Creek,
Hanging Lake/Shoshone Dam and the Bair ranch.

Hunting and fishing generate substantial economic revenue (Pickton and Sikorowski
2004). Hunters can pursue deer, dikghorn sheep, bear, mountain lion, blue grouse, ducks and
geese. Fishingpportunities ar@rovided in the area's numerous small streams and several high
country lakes and reservoirs. Deep Lake and Sweetwater Lake are two of the more popular areas
for fishing. The DAU includes portions of the White River National Forest and the Flat Tops
Wilderness Area. The National Forest provides numerous areas for hikingytfealing,
hunting, fishing, horseback riding, snowmobiling, wilderness trips and desnghéseeing.

Public Land Grazing

BLM Grazing Allotments The Bureau of Land Management H2ggrazing allotments
overlapping entirely or partially witBAU D-43 (Appendix A) Presentl\33 of these are filled
primarily for cattle (%) as well as sep (%) and horse (<0.1%Y he grazing allotments
provide4,593 AUMs of forage for livestock. Use occurs primarily in the spring wittnsase
in the summer and fall.

USFS Grazing AllotmentsThe National Forest Service h2&grazing allotments
occurring totally or partially in DAU B43 (Appendix B) Based on 2008 data2 bf these
allotments are active, 1 is held as a forage reséras vacantand6 are closedThe period of
utilization is variable, but primarily occufsom late June through September (summer and fall
season). Classes of livestock using these allotments include cattle, sheep, and horses

Comparison of Wildlife and Livestock AUMSThis analysis is based upon@®Josthunt
population size estimates andl® public land grazing levels.

Deer AUM's* - 5,700(4,700deer/9.9 Deer mon./AUM X 12 mon. = yr. tot.)
Elk AUM's* T 20,000(4,160elk/2.5 elk mon./AUM X 12 mon. = yearly. total)
USFS Livestock AUM'S [data nopresentlyavailablg (authorizeduse- yearly total)

BLM Livestock AUM's- 4,593 (authorized useyearly total)
14



* |t is important to note that most of the deer and elk are not consuming a full AUM equivalent
in the winter (Novembeéir March). Instead, these animals are mostly surviemgtored fat
reservesTherefore these 12 month figures are inflated and in reality would be much lower.

Private Land Livestock AUM'sunknown
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V. Habitat Resource

Habitat Distribution
The distribution of mule deeavinter and overaltanges between public and private lands
in the DAU are shown in Table 2.

The lower elevations that deer use as winter range compris¢52@%kn{; 194 mf) of
t he DAUG6s tot al area. Of this winter range,
eagments on private land, and 38% are on private lands without conservation easements.
Because large portiorof winter range is on private lands and is therefore susceptible to future
land development, conservation easementprivate lands along wittortinued stewardship of
public lands are critical.

Overall mule deer range in-Z8 is 74% public lands, 2% on conservation easements, and
23% on private lands without specific conservation protection.

Table2. Distribution of mule deer winterange and overathnge betweepublic and private lands iDAU D-43.
1 knt = 0.386 mf = 247 acres.

Private Lands
under Conservation Private Lands
Public Lands Easements (CE) without CEs Total % of
% of % of % of Overall
Range km? range km? range km? range km? range
Winter range 305 61% 6 1% 191 38% 502 29%
Overall range 1,279 74% 41 2% 403 23% 1,723 100%

Major wintering areas for deer includ€ng Mountain to Derby Mesa in GMU 26,
Sweetwater Creek and Onion/Monegar Ridges in GMU 25, and Deep Creek/Lower Coffee Pot
Road in GMU 34Figure 6)

DAU D-43 contains322 knf (124 mf) of severe winter rang@igure6). Severe winter
range is defined abat 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 minimum in the two worst
wintersout of ten

There aret0 knt (15 mf) of winter concentration aregBigure6). Winter concentration
area aredefined aghose parts of the winter range where densitied 208% greater than the
surrounding winter range density during the same pesed to define winter range in the
average five winters out of ten.

Habitat Condition and Capability

Mule deer winter rangm D-43is in poor condition due to senescence and succession of
plant communitiesBrowse seedlings and young plants are spamgdan many areas, the
grass/forb understory is sparse and lacks diver§it§lon and juniper standesnd to be mature
with a closed canopy that severely reduaederstory vegetation. Due to letegrm fire

16



suppressiorpifion andjuniper woodlands havevaded sagebrush shrublands and converted

them to much less productive sites. Also, many of the mixed mountain shrublands are over

mature, less productiyand can be unavailable for winter browse #sé.t hough t he BL MO
health assessments of Deepd&kréBLM 2006) and Burns to State Bridge (BLM 2009) rated the

habitat condition at the landscape scale as meeting land health standards, all of the above

mentioned habitat problems were noted in localized areas on deer winterlrande.

development in somareain the DAU such as Sweetwater Creek and along the Colorado has

resulted 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.

Heavy livestock grazing, inombination with drought, occurred on many rangeland areas
in D-13 from the late 1800's to the 1960's. Prior to the Taylor Grazing Act of 1934, grazing was
not regulated on public land$Vodernday range management practices were not widely applied
prior to the 1960s. During this earlier period, many big game winter ranges were grazed
excessively. Range degradation from this period is still apparenfiBide to the long lifespan
and low turnover rate of many shrubland communities. In some casegedammgarian 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 exceeds-28%, the understy plants are greatly reduced, making natural
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 pla that have addressed much of the historic livestock problems. Also,
due to the general decline in agriculture in the area, there is much less public land grazing today
compared to 40 years ago.

Another complicating factor at lower elevations (below @,&®t) is the presence fife-
tolerantinvasive weeds such as cheatgi@®mus tectorum Soil-disturbing habitat treatments
and prescribed fire meant to rejuvenate native plants could actually promote the growth and
spread of cheatgraasd other pineering weeds (B. Hopkins, BLM, pers. comm. 2010).
Cheatgrass outcompetes native grasses to form a monoculture in the vegetation understory and
also increases wildfire frequency, and has been particularly detrimental to mule deer habitats in
Nevada, Idahoand 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 been lost due to cheatgrass (Cox et al. 2009). CheatQrd8sisn
currently found primarily at the lowest elevations along the Glenwood Canyon and other isolated
disturbed sites (e.g., along powerlines), but remains a potential risk to overall mule deer habitat
and populations.

A multitude of habitat improvement projects, including prescribed burns, removal of
pifionjuniper encroachments, improvement of sagebrush and mountain shrub habitats, re
seeding, fertilization, and aeration, have been conducted or-@@ o (Table3). Various
government agencies and private organizations have contributed to these projects. Due to the loss
of important deer winter rangkeroughout Coloradahe continued preservation and
improvement of existing habitat is paramount.
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Table3. Habitat improvement projects in438 sincel988

Agency or
Dates Location Acres Treatment Type Organization(s) Cost
Past and ongoing projects:
1988 Spot invastive weed
present| Flat Tops 1000 | treatments USFS $3,000
USFS, Rocky
2005 Mountain Elk
2007 Derby Mesa 296 | Juniper removal Foundation (RMEF)|  $44,000
2005
2009 French Creek 3207 | Prescribed burning USFS $80,175
2006 | Sunnyside 111 | Lop and scatter2 BLM $3,000
2007
2007 Derby Mesa 91 | Prescribed burning USFS $1,638
Derby Mesa,
Coffee Pot, French Invasive plant treatment
2007 Creek 30 (chemical) USFS, RMEF $3,700
2008 French Creek 94 Juniper removal USFS $9,682
2008 Sweetwatet.ake 222 | Prescribed Fire BLM $10,000
2008
2009 Sweetwater 1335 | Prescribed burning USFS $40,050
2009 CDOW, Nottingham
2010 Sunnyside 167 | P-J mechanical removal | ranch $23,550
Invasive plant treatment
2010 Glenwood Canyon 1 (chemical) USFS $300
Future scheduled projects:
2011 Sweetwater Ranchl 25 Hydro-axe or hand BLM $50,000
2014 WuUI cut/pile oakbrush and-
Futuré | French Creek 300 | Prescribed burning USFS TBD
Futuré | Sweetwater 65 | Juniper removal USFS TBD
Hazard tree removal
Futuré | FlatTops TBD | roads, trails campgroung USFS TBD
Derby and Cedar Fertilization, seeding,
Futur@ | Creeks 470 | aeration, juniper remova] USFS TBD

2= NEPA complete® = NEPA not yet completed BD = to be determined.
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ConservationEasements

Forty-nine knf (3%) of mule deer overall range in43 are held under conservation
easements or similar protection, includ#@km? of private land§Table 2 and FigurB). These
conservation easements incllelgnt (1%) of winter rangeall onprivate lands.

Conflicts
Game damage due to deer is not a major problem in the DAU due to the general decline
in livestock and agricultural uses since the 1970s.

There has been some land development for residential use in the DAU, primarily along
theColorado River Road in GMU 25 and on Highway 131 near McCoy. Land development has
not been as extensive as in adjacent DAUs along Inteia&dsewhere along Highway 131,
and near Steamboat Springs. However, because of the proximity to these higlipetbaeeas,
there is potential for future subdivisiand developmerdf large, private ranchewhich would
negatively impact mule deer winter range.

Yearround recreation activities along the Coffee Pot Road and Deep Lake in GMU 34
aremajor impacs on deer, pushing deer into the drainages along the Glenwood Canyon and
higher into the Flat Tops Wilderness, as well as onto private land along Sweetwater and Deep
Creeks. Elsewhere in the DAU, recreational use outside of the hunting seasons is mohimal an
does not cause major ddarman conflicts.

20



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 misjeattempts have been made to accurately count all
the known number of animals in 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. dgt population estimates are derived using computer model simulations
that involve estimations for mortality rates, hunter harvest, wounding loss and annual production.
These simulations are then adjusted to align on measuretpusig season age aneksatio
classification counts and in some cases density estimates derived from line transect 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 absstutete 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 based program
called POP II. After 1999CDOW has used a computer spreadsheet model to predict population
size. In 2008, these spreadsheet models were standardized stasmagd®odelng methods
developed by White and Lubow (2002). For thd®modelthe 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 weS@orado (Piceance Basin and
Middle Park mule deer survival studies, 1992008). All models wak in basically the same
manner, usingosthunt age and sex ratidgrvestand juvenile and adult survival rates to
estimate population sizeThe best magl is selected based on statistical fit to observed data
The results ofhemodeledpopulation estimates are summarizeéigure?.

21



D-43 Posthunt population estimate
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Figure7. Posthunt population estimates of deer in DAWB, 19832009.

The average deer population size w8in the 1980s was 8,700 deer; in the 1990s,
6,500 deer; and in the 2000s, 6,600 deer (Figure 7). The 200Byrmststimate was 4,700
deer. In the past @ecades, the highest deer population scairredn the 1980sin the 1988
DAU plan, the populatioobjective was established at 8,100 derwever, the population size
has not been sustainable at this objective. This pattern suggests the,8@Danimalss
approximatelythe habitat carrying capacity for this hefd.a high population density, ¢therd
is less productive because of competition for resources, aneohdris susceptible to population
declines when it experiences major mortality esesuich as a hard winter or increased harvest.
The severe winter of 19923 resulted in a populatiaecline to approximately 6,000 deén
1999, the all deer hunting in the state west of Interstate 25 became restricted to limited licenses
only. This regulation change resulted in an increase in the populatianise of an increase in
the buck segmermf the herd In 2001, doe hunting was opened in this DAU while the
population grew and doe licensagsreincreased in the mi@000s. However, by the mi2D00s,
the population peaked at 8,000 de&iith the increased doe harvest, the populationstezdiy
declined for several years. The severe winter of Z®Eontinued to push the population size
further lower. In response, all deer licenses in the DAU were reduced, and following an average
winter in 200809, the population appears to hatabilized Future herd management and
environmental conditions will determine the trajectory of the population.
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PostHunt Herd Composition

Age and sex classification surveys using a helicdpage been conductedtine DAUSsince
1977.These sur veyshuanrted filno vwne cliepmideang theearylyears,J anuar
the surveys were conducted every other year. Since §98&yshave been conductedimost

every yeatr.

Fawn Ratios The posthuntfawn:doe ratias used as an ingdef herd productivityThis index
grosslyreflects the combined summer natality and summer through early winter survival of
fawns relative to doe$n D-43,the fawn:doe ratibhas genetty been declining, with some
increases in years following severe tens(Figure 8) This declineis typical of many mule deer
herds in Colorado and throughout the Wasidis usually presented asdication ofa mule deer
decline. The cause of this decline is equivolaivever, decreasing quality and quantity of mule
deer range due to fire suppressiamd development, excessieestock grazingn previous
decadesand competitionwith elk are usually suggestechd highest value was 95 fawns:100
does in1977 and the lowest wab fawns:100 does i2002 The fawndoe ratio averaged 70 in
the 1980s; 47 in the 1990s; and 55 in the 2000s. The current2P09% average is 62
fawns:100 does, pushed up by the recent high of 80 fawns:100 does-hupb2009.

D-43 Fawn Ratio
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Figure8. Observed podtunt fawn:doe ratios in DAU 133, 19772009. The bars indicate the 95% confidence
interval of the field estimate for the fawn:doe ratios.
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Buck Ratios The posthunt buck:doe ratio is used as an index of buck quaflitge herd.

Higher buck ratios indicate more (and by assumptarggrolderhigher quality) bucks in the
population.Buck ratiosshowed a slight declining trend frot®77to the late 1990f-igure 9)

The 1988 DAU plan established the objective at 24 bucks:100 does. In 1999, buck licenses
became limited by draw onlyesulting in an increase in the rafithe ratiopeaked in 1982 at 46
bucks:100 does and lowest was 15 in 1998fe buck:doe ratio averaged 30 in the 1980s; 20 in
the 1990s; and 30 in the 2000s. The curreyg&r average (20688009) is 30 bucks:100 does.
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Figure9. Observed buck:doe ratios in DAU4B, 19772009. The bars indicate the 95% confidence intg@8lof
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line indicatesthe4 88 DAU pl ands sex ratio objective of 24
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Harvest History and Hunting Seasons

Hunting Season HistoryFrom simple 3@lay seasons to more complicated split deer, split elk

and combined seasons have been used to manage deer through the years. In the early 1960s, a
hunter could take 2 or more deer. From 1971 to 2002, each hunter was limited to tadeng 1 d

From 1971 to 2002, each hunter was limited to taking 1 deer. Since 2003, hunters have been
allowed a 2 deer license under List B (specific units and pristatetonly licenses). In 1986

the Wildlife Commission approved an eithsax archery, limitednuzzleloading and three

combined unlimited buck and limited doe seasons as the general statewide season structure. The
threecombined rifle seasons were 5, 12 and 9 days in length, and were used as a method to
spread increasing hunter pressure.

To improwe the quality of bucks, in 1986 deer anyp@int restrictions were approved
statewide, limiting harvest of bucks to those with three points or more on one antler. Although
antlerpoint restrictions worked well for elk by delaying the kill one year, bsbksv more
variation in antler development among age classes than bull elk do. Deer tend to have small two
point antlers as yearling but occasionally they are eviea Boint bucks. Consequently, many
hunters shot deer that were not legal, and in s@ses; the deer were even abandoned. Antler
point restrictions for bucks were abandoned over much of the state by the 1991 season.

Il n 1992, out of a growing concern for the
hunting was restricted to a thrdaybuck hunt. Deer hunting for the remainder of days was
limited to hunting does. This structure was very unpopular with hunters and was abandoned
after 1994.1n 1995, buck hunting was extended to the first five days of each of the three
combined season®Buck licenses remained unlimitédr overthe-countej until 1999.

D-43 Rifle Licenses
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Figure10. Rifle license history for deer DAU-B3 from 19962009. M = male, ES = either sex, F = femaiel
fawns of either sex (antlerles€)TC = over the counter, Lim = limited loyaw only, PLO Lim = privatéand-only
and limited by draw only.

Startingin 1999, all deer hunting in the state West of Interstate 25 was changed to a
totally limited license (i.e., no ov¢he-counter licenses) for archery, muzzleloader, and regular
rifle seasongFigures10 and1l). Thischangewvas done mainly to improve the quantity and
quality of the antlered deer hunts 1999, 1,86Gifle buck licenses were authorizedD-43,

25



and in 2000, only 1,170 rifle buck licenses and 56 e#learlicenss were issuedlso, from
19991 2001, none of the leftover licenses from the computer drawing process were sold as
leftover licenses.

D-43 Archery & Muzzleloader Licenses
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Figurell. Archery and muzzleloader licenses for deer DAY Ifrom 19992009.Prior to 1999, archery and
muzzleloadedeer licenses were valid statewitle= male, ES = either sex, F = female and fawns of either sex
(antlerless).

In 2000, CDOW began a newygar season structure that included:
1) a limited buck or eithesex archery season
2) alimited muzzleloader season for bucks and does
3) two combined rifle seasons (second and third season) for limited bucks and antlerless deer
4) a very limited fourth season for buck deer. To qualify for the limifese4son buck deer
hunt, the DAU musaverage more than 25 bucks:100 does for the previous three years and be
at or above the lontgerm sex ratio objective.

Thereis 1 ranch in D43 participating in the Ranching for Wildlife (RFW) program. The
Ranching for Wildlife program allows large ranelgreater than 15,000 contiguous acres to have
separate privateandonly, 90day hunting seasons that are not confined to the normal season
structure. In return, the public is given a share of the antlerless and antlered licenses. In most
cases this isbout 10% of the antlered licenses and 100% of the antlerless licenses. The
landowners cannot charge the public hunters a trespass fee and in most cases the hunts are a
minimum of 10 days long. The Burns Hole RFW program began in 2002 through the present.
Burns Hole is primarily in GMUs 25 and 26 and contains 5.14%-48DThe ranch serves as
important winter range for this deer herd.

Habitatdegradation, primarily due to fire suppressioas reduced the deer carrying
capacity of the DAU and has limitede ability to manage the deer a¢ th988 DAU plan
population objective. Due to the restrictive season structure outlined above and because the
population was generally below the population objective in the 1990s, antlerless licenses were
not issued inlte DAU until 200Q(Figures10 and11). As a result, the deer population reached
close to the population objective by 2004, at which time antlerless licenses were increased.
From 2005 2008, the population declined steadily. Due to concerns that therogipack of
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the 200708 winter caused high winter mortality, 2008 doe licenses were reduced by 20% and
buck licenses by 27% compared to the previous year. In 2009, licenses were further reduced by
half for doe licenses and 35% for buck licenses to all@apbpulation to grow.

License Demand An examination of license application rates in the past 3 years
indicates that there is relatively low demand in the draw for doe licenses and moderate demand
for buck licenses (See Appendix C for all hunt codesjoi the recent license reductions in
2008 and 2009, some licenses never sold out at therticgnsequotas in 2007 and many
licenses sld out only as leftoversThe exceptions are th& 4eason buck licenses and the either
sex Burns Hole Ranching foYildlife public license, which have required preference points to
draw. In 2009, all deer licenses in4B eventually sold out, in contrast with the past when
license quotas were higher (Appendix C).

As an example (Tabl), in 2007, doe licenses foP2and & rifle season never sold out.
Even after substantial decreage2008 and2009, these doe licensaestill not highly in
demand but they now do sell out as leftoveBaick licenses for™ and 3° rifle season sold out
as leftoveran 2007. Afer buck licenses were reduced in 2608 2009a greater proportion of
applicants listed these licenses dgHoice, including the quota in GMU 25 & 26 in 2009, which
nearly matched®ichoice application demand.

Table4. License demand for'2and 3" doe and buck rifle seasons in DAU43, 20072009.These

licenses represent over 60% of the total license quota fortheDAQJU ot ad i s t he maxi mum
|l i censes CDOW coul d i ssue; fiSol d oufcoh oiisc et hdee nsat nadgo
is the number of*ichoice applicants as a percentage of the license quota.

Doe 2nd & 3rd Rifle Buck 2nd & 3rd Rifle
1st Choice 1st Choice
Applicants Applicants
Valid License | Licenses relative to License | Licenses relative to
GMUs | Year |[ Quota Sold Sold Out | Quota Quota Sold Sold Out | Quota
2007 800 649 Never 12% 1,025 968 Leftovers 56%
At
25,26 | 2008 650 642 Leftovers 12% 600 571 Choice 2 84%
At
2009 275 264 Leftovers 27% 450 426 Choice 2 98%
2007 350 199 Never 7% 500 480 Leftovers 19%
34 2008 250 238 Leftovers 12% 325 292 Leftovers 29%
At
2009 100 89 Leftovers 29% 250 236 Choice 6 41%
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Total Harvest Harvest under an unlimited license structure is a crude estimation of population
performance over tim@=igure12). From 1953 to the early 1960s, the harvest generally
increasedintil the mid1960s wherthe total harvedbegan ayeneral decline. In 1971, the

Wildlife Commission was concerned ergh about the mule deer declithat trey instituted a
statewide bucksnly season and hence the very low harvest yiear In 1999,CDOW limited

all deer licenses statewide and also restricted the take of antlerleddateest declined in the

past 2 years because of license reductions in 2008 and 2009.

D-43 Total Harvest
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Figure12. Total deer harvesh DAU D-43, 19532009.
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Buck Harvest Historically, buck harvest was greater when hunters were allowed 2 deer licenses
until 1971.Since 191, the buck harvest has averagd@bucks per year with a peak of 2,493 in
1961 and a low 0263 in 2009 Figure13). Fromthe 19700 early 1990sbuckharvest

remained fairly stable with peaks in 1977, 1978 a@@Dlof over 1,000 buck&rom the mid

1990s to 2007, buck harvest was slightly lower but generally stable. In 2008 and 2009, buck
harvest was lower because of license reduciotisose yearss well asunfavorably mild fall

weather in 2008 anetduced hunter participation due to the nationwide economic rec@ssion

2009 The 1Qyear, 5year, and 3year average buck harvest ind3 is 445, 425, and 365,
respectively.
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Figure13. Antlered deeharvest irDAU D-43, 195371 2009.
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Antlerless Harvest Antlerless harvest shows a similar trend to total harvest, increasing during

the period 1953 to the early 1960s, then declining. As mentioned earlier, antlerless harvest was
prohibited in 1971. Because of restrictive management riestieharvest has been low since

1971. The Colorado Wildlife Commission in 1999 approved more restrictive rules and since

then, there haseen limitedantlerless harvest in the DAWntlerless licenses were increased in
the 2000s (Figuré4) in response ta growing populatiothat wasapproaching objective

(Figure?), but the resulting increased doe harvest, combined with diminishing habitat quality,

probably exceeded the popul ationods
Antlerless harveddropped in 2009 due to the large reduction in antlerless licenses.

recr ui
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Figurel4. Antlerlessdeerharvest inDAU D-43, 1953’ 2009.
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Hunting Pressure Hunting pressure has averagetid,hunterssince 1954 The highest

number of hunters was 6,823 in 19640 the lowest was 945 971 when the whole state had a
buck-only hunting season. The hunting pressure has exhifutedlistinct peakgFigure15).

The first peak was in the early 1960s, theosel occurred in late 197@sirly 1980s, the third

was inthe early 199Q0sand the fourth yet smallest peak was in the 2000s when licenses were
increased in the DAU, but has dropped off since 2009 when licenses were drastically reduced.

D-43 Hunter Success
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Figure B. Number of hunters and hunter success rate in deer DAB, 29%1-2009.

T 40%

- 20%

0%

| EIHUNTERS  —+~—% SUCCESS |

Hunter Success

Deer hunting success peaked in the early 1960s when a hunter could take 2 or more deer
and since thewason a steady declingntil the mid to late 1990shen success rate averaged
around 20%Figurel5). Since 1999, when the totally limited license system was implemented,
individual hunter success has increagéte 10year, 5year, and 3/ear averages for hunter
success have been 34%, 32%, and 28%, respectively.
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V. Current Management Status

Previous (1988 DAU Plan)Objectives
Population Objective = 8,100 deer
Sex ratio Objective = 24 bucks/100 does

Current Population (up to 2009 data)
PopulationEstimate= 4,700 deer
5-year Average Sex Ratm30bucks/100 does

Current Management Problems

1. UnfavorableWinter Range Conditiong As previously discussed in the HabitagsBurce
(Section 1V),big game habitat condition on winter ranggedeclining throughout the DAU.
The causesf mosthabitatproblemsn D-43includeplant successionahovement towards
more late seral stage or climax communitiadinappropriate historic livestock grazingp(
to the 1960s) Because winter range is considered the most limiting factor for deer,
improvement of winter range condititmroughhabitat projets, such as prescribed fire,
mechanicdthemicalreatmentsand reseedingwould benefit mule deer (Watkins et al.
2007) although treatments may also lead to unintended consequences including noxious
weed invasionsPrivate lands constitute 39% of deenter range in the DAU, with only 1%
protected under Conservation Easements, so collaboration with private landowners to
improve habitat condition is essential.

2. Potential for,and Development Because of the proximity te70, development of
agricultual landsinto residential homegemains a high risk in the Sweetwater and Burns
areaand along the Colorado River Roadver the past 3 decadeanches in thaearby
Eagle Valley have been sold aragpiddevelopment occurred. So far development has been
slow coming to this area but continuing to rely on private land as winter range or severe
winter range may result in severe consequences. Population objectives need to reflect a
reasonable number of animét&t can be supported pablic lands designateas winter
range.

3. Competition with EIK Deer in D43 overlap with an estimaté&d?6 of the White River elk
herd (DAU E6). This elk herd resides in the Flat Tops Wilderness Area and surrounding
lands and is considered the largest elk herd in North Amesiarently numbering almost
43,000 elkEIk numbers have steadily irased from very few elk a century agaurrently
around4,160elk overlapping with deer in 3. EIk may have been forced to expand their
historic winter ranges and move to loweneigons where they have competed with deer on
the limited winter ranges. Elk have more versatile food habits and are a stronger and more
aggressive animal than deer. The resulting increase in elk has probably been to the detriment
of deer.
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VII. Issuesand Strategies

Issue Solicitation Process

An important aspect of the DAU planning process is obtaining input from all segments of
the affected local populations, including the BLM, US Forest Service, HPP committees, and the
interested public. In 2002, aA Plan for D43 was written andgency, HPP, angublic
commensg werereceived(AppendixD). However, due to management concerns associated with
the discovery of CWD on the western slope of Colorado, the DAU planning process was put on
hold until thepresent time.

In 2010, CDOW requested input from the federal agencies,ddRiittees, county
commissioners, and the general public. A new draft DAU plan was posted on the CDOW
website for 30 days, and the plan alternatives were presented in a public meeting in Burns on
August 25, 2010. A press release was issued to solicit oxpdeer issues in-B3 and to
encourage members of the public to attend the public meeting, review the draft plan and the
proposed alternatives, and to submit comments and fill out the questionnaire to state their
preferences on deer management. Isandslternatives were also presented to the Eagle and
Garfield Boards of County Commissioners in August and October 2010. Written comments and
a compilation of the public questionnaires are attached in AppendiXriten comments from
the federal agenes are attached in Appendix F (BE®blorado River Valley Field Office) and
Appendix G (USFSEage/Holy Cross Ranger District).

Public Issues and Concerns
Ten people attended the public meeting in Burns. Comments from participants included:

- Habitat is nothe issue, but rather predators. There are more lions and coyotes
now that there is not as much predator control as in the past.

- Quality of bucks is low.

- Reduce ¥ season buck tags.

- Ranching for Wi ldlife season hust too | on
during the rut.

Five questionnaire responses with written comments were received (Appendix E). The
respondents were all deer hunters and most considered deer hunting to be one of their more
important recreational activities. On average, seeing matare bucks and seeing more deer
overall were the most important aspects of deer hunting. Being able to draw a buck license every
year and experiencing less hunter crowding were moderately important. And harvesting a deer
every year and being able tcadr a doe license every year were less important to the
respondents. Among the population objective alternatives presented, Alternative 37(6(HD0
deer) was most preferred, followed &y overall neutral opinion of Alternative 2 (5,06@00
dee) andopposition to Alternative 1 (4,088,000 deer). For the sex ratio objective, Alternative
2 (2832 bucks/100 does) and Alternative 3@2bucks/100 does) were both supported, and
Alternative 1 (2428 bucks/100 does) was generally not supported.
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FederalAgenci es®6 | ssues and Concerns

BLM6s Colorado River Valley Field Office e
conditionin D4 3 . Al t hough the BLMés | and health ass
standards at the landscape scale, thersmaadler scale habitat concerns including: noxious
weeds, pinofjuniper encroachment into sagebrush shrublands, sagebrush decadence, localized
overbrowsing of shrubs by deer and elk, lack of plant diversity, and private land development
on deer and elk wier range (Appendix F).

The White River National Forest supports Alternatives 2 for both the population
objective and sex ratio objective (gext section for Alternatives) on the basis that these
objective ranges would balance several factors: wiatege habitat conditions and the efficacy
of habitat improvement projects; economic and social benefits of deer hunting; and range
conservation (Appendix G)The Forest Service also supports continuing to reduce the sympatric
elk population to reduce coni@®n with mule deer.

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 Alternativis@(6,000deer) for the
populatbn objectiveand Alternative 332-36 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 basedn additional 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 accordingliasteeof
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 oelgnimgful in the relative
context of thepopulation 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, othe 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 Commissiowekkr, based on newer
information (e.g., occasional samgbased population estimates) the 2010 population model
shows a 2007 population estimate of 10,000 animals is more defensible. In this cdgedtne
would be indexed by multiplying 10,000/8,030the original objective range to yieldnaw
objective range of 6250500.

Indexed objectives will be rounded to the nearest multiple of 10, 50, 100, 500, or 1,000
based omwhether 10% of the objective is < 50, <100, < 500, < 1009,16100, respectigly. 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 to 6,500).

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 objectives we are considering to guide deer managememt3nf@ the next 10
years are listed below.
1 Population Objective Alternatives
4,0005,000deer;5,0066,000deer;6,0007,000deer
1 Sex Ratio Objective Alternatives
24-28 bucks:100 doe®8-32 bucks:100 does32-36 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 williimtnagpecific
competition, body condition of deer, quality of the habitat, and available licenses. Because
naive winter range habitat has degraded ovelptst several decades primadlye to fire
suppressionthe population objective3(100deer) established in the 1988 DAU plan is not
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sustainable

Alternative 1:4,0005,000deer:

This alternative would result in a slight decrease in the population size or would maintain
a status qu¢-15% to +6% changeglative tocurrent (2009posthuntpopulation estimate of
4,700deer. At this reduced populatidensity deer should be in better body condition due to
lower competition among deer flarage and spacalthough annual variation in weather
conditions and future habitat conditions can affect the health and productivity of thelherd.
fawn ratio could increase if does are in better body condition to nurse their young, resulting in
fawns experiencing gher survival ratedn general, the herdt this reduced densighould be
more resilient to severe winter conditidhan in the pasdand should be able to sustain a higher
level of harvest and other mortality

To achieve this population objectivantlerless license quotas could incresksghtly.
Depending on which sex ratio objective is selected, it could be more difficult to draw a buck
license at this smaller population size because there woddivee bucks on the landscape.
Harvest success rateagndecline 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 of deer hunting in the community could increase with more hunters visiting the area.

Alternative 2:5,0006,000 deer:

This alternative wouldnaintain or slightly increagg-6 to +8%) the current population
size of this herdThere would be less competition for forage and habitat among deer than in the
past because the population wouldshghtly lower than the longerm average (~6,500 over the
last 20 years)n severe winters, some deer may die due to poor body condition, ¢perteral
the population should be able to rebound to this &amy quickly under average weather
conditions

To achieve this population objectivantlerless licenses could increase slightly over time.
In the short term, licenses may be maintained for a year or so at the current quotas to allow
population growth. If the high fawn ratio seen last year coainthe population should reach
this objective quicklyLicenses could increase thereafter to stabilize the population size. Hunting
opportunity, harvest success rates, and economic impact would be intermediate under this
alternative compared to Alternagis 1 and 3.

Alternative 3:6,0007,000deer:

This alternative would increase the current population siZ8blyto 386. The past 10
year and 26/ear averages for population size fall within this range. This population level
probably isatthe upper end of what is achievahled sustainable lortgrmwhile still
maintaining adequate hunting opportunifyhere would be more competition among deer, and
the population would be less resilient to severe winters compared to Alternatives Thod, 2.
the population size may fluctuate more in response to weather condiidmsay be slower to
recover following a harsh winter.

To achieve this population objectiteEense numbers would be reduaadmnaintained at
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the currently low quota for searyears possibly 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 successfully dravould likely have a better chance of harvesting

a deer because there would be more.d&sp, runters would experience less crowdiAga

higher population size, there would be more bucks on the landscapeguslal ibe easier to
maintain a higher buck ratitf.the population size drops due to astawinter, both doe and

buck license numbers would likely be reduced until the population recovdicerse numbers
may be less consisteinbm year to yearEconomic benefits from hunting would be reduced
because there would lb@wer hunters contribirtg to local establishments.

Impacts of Sex Ratio Objective Alternatives

The sex ratio objectivdetermins thedesirednumber of bucks per 100 does. This
characteristic most directly impacts the number of antlered licenses issued and the quality and
guantity of bucks that are available to be harvested. Since the population size objective is
established separately, the total number of deer would remain the same. Therefore there would
not be any effect of different levels of sex ratio on the habitathéed for habitat improvement
projects, or game damage/human conflicts.

Alternative 1:24-28 bucks perl00 does:

This alternative would reduce the current observed sex rafiédip 2@6, and would
primarily focus on providing hunting opportunituck licenses available in the 2nd, 3rd, and
possibly4™ seasons would increasdore bucks could be harvested than in the past, but fewer
bucks would survive to maturity, so there would be fewer trophy bucks available in the
population. This alternatiwveould increasdéaunting opportunity antbtal harvest. However,
hunter crowding could be a problem.

Alternative2: 28-32 bucksper 100 does:

This alternative would maintaihe sex ratio at the current level of about 30 bucks per
100 doesThere would b&o change in the season structure. Under this alternétiebuck
ratiowould be managed for a balance between quality buck hunting and opportunity to draw a
buck license.

Alternative 3:32-36 bucks perl00 does:

This alternative would increase the @nt observed sex ratio 696 to 20%0. The goal
would be to produce high quality bucks, but would limit hunter opportuBitgk licenses in?
and ¥ seasons would be reduc@a maintained at the lower quotas set in 2008 and 2009)
relieve hunting pressure on bucks. The opportunity to draw a buck license wéagebthan
in the pastso hunters should expect that they might not be able to hunt for bucks in the DAU
every year. Howevemore bucks would survive to maturity, so$le hunters who drew a buck
license would have more opportunity to harvest a quality buck.
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IX.CDOW Recommended Objectives

Current Population Estimate: 4,700deer (postiunt 2009)
10-year Average Population Estimate: 6,600deer (poshunt 20062009)
Previous (1988 DAU Plan) Population Objective8,100 deer

Current (2011 DAU Plan) Population Objective: 5,0006,000deer

Current Sex Ratio Estimate: 30 bucks/100 does (gear average)
10-year Average Sex Ratio: 30 bucks/100 does (paesiunt 2000200)
Previous (1988 DAU Plan) Sex Ratio Objective23 bucks/100does

Current (2011 DAU Plan) Sex Ratio Objective: 28-32bucks/100 does

Justification and Rationale:

PopulationSizeObjective: Theseleced posthunt population objective of 5,088000 deer is a
6-28% increase from the 2009 pdmint population estimate d{700 deeya 924% decrease

from the 10year average pojation estimate of 6,60@&nd a26-38% decrease from th@evious
objective ¢ 8,10 deer. Population estimates indicate thaptiegiouspopulation objective of

8,100 has not been sustainable over the past 2 decades, nor is it a practicahionigjective

given the multitude of mule deer habitat issues in the DAU. Althauglay be possible to

achieve a higher population for a short time under 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 density lotgrm isunlikely. The occasional severe weather event, such

as high snowfall, freezing rain, or several years of drought, can combine with aksstydent
competition and mortality (including predation and hunting) to yield low fawn survival and
sometimes redw@a adult survival. A population managed at a high density has a lower growth
rate than a population at an intermediate density and will experience wider population
fluctuations in response to changes in weather, harvest, and other mortality factorse Licen
numbers and hunting opportunity would likewise fluctuate more widely in response to
population size.

Instead, at an intermediate population density, the deer population will have a higher
intrinsic growth rate, will rebound more quickly following a seveinter or other extreme
weather event, and deer license quotas should likewise be more consistent between years. The
general public would like to see more deer than there currently are, sele¢bhecpopulation
objective would aim to increase the @nt population, but only to a level that is realistically
achievable and sustainable.

Habitat improvement and protectianll facilitate an increase from the current
population size Existing winter range habitahouldbe treated to rejuvenate browsenptaand
any habitat loss due to land development should be 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, antless licenses will likely remain at their currently low quota
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 an intermediate density, at which deer body
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condition, fawn production, and survival rates are generally highest.

Sex Rati@bjective Theseleced sex ratio 028-32 bucks:100 doewould maintain the cuent
5-year and 1§/ear average buck ratio of 30 bucks:100 does, and woldd berease af 7-

33% over thepreviousobjective of 23 bucks:100 does. Prior to 1999, it was not practical to
attempt to increase the sex ratio above a range-28bXucks:10@loes. 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 be controlled. Public opinion surveys have indicated that
most hunters wariioththe opportunityto huntevery yeamandto see more and larger bucks.
Maintaining the ratio at 282 bucks:100 doewill strike a balance between buck hunting
opportunity and quality of bucksThe number of buck licenses available each year would likely
remain the same itmally, and as the overall population increases, buck licenses could be
increased to maintain the currignbbservedsex ratio.
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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 -43

Permitted Allotments

42

Percent Area Area
area (km2) (acres) AUMs
Allotment within D- within D- within D- in D- YEARLING
Number Allotment Name 43 43 43 43 CATTLE CATTLE HORSE | SHEEP

Albertson-King
03530 Mtn 100% 4.5 1,114 133 YES

Albertson-Maiden
08653 Spg 100% 3.3 820 53 YES
08661 Antelope Cr 100% 15.5 3,821 324 YES
08654 Benton 100% 6.1 1,500 161 YES
08228 Canyon Ck 68% 2.0 496 50 YES
08207 Canyon Creek 100% 10.0 2,480 144 YES YES
08618 Derby Ridge 100% 6.9 1,695 26 YES
08610 E Sunnyside 100% 2.1 525 40 YES YES
08650 Egeria Park 100% 0.7 167 25 YES
08663 Elk Cr 55% 5.2 1,286 40 YES
08656 Gates 100% 0.7 164 13 YES
08632 Hack Cr 100% 20.7 5,105 531 YES
08631 Horse Cr 100% 40.6 10,026 355 YES
08666 King Mtn 100% 37.3 9,222 147 YES
08649 Lower Coffeepot 100% 26.9 6,658 430 YES
08672 Luark 100% 6.0 1,490 84 YES
08636 McKeen Cr 100% 15 368 103 YES
08644 Moniger Ridge 1 100% 4.0 999 34 YES
08646 Moniger Ridge 2 100% 2.9 720 27 YES
08635 Mooney 100% 2.2 554 30 YES
08604 North King Mtn 100% 16.6 4,108 575 YES
08647 Onion Ridge 100% 30.1 7,435 475 YES
08626 Red Dirt 100% 11.9 2,949 50 YES
08615 River Com 100% 15.7 3,885 38 YES
08637 S McKeen Cr 100% 6.5 1,604 5 YES
08614 Spring Cr 100% 20.3 5,012 152 YES YES
08203 Storm King 100% 23.9 5,916 112 YES
08665 Strubi A Nick 100% 0.8 204 30 YES
08613 Sunnyside 100% 2.7 669 25 YES
08611 Sunnyside Ind 100% 7.5 1,856 98 YES

Upper Jack
08645 Spring 100% 0.3 77 49 YES
08612 W Sunnyside 100% 15 375 22 YES
08629 Willow Cr 100% 13.4 3,316 212 YES

TOTALS: 351 86,618 4,593




Vacant Allotments

Percent Area Area
area (km2) (acres)
Allotment within D- within D- within D-
Number Allotment Name 43 43 43

08602 H&H Ind 100% 5 1,143
08201 Kaiser Hells Hole 100% 6 1,399
08652 McCoy 75% 1 263
08205 Mitchell Oasis 100% 9 2,110
08651 North McCoy 9% 0 104
08206 Oasis Cr 100% 6 1,434
08202 Possum Cr 100% 8 1,855
08628 Sheep Cr G&F 100% 9 2,214
08648 Upper Coffeepot 100% 4 908

TOTALS: 46 11,431
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APPENDIX B: U.S. Forest Service gazing allotments within DAU D-43

Permitted Allotments

Area
Percent | (km2) Area
Allotment area in in D- (acres) | AUMs in D- Horse
Number Allotment Name | Status D-43 43 in D-43 43 Cattle | Sheep | Goats S Mules
00401 Coffee Pot S&G | Active 100% 125 30,864 2,515 | NO YES NO YES NO
00404 Derby C&H Active 100% 198 48,955 5,700 | YES NO NO YES NO
Heart
Lake/Patterson
00410 Cr S&G Active 26% 22 5,419 123 | NO YES NO YES NO
Hunns Peak
00411 S&G Active 3% 1 217 12 | NO YES NO YES NO
00412 Deep Lake S&G | Active 80% 32 7,950 617 | NO YES NO YES NO
Lake
Creek/Deep
00413 Creek C&H Active 100% 76 18,871 2,700 | YES NO NO YES NO
00419 Sunnyside C&H Active 100% 24 5,990 2,235 | YES NO NO NO NO
Grizzly/Johnson
00825 S&G Active 100% 36 9,009 3,037 | NO YES NO YES NO
Derby Peaks
00221 S&G Active 46% 15 3,720 * NO YES NO YES NO
Shingle Peak
00235 S&G Active 13% 3 852 * NO YES NO YES NO
Trappers Peak
00239 S&G Active 2% 1 205 * NO YES NO YES NO
00832 Quartzite S&G Active 100% 76 18,660 * NO YES NO YES NO
Sweetwater Forage
00420 C&H Reserve 100% 40 9,993 * YES NO NO NO NO
TOTAL: 650 | 160,706 | minimum
16939
(Lacking
data for
several
allotments)
Vacant/Closed Allotments
Area
Percent | (km2) | Area
Allotment area in in D- (acres)
Number Allotment Name | Status D-43 43 in D-43
Fawn Creek/Rim
00406 Lake Vacant 70% 37 9,117
Grizzly Creek
00808 C&H Vacant 100% 11 2,837
00812 No Name C&H Vacant 100% 40 9,975
00818 Blue Lake Vacant 100% 19 4,793
North W _ Mtn Closed 100% 13 3,160
South _W_ Mtn Closed 100% 14 3,516
Misc-5 Closed 100% 17 4,236
Sweetwater Closed 100% 12 2,924
Grizzly Creek Closed 100% 5 1,148
Misc-13 Closed 85% 33 8,220
TOTAL: 202 49,927

* = Data not available
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APPENDIX C: License draw information for D-43, 20072009.RFW = Ranching for

Wildlife program.i# of Licenses Soldo i s someti mes
licenses thatvere voided or returned.
2007 DAU D-43 DRAW INFORMATION
# of # of 1st Choice
Lics Applicants Min Pref Pts
Hunt Code | Method/Season Sex Quota | Sold Sold Out resident | nonres | total | resident | nonres
DE02501A . 230 174 Never 35 24 59 0 0
Archery Either
DE03401A 150 131 Never 24 6 30 0 0
DM02501M Buck 100 83 At Choice 2 48 51 99 0 0
DM03401M 100 96 Leftovers 49 18 67 0 0
Muzzleloader
DF02501M Doe 100 38 Never 8 0 8 0 0
DF03401M 100 58 Never 23 0 23 0 0
DE025P2R Rifle-2nd-PLO 140 08 Never 8 14 22 0 0
DE025P3R Rifle-3rd-PLO Either Never 6 5 11 0 0
DE034P2R Rifle-2nd-PLO 50 13 Never 2 0 2 0 0
DE034P3R Rifle-3rd-PLO Never 0 0 0 0 0
DF02502R lele-an 800 649 Never 39 6 45 0 0
DF02503R Rifle-3rd Doe Never 45 2 47 0 0
DF03402R lele-an 350 199 Never 12 2 14 0 0
DF03403R Rifle-3rd Never 12 0 12 0 0
DMO02502R Rifle-2nd 1025 068 Leftovers 134 151 285 0 0
DMO02503R Rifle-3rd Leftovers 126 161 287 0 0
DM02504R Rifle-4th Buck 50 46 At Choice 1 78 81 159 1 1
DMO03402R Rifle-2nd 500 480 Leftovers 42 24 66 0 0
DMO03403R Rifle-3rd Leftovers 24 4 28 0 0
DM03404R Rifle-4th 30 28 At Choice 2 17 12 29 0 0
DE025M1R RFW-Private Either 50 50 N/A
DEO025W1R RFW-Public 6 6 At Choice 1 100 0 100 11
DF025W1R RFW-Public 60 60 At Choice 1 61 0 61 0 0
RFW-Private,
DF0251MR Donated Doe 5 N/A
RFW- Private,
DF025M2R Youth Donated 5 N/A
2008 DAU D-43 DRAW INFORMATION
# of # of 1st Choice
Lics Applicants Min Pref Pts
Hunt Code | Method/Season Sex Quota | Sold Sold Out resident | nonres | total | resident | nonres
DE02501A . 230 228 Leftovers 38 22 60 0 0
Archery Either
DE03401A 150 149 | Leftovers 32 1 33 0 0
DM02501M Buck 100 90 At Choice 5 34 31 65 0 0
DM03401M 100 95 Leftovers 41 22 63 0 0
Muzzleloader
DF02501M Doe 100 70 Never 6 0 6 0 0
DF03401M 100 89 Never 24 0 24 0 0
DE025P2R Rifle-2nd-PLO 140 136 Leftovers 7 10 17 0 0
DEO025P3R Rifle-3rd-PLO Either Leftovers 4 6 10 0 0
DEO34P2R Rifle-2nd-PLO 50 32 Never 2 0 2 0 0
DEO34P3R Rifle-3rd-PLO Never 0 0 0 0 0
DF02502R Rifle-2nd 650 642 Leftovers 58 3 61 0 0
DF02503R Rifle-3rd Doe Leftovers 18 0 18 0 0
DF03402R Rifle-2nd 250 238 Leftovers 12 0 12 0 0
DF03403R Rifle-3rd Leftovers 19 0 19 0 0
DMO02502R Rifle-2nd Buck 600 571 | At Choice 2 172 123 295 0 0
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DM02503R Rifle-3rd At Choice 2 87 122 209 0 0
DM02504R Rifle-4th 50 43 At Choice 1 65 55 120 0 1
DM03402R Rifle-2nd 325 292 Leftovers 47 21 68 0 0
DM03403R Rifle-3rd Leftovers 20 7 27 0 0
DM03404R Rifle-4th 30 30 | At Choice 2 14 5 19 0 0
DE025M1R RFW-Private Either 50 50 N/A
DE025W1R RFW-Public 6 4 At Choice 1 107 0 107 11
DF025W1R RFW-Public 60 60 | At Choice 2 59 0 59 0 0

RFW-Private,
DF025M2R Donated Doe 5 N/A

RFW- Private,
DF0251MR Youth Donated 5 N/A

2009 DAU D-43 DRAW INFORMATION
# of # of 1st Choice
Lics Applicants Min Pref Pts

Hunt Code | Method/Season Sex Quota | Sold Sold Out resident | nonres | total | resident | nonres
DE02501A Archery Either 115 110 | Leftovers 25 13 38 0 0
DE03401A 75 72 Leftovers 33 6 39 0 0
DM02501M Buck 50 47 At Choice 2 32 21 53 0 0
DM03401M 50 45 At Choice 2 40 11 51 0 0

Muzzleloader
DF02501M Doe 50 50 Leftovers 5 0 5 0 0
DF03401M 50 49 Leftovers 19 1 20 0 0
DEO25P2R Rifle-2nd-PLO 75 73 Leftovers 7 10 17 0 0
DEO25P3R Rifle-3rd-PLO Either Leftovers 6 4 10 0 0
DEO34P2R Rifle-2nd-PLO o5 o5 Leftovers 1 0 1 0 0
DEO34P3R Rifle-3rd-PLO Leftovers 1 0 1 0 0
DF02502R Rifle-2nd 275 264 Leftovers 51 2 53 0 0
DF02503R Rifle-3rd Doe Leftovers 22 0 22 0 0
DF03402R Rifle-2nd 100 89 Leftovers 19 0 19 0 0
DF03403R Rifle-3rd Leftovers 10 0 10 0 0
DM02502R Rifle-2nd 450 426 At Choice 2 135 115 250 0 0
DM02503R Rifle-3rd At Choice 2 75 116 191 0 0
DMO02504R Rifle-4th Buck 35 31 At Choice 1 73 32 105 1 1
DM03402R Rifle-2nd 250 236 At Choice 6 54 20 74 0 0
DM03403R Rifle-3rd At Choice 6 17 11 28 0 0
DM03404R Rifle-4th 20 20 | AtChoice 1 23 3 26 0 0
DEO025M1R RFW-Private Either 50 50 N/A
DE025W1R RFW-Public 6 6 At Choice 1 109 0 109 12
DF025W1R RFW-Public 30 29 At Choice 1 53 0 53 0 0

RFW-Private,
DF025M2R Donated Doe 5 N/A

RFW- Private,
DF0251MR Youth Donated 5 N/A
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APPENDIXD: FederalAgeng/ and Public comments from 2002

Input from Federal land management agencies, HPP committee, and the generalgsublic
sought in 2002 when Gene Byrne, nostired Terrestrial Biologist, was preparing earlier draft
DAU plans forseveraklk and deeherds However, due to management concerns associated
with the discovery of CWD on the western slope of Colorado, the plabhing process was

put on hold until the present time. Below isedectedsummary of issues and concerns raised in
2002

Glenwood Springs meetingth Federal Agencies,/16/02

This meeting was attended by 6 people from the White River National Pdeestan 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 Kinser.

The White River Elk herd @) and the Brush Creek Deer herd1B) were specifically

discussed while the other DAUsB D-13, D43, D53, E12, E15 & E-16) were discussed in

general with similar trends and issues that apply-6oaad D14.

Deer Issues

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

¢ Fire suppression has hurt the letegm condition and trend of mule deer ranges in these
DAUs.

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

¢ 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 the meeting that an average 10% reduction in the
current deer population and entrease in the sex ratio objective by an average of 14% for all
of the DAU plans are reasonable goals.

HPP Meeting, 4/10/02

A meeting with the Burns Hole HPP was held on April 10, 2002 at the Burns Baptist
Church to solicit comments concerning DAU pl&& E12, D8, and D43. These comments,
suggestion and recommendation were recorded on a flip chart. Some of the comments have been
edited or expanded to preserve the meaning. Some of the comments apply more teydae five
season structure discussiofhe next new season structure will be implemented in the 2005.
These comments should be reviewed and presented as part of these deliberations.
D-43 Comments
¢ Need to obtain older age classes of buck deer in the population
¢ Does DOW consider how many licassthey issue and the affect on the buck population?
¢ The biggest problem facing deer is predators (coyote and mountain lions) not loss of deer

habitat

¢ Need more buck deer

Public Meetings5/8/02 and 5/9/02
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Two public meetings were held to determine public 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 gwasrat 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 populatoamics. 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, testrgal Biologist were in attendance to answer questions
and serve the public. Additionally, the DAU plans and questionnaires were made available at the
Glenwood Springs office.

Results:
Attendancéd only two people showed up at the Carbondale meeting gewple at the Gypsum
meeting. Only 4 questionnaires were completed and turned in for analysis.

1. Are you...
4 a resident of Colorado? 0  anonresident of Colorado?

2. Do you live in GMUs 25, 26, 34, 35, 36, 43, 44, 45,444, 4717
4 Yes
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, Ifyes, how many acres.5, 1,58@

4, Which group(s) do your opinions about deer managemest represent?
(Check all that apply)
1. 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

©ONDOAWN

If you checked more than one response in Question 4 above, write the numbédNEthe
GROUPIlisted that younost representi

______Rancher/farrar

______ Business owner
Landowner

i Guide/outfitter
Government employee

arwnE
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6. 2 Hunter/sportsperson
7. Environmental/conservation interest
8 Other, please explain

5. Pleaseindicathy or der of preference, what seasons yol
hi ghest preference and f40 being the | owest pr

Type Hunter

Archery 3 4 2

Muzzleloading | 2 3

Regular 1 1 1 1

Other 2

Do Not Hunt

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 increase deer nundidhgs 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 forage in goodioanditlso,

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 CDOW igotrecommenihg 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. Decrease* -16% -15% -10% -15% -8%

Decrease over 25%

Decrease 1125% 1 1

Decrease 110% 1

No Change 2 1 1 1 1

Feel Deer population | 1 1 1 1 1
Objectives should
increase

* 9% Decrease compared to the current (2001)-posting season population
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2. The Glenwood Springs area deer herds are currently managed for a sex ratio object?® of 23
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 sty antlered deer with a minimum eingh

antler. Because all deer hunting in the Glenwood Springs area is how totally limited (no mdaheover
counter licenses), the DOW is able to manipulate the buck:doe ratio by the number of licenses that are
issued. Therefore, with the exception of D14 and D53, the DOW is considering increasing the buck ratios
to a range o25-35 bucks per 100 does per DAU. How satisfied are you with these recommendations?
(Please check one box per DAU):

©

o < o 3 3 2 IS

2 o 2 2 2 o - c 1 I
525|882 Ef, 22 | ST | 22| E | B | EL | 28
oo |ET2BOETS o7 o F > © = 52 (TN .2
OTn| 3x%xX0 O xXx0O > u E n = 0 Q = g ER > 8

0 g [a) na & 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
* D531 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 seasqR¥ase check one box per herd that you have personally
hunted)

Deer | % | 5% | 23 g 2 | & | &8
Herd | o8 | 28 | 58 T 52 | 22 | g8
(DAU) 21 38| 02 z o5 | 36 &
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 se@Bteesie check one box per herd that you

have personally hunted)
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3 g 3 3 — ° T °

Deer > % 2% o 22 B =2

Hed | o% | 28 | 58 | g | 22 | 82 | 8¢

(DAU) 2 3 2 ) 2 z o3 S 3 3
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 itsieawood Springs area deer herds?

Deer | % | % | 2% | S | 2& | £& | .2
Herd | &% | 28 | 53 3 52 | 22 | g8
(DAU) 2 88 7 2 pd o8 S 3 3
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 seasafter November 10

3. Have 3point antler or better restriction for deer hunting
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Appendix E: 2010Public questionnaire responses and commesn

Text of public comment questionnaire:
1. Areyou a deer hunter?
___ YES(CONTINUE WITH QUESTDN2) __ NO (GO TO QUESTION9)

2. As arecreational activity, how important is deer hunting for you compared to your other recreational activitiesth@heck
MY MOST IMPORTANT RECREATIONAL ACTIVITY
ONE OF MY MORE IMPORANT 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 EVERYYEAR

BEING ABLE TO DRAW ADOE LICENSE EVERY YR

SEEING MORE MATURE BJCKS

SEEING MORE DEER

EXPERIENCING LESS HMTER CROWDING

4. Please indicate how many seasons you have hunted deer in each of the following GMUs.
GMU 25: GMU 26: GMU 34:
SEASONS SEASONS SEASONS

5. Which of the following GMUs did you hunt deer in 2009?
____GMU 25 ___GMU26 ___GMU 34 ____none of these GMUs

6. Which best describes the land you deer hunt in GMU 25, 26, or 34? (check all that apply)
___ PRIVATE LAND WHICH | OWN

___ PRIVATE LAND THAT | LEASE

____PRIVATE LAND | DONGT OWN BUT HUNT FOR IREE

___ FEDERAL, STATE OR COUNTY PUBLC LANDS

____UNSURE

7. In how many years of the past 3 have you applied for antlerless deer permits in GMUs 25, 26, and/or 347?
___OvYEARS _1vear ___2YEARS ___ 3YEARS

8. Which best describes your 2009 deer harvest in GMUs 25, 26, and/or 34?
_____ 1 DID NOT HUNT DEERIN GMUS 25,26,0R 34 (GO TO QUESTION3)

__ IHUNTED BUT DID NOTHARVEST A DEER

__ IHARVESTED A BUCK

___ IHARVESTED A DOE

9. Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied were you with your 2009 deer hunting experience in GMUs 25, 26, and/or 34?

___VERY __SOMEWHAT __NEITHER SATISFIED __ SOMEWHAT __VERY

SATISFIED SATISFIED NOR DISSATISFIED DISSATISFIED DISSATISFIED
10. Do you live in GMU 25, 26, or 347 (see attached map) ____YES __NO
11. Do you own huntable property in GMU 25, 26, or 34? ___YES __NO
12. Do you guide or outfit for deer in GMU 25, 26, or 34? ___YES __NO

HERD POPULATION ALTERNATIVES

Alternative 1:4,0005,000deer:
This alternative would result in a slight decrease in the population size or would maintain a status quo relsitiset to
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population estimate of 4,700 deer. In general, the herd at this reduced density should be more resilient to severe winte
conditions than in the past and should be able to sustain a higher level of harvest and other mortality.

To achieve this popation objective, antlerless license quotas could increase slightly. Depending on which sex ratio obje
selected, it could be more difficult to draw a buck license at this smaller population size because there would be $earer

the landscapé-arvest success rate may decline because of having more hunters in the field seeking out relatively fewe
and hunter crowding may be an issue. On the other hand, the economic impact of deer hunting in the community could
with more huntersisiting the area.

Alternative 2:5,0006,000 deer:

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

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

Alternative 3:6,0067,000deer:

This alternative would increase the current population size. This populetiel probably is at the upper end of what is
achievable and sustainable let@gm while still maintaining adequate hunting opportunity. There would be more competit
among deer, and the population would be less resilient to severe winters compdrechatives 1 and 2. Thus, the populatio
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 numbers would be reduced or maintained at tHg lmwrgobta for several
years, possibly lonterm, to allow population growth. There would be less opportunity to draw a license and hunters mig
be able to draw a license every year. However, those who do successfully draw would likely havelaanegeof harvesting
deer because there would be more deer. Also, hunters would experience less crowding. At a higher population size, th
be more bucks on the landscape, so it could be easier to maintain a higher buck ratio. If the psjzglatiops due to a harsh
winter, both doe and buck license numbers would likely be reduced until the population recovers, so license numberssn
consistent from year to year. Economic benefits from hunting would be reduced because there veweéd Huenters
contributing to local establishments.

13. After reading the text box above, please indicate your support/opposition for the following population
alternatives for GMUS5, 26, and 34

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

Alternative 1: 4,0065,000 deer

Slight decrease / maintain current 1 2 3 4 5
population size

Alternative 2: 5,008,000 deer

Maintain current population size / slight 1 2 3 4 5
increase

Alternative 3: 6,0067,000 deer
Increase the population size
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Herd Composition Alternatives

Alternative 1:24-28 bucks per 100 does:

This alternative would reduce the current observed sex ratio by 7% to 20%, and would primarily focus on providing hunt
opportunity. Buck licenses available in the 2nd, 3rd, and possirBIyeasons would increase. More bucks could be harvesteq
in the past, but fewer bucks would survive to maturity, so there would be fewer trophy bucks available in the population.
alternative would increase hunting opportunity and total harvest. However, hunter crowding could be a problem.

Alternative 2:28-32 bucks per 100 does:
This alternative would maintain the sex ratio at the current level of about 30 bucks per 100 does. There would be natoha
season structure. Under this alternative, the buck ratio would be managed for a balance belityelenauaunting and
opportunity to draw a buck license.

Alternative 3:32-36 bucks per 100 does:
This alternative would increase the current observed sex ratio by 7% to 20%. The goal would be to produce hig
bucks, but would limit hunter oppanity. Buck licenses in® and 3 seasons would be reduced (or maintained at the lower
quotas set in 2008 and 2009) to relieve hunting pressure on bucks. The opportunity to draw a buck license would beitow
the past, so hunters should expect thay might not be able to hunt for bucks in the DAU every year. However, more buck
would survive to maturity, so those hunters who drew a buck license would have more opportunity to harvest a quality b

14. After reading the text box above, please indicate your support/opposition for the following buck to
doe ratio alternatives for GMUs, 26, and 34

NEITHER

STRONGLY SOMEWHAT SUPPORT NOR SOMEWHAT STRONGLY

SUPPORT SUPPORT OPPOSE OPPOSE OPPOSE

Alternative 1: decrease the sex ratio te23 1 2 3 4 5
bucks/100 does
Alternative 2: maintain the current sex ratio ( 1 5 3 4 5
28-32 bucks/100 does
Alternative 3: increase the sex ratio to32 1 5 3 4 5

bucks/100 does
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Questionnaire responses:

Summary/averaged
Question 1 2 3 4 5 responses
1.  Areyou adeer hunter? Y Y Y Y Y Y (5)
2. As arecreational activity, how important is deer hunting for you
compared to your other recreational activities? a = most important; b
= one of my more important; c= no more important than any other; d
= less important; e= not at all important b b b b c b (4); c(1)
3. Which aspects of deer hunting are most important to you? (1)
most important to (6) least important
harvesting a deer every year 6 4 6 4 5 5.0
being able to draw a buck license every year 2 3 5 1 4 3.0
being able to draw a doe license every year 5 6 4 4 6 5.0
seeing more mature bucks 3 1 1 4 1 2.0
seeing more deer 1 2 2 4 3 24
experiencing less hunter crowding 4 5 3 4 2 3.6
GMU
25 1 4 2 0 6 3
GMU
26 1 12 0 0 0 3
4. Please indicate how many seasons you have GMU
hunted deer in each of the following GMUs. 34 2 0 0 6 0 2
GMU
25 N N N N Y | N@4);YQ)
GMU
26 N Y N N N | N@4);YQ)
GMU
5. Which of the following GMUs did you hunt deer in 34 N N N Y N | N(4);Y(2)
2009? none Y N Y N N N (3); Y(2)
6. Which best describes the land you deer hunt in GMU 25, 26, or
347 (check all that apply) a = private land which | own; b = private
land that | lease; ¢ = private land | don't own but hunt for free; d = public (4); private/own
public land; e = unsure d a ad d d 2
7. In how many years of the past 3 have you applied for
antlerless deer permits in GMUs 25, 26, or 34? 0 0 0 0 2 0.4
did not hunt deer in D-
8. Which best describes your 2009 deer harvest in GMUs 25, 26, 43 (2); hunted but did
or 34? a = | did not hunt deer in GMUs 25, 26, or 34; b = | hunted but not harvest (2);
did not harvest; c = | harvested a buck; d = | harvested a doe a b a c b harvested a buck (1)
9. Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied were you with your 2009
deer hunting experience in GMUs 25, 26, and/or 34? a = very somewhat dissatisfied
satisfied; b = somewhat satisfied; ¢ = neutral; d = somewhat (2); somewhat
dissatisfied; e = very dissatisfied d b d satisfied (1)
10. Do you live in GMU 25, 26, or 34? (see attached map) N Y Y N Y Y (3); N(2)
11. Do you own huntable property in GMU 25, 26, or 34? N Y Y N N N (3); Y(2)
12. Do you guide or outfit for deer in GMU 25, 26, or 34? N Y N N N N (4); Y(2)
13.  After reading the text box above, please indicate your
support/opposition for the following population alternatives for GMUs
25, 26, and 34. 1 = strongly support; 2 = somewhat support; 3 =
neutral; 4 = somewhat oppose; 5 = strongly oppose
Alternative 1: 4,000-5,000 deer 5 5 4 3 5 4.4
Alternative 2: 5,000-6,000 deer 4 2 4 1 3 2.8
Alternative 3: 6,000-7,000 deer 1 1 1 4 1 1.6
14. After reading the text box above, please indicate your
support/opposition for the following buck to doe ratio alternatives for
GMUs 25, 26, and 34. 1 = strongly support; 2 = somewhat support; 3
= neutral; 4 = somewhat oppose; 5 = strongly oppose
Alternative 1: 24-28 bucks/100 does 4 5 2 4 3.8
Alternative 2: 28-32 bucks/100 does 2 2 4 1 2 2.2
Alternative 3: 32-36 bucks/100 does 4 2 1 5 1 2.6
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Public input comments:

Comment 1When possible, | like to be able to have quality hunts with leftover ¥rah@ice

buck tags. To me, 34 is good bet for hunting with a leftover tag, but there seem to be far fewer

deer available there than in nearby units (especially 33, but also 25 and 26). | believe statistics

also support this theory of mine. | enjoy the lowanting pressure in 34 compared to the rest of

the Flat Tops, but the success rates are abysmal, and | would like to see fewer public land doe
tags issued for this unit. Whack all the pri
public landdeer that most hunters are after. Many of those private land deer will never set foot

on public land anyway. The 5 year averaffesBason buck only success rate in 34 is just 16.6%

and only 3% last year, which is considerably less than half the avéfagagon success rate of

43% throughout the rest of Western Coloradds ason doesndt average mu
23.8% for bucks only for the last 5 years, which is about half the avefasga8on success rate

among units West of 125. Anyway, litkk 34 could benefit from a reduction in public land doe

licenses in order to improve the public land buck hunting. Reducing doe licenses unit wide is

helpful for the whole area, but since you already localize your doe management, | feel like 34

could usen little extra caution with doe harvest. | realize there were only 100 licenses issued for
2%and3¥season these past two years, but it would
further. Going back to 250 licenses(2008), 350 licenses (20®0D0dicenses (20602006)

seems excessive to me at this point and it will take a long time to rebuild to where you will be

able to do so, if ever.

Comment 2: | feel the deer (and elk) population, both in quantity and qusMgry poor in
areas 25 & 8. | know that the winter several years ago was very hard on the deer, yet you kept
giving out doe permits like nothing had happened. | feel there are two main problems:
(1) Ranching for wildlife
- Their season is way too long (5+ months)
- They shoot way tomany quality bucks
- They pressure the elk for 5 plus months a year, pushing them into big herds and finally
pressuring them out [of] the area that Ranching for Wildlife hunts
(2) Predators
- Way too many coyotes, way too many bears
| want to see a lot moreedr. The elk are all but kicked out of here so there should be plenty
more for the deer.

Comment 3: As a ranchland owner of 5000 acres in unit 25, | feel we need a change in lion
hunting regulations so younger h oufithsterseln ( g
al so am dissatisfied when Aranching for wil
very unfair, | 6ve not all owed deer hunting
up follow does onto this property and arevested. Public & private hunting needs to stop on
the same date with no hunting during the Arut

o Q=
>0 —
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Comment 4:

Overall, support alternative 2 to maintain a deer herd of 5000-6000 deer with buck to doe ratios of 28-
32 bucks per 100 does. Maintaining 30 bucks per 100 does would be preferable, even though DAU43
deer numbers are not as high as other DAU’s in the state.

My hunting experience is in GMU 34, which is a difficult unit to hunt for deer. Deer tend to hold their
elevation as long as possible before moving onto the transitional and winter range. This is probably due
to the short migration distance that deer have to travel from their summer range. The terrain also
makes deer hunting In GMU 34 difficult due to the steep terrain, dense vegetation and limited glassing
opportunities. Late season access can also be limited due to deep snow. | am familiar with GMU 25 and
GMU 286, but have not had the opportunity to hunt in these units due to the limitations on buck tags to
draw within these units without any preference points.

Main limitation on maintaining or increasing deer numbers in DAU43 is the transitional habitat and
winter range. The transitional habitat consisting of aspen and mountain shrubs is in pretty poor shape
for DAU as a whole. Mature aspen with little regeneration and the onset of sudden aspen decline has
reduced the carrying capacity for transitional range. The aspen, mixed with mountain shrubs and winter
range is probably one of the most important habitats since it provides food and shelter during spring,
fall and winter manths. This zone is also heavily used by elk, cattle and sheep during various portions of
the year. The competing uses of this transitional/winter range is potentially at risk from being lost from
so much ungulate use. Once this is lost, a resultant decline in deer numbers would most likely result.

Since the CDOW is not responsible for management of the habitat, the only control factors CDOW can
implement is managing deer and elk numbers. Federal agencies have the ability to affect the habitat
through cattle and sheep management plans, and of course, habitat management. Habitat
management may consist of vegetation treatments, such as prescribed fire, prescribed natural fire.
Small treatments of a couple hundred acres would have some benefits, but would also concentrate
ungulate use during certain times of the year. For treatments to. be effective, large areas (tens of
thousands of acres) would need to be treated across the DAU43 to spread out the potential for
concentrated use. This in itself would be a great challenge to pull off, but one that could benefit deer
herd numbers within DAU43. It is possible though, as land managers are assessing resource
management options during wildfire starts, risks and benefits on federal lands. One good example of
resource management decisions that improved habitat for deer is the Spring Creek fire afea in GMU34.
Also, the Meadow Creek fire could potentially benefit deer habitat in GMU33.

Right now, since the transitional/winter range deer habitat in DAU43 is limited, the CDOW should focus
on reducing elk numbers in DAUA43 if the management goal is to increase deer herd numbers. Elk can
easily out compete deer in this transitional/winter habitat zone. Alternative 2 for DAU43, may not even
be attainable in respect to meeting a deer herd of 5000-600C animals due to the poor conditions of the
current transitional/winter habitat. Therefore, in support of keeping deer herd numbers at status quo
or slightly increasing, | would support a reduction in the elk numbers in DAU43, and a more proactive
prescribed fire management program instituted by the Forest Service and BLM for habitat improvement.
| would not support reducing doe deer numbers in an effort to increase the buck to doe ratio.

Comment 5: Shut off the late hunt. Need lots more predator control. To[o] many lions!
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Appendix F. BLM comments

/ 4
United States Department of the Interior M

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT TAKE PRIDE®
Colorado River Valley Field Office INAMERICA
2300 River Frontage Rd.

Silt, Colorado 81652

970-876-9000
IN REPLY TO:
CON040

CO-140
1110
November 4, 2010

Perry Will - Area Wildlife Manager
Colorado Divigion of Wildlife
50633 Highway 6 & 24

Glenwood Springs, CO 81601

Dear Mr, Will,

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Colorado River Valley Field Office
{(CRVFQO) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Data Analysis Unit
(DAU) plans for the Maroon Bells deer herd (D-13) and the Sweetwater Creek
deer herd (D-43). BLM landg within D-13 and D-43 are the center of both
conflict and opportunity. BLM land management issues are complex due to:
changing regional and local economies, population growth, shifting
demographics, the expansion of resgidential areas on private lands, tourlsm,
and local and degtination-based recreation demand.

Acknowledging the states’ role in managing big game populations, the CRVFO
would like to provide information on habitat conditions in D-13 and D-43. BIM
utilizes land health standards to describe conditions needed to sustain
public land health. The standards are applied on a landscape scale, address
the peotential of the landscape, and relate to all uses of the public lands.
Land health assessments were completed in D-43 in 2006 and 2008. A land
health assessment was performed in D-13 in 2010, however a report of the
findings will not be available until spring of 2011.

Cn a watershed basis, standards for public land health are being achieved on
BLM lands at the time of the land health agsessment in D-43 and preliminarily
indications are that land health standards are being achieved in D-13 also.
No forage lgsues between livestock and blg game were identified. The
interdisciplinary team did note certain leocalized land health concerns, which
were not gevere or widesgpread enough to rate any of the landscapes as not
meeting the standards. These inciude:

s Presence of noxious weeds and undesirable species such as cheatgrass,

s Pinyon-juniper woodland encroachment into sagebrush shrublands,

¢ Sagebrush decadence,

o Locally heavy browsing (hedging}of shrubs due to concentrated winter

use by both mule deer and elk,
s TLack of wvegetative diversity, and
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s Private land development in winter range (predoeminantly D-13)

The CRVFQ has been performing
allotment management plang to
appreciate your consideration
deer population and sex ratio

habitat treatments and adjusting livestock
address these localized concerns. We

of these habitat issues as vou establish mule
objectives. Pleage direct any questiong to

Brian Hopking of my staff., He can be reached at (970} 876-9073 or

brian_hepking@blm.gov.

Sincerely,

7

Matthew Thorburn
Supervisory Natural Resource Specialist
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Appendix G. USFScomments

USIA  United States Forest White River Eagle/Holy Cross Ranger District
:—/ Department of Service National 125 West Fifth Street
Agriculture Forest P.O. Box 720
Eagle, CO 81631-0720
(970) 328-6388
(970) 827-5715
FAX (970) 328-6448
FAX (970) 827-9343
File Code: 2650
Date: November 9, 2010
Perry Will
Area Wildlife Manager

Colorado Division of Wildlife
50633 Hwy 6 & 24
Glenwood Springs, CO 81601

Dear Petry:

Thank vou for the opportunity to comment on the draft Sweet Creek Deer Herd Data Analysis
Unit Plan (DAU-43). The White River National Forest recognizes the important role we play in
supporting the Colorado Department of Wildlife (CDOW) Mule Deer herd management strategy.

The White River National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan identifies Mule Deer as a
Species of Concern due to declining populations and habitat conditions across the forest. We
have a clear, common interest in ensuring a sustainable deer population is maintained on the
lands we manage.

We would encourage the adoption of management alternative 2 to maintain herd strength within
the 5000-6000 range, and Impacts of Sex Ratio alternative 2— buck to doe ratios of 28-32 bucks
per 100. We support these alternatives based on the following factors:

Habitat Improvement
Surveys of mule deer winter range indicate pifion-juniper encroachment into areas

historically dominated by sagebrush. This and other factors have negatively influenced
deer forage and habitat. Slightly increasing herd size above cutrent populations will
reduce forage and habitat competition allowing isolated habitat preservation and
improvement activities (pg 16) such as prescribed fire, pifion -juniper removal and
invasive weed eradication to be in balance with herd pressures.

Economic and Social

In addition to supporting public hunting opportunities, the Bagle-Holy Cross Ranger
District currently manages Outfitter and Guide permits active within DAU-43. Our
permit holders rely on access to productive and reliable deer hunts. Deer herds that
provide sustainable harvest opportunities are desirable to maintain this important natural
resource benefit for the public, Management Alternative 2 would provide a positive
balance between population improvement and impacts to both private and guided hunting
opportunities (pg 32).

Caring for the Land and Serving People Printed on Recycled Paper
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e Range Conservation
Forage competition and habitat incursions by elk populations on identified deer
transitional and winter range suggests a significant increase in deer herd size would be
unsustainable, as the equivalent deer AUM’s would have negative impacts on range
conditions, We support a limited and sustainable herd population increase. However, we
recommend this increase be in combination with a reduction in elk populations through a
short-term increase in annual elk harvests to reduce unbalanced competition between the
two species.

Finally, as National Forest lands comprise over 52% of the DAU we recognize our important
role in managing the habitat on which these species rely. Ilook forward to working with CDOW
as well as our other federal and private partners to continue improving habitat conditions for deer
populations. Landscape scale conservation and range improvements will have long-term positive
impacts improving species vitality and recreational opportunities. Ilook forward to seeking
opportunities to combine resources and expertise to achieve beneficial characteristics out on the
ground.

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide comments on the DAU-43 draft management
plan.

DAVID NEELY
District Ranger
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Appendix H. HPP Committee Comments
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