84

RANGELANDS 14(2), April 1992

toring wildlife populations and pub-
lic land will not be painless to any
concerned. Some wildlife, for exam-
ple, cannot be maintained on all pub-
lic land that they once were. The
grizzly and wolves are obvious
examples. Other big game, such as
elk, must be managed to subsist with
other uses. But livestock permittees
will feel the sharpest crunch, primar-
ily because it will be economic.

There’s no use kidding ourselves.
Livestock use will be reduced more
onfederal publicland. The only ques-
tion remaining is where the public
will allow those reductions to stop. In
my opinion, some positive moves by
the land management agencies, Con-
gress, and the livestock industry can
ease that loss.

First, | believe that livestock graz-
ing must be eliminated on submargi-

nal land, not only because the public
demands it, but because such graz-
ing gives the industry a black eye.
Second, in order to continue mul-
tiple-use grazing on all remaining
productive rangeland, many allot-
ments may have to be combined and
distributed among fewer permittees,
in order to maintain economic ranch-
ing units. Thirdly, no where will the
public allow livestock to be allocated
more than 50 percent of the forage
available for animal use. And fourth,
riparian areas must get more and
better attention. They must be res-
tored quickly. These are, in my view,
some basic concepts that all must
accept if livestock and big game are
to prosper on federal public land.
Given these changes, in one form
or another, then federal, state and
interest groups can sit down and set

realistic goals, for both livestock and
big game at equitable levels that pro-
tect the basic forage, land and water
resources.

| suspect that a lot of the things
which | have mentioned here will be
discussed in detail during this meet-
ing. Itwould serve us all well to listen,
and to think about this issue and its
solution, with our brains instead of
our emotions.

Those of us gathered in this room
have lots of common enemies out
there. Animal rightists, antihunters,
people who despise wildlife manage-
ment. Then there’s the huge 80 per-
centofthe U.S. population who could
not care less one way or the other.

Is it better that we face this face-
less horde together, or separately? |
hope this symposium will help us
decide.

The Habitat Partnership Program in Colorado

Livestock/big game conflicts have
been an issue for a number of years
in Colorado. Considerable efforts have
been made to provide relief and/or
compensation for these conflicts. Two
of the areas where adequate solu-
tions had been lacking were range-
land forage and fence damage. Dur-
ing the winter of 1988-89 an increased
level of concern and frustration on
the part of the landowners surfaced
towards the entire issue of wildlife
and livestock conflicts. The frustra-
tion most often expressed was that it
was unfair for landowners to support
an ever increasing number of big
game animals, particularly elk. The
situation was further complicated by
the unevendistribution of the burden.
In some areas ranches are located
where big game tend to concentrate
only in the spring. They may suffer
an impact on newly emerging vege-
tation and yet have no opportunity to
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take advantage of those animals in
the fall during hunting season. Other
ranches may have those same anim-
als only in the fall and may realize a
substantial economic benefit from
the lease of hunting rights.
Colorado’s Habitat Partnership
Program was designed to meet the
Division director's commitment to
the legislature and the State’s agri-
cultural industry to address conflicts
with rangeland forage and fences
resulting from big game herds (Lips-
comb et al. 1991). The program was
designedto encourage an atmosphere
of partnership between wildlife man-
agers, habitat managers, including
private landowners, and users of the
wildlife resource. Local committees
areto beestablished to ensure appro-
priate public involvement, on a local
basis, in identifying conflicts and
recommending strategies to reduce,
alleviate, or mitigate those conflicts.
The Division has committed funds to
implement those strategies. Private

land habitat issues are to be consi-
dered in the big game herd manage-
ment plans. The emphasis for antler-
less harvest is to be shifted to impact
more of the animals that are causing
the conflict and fewer of the animals
that are not.

Guidelines for implementing the
program were approved by the Colo-
rado Wildlife Commission in Janu-
ary, 1990. Included in the guidelines
were the methods to appoint local
committees, identification of peren-
nial conflicts, types of strategies that
might be considered, and recommen-
dations for development of a five
year plan (Lipscomb, 1990).

Local committees were formed by
the director appointing committee
members based on nominations from
the agricultural industry, State, and
Federal agencies. Conflicts were to
be identified in units of affected area
which are 640 acres or larger which
may involve one landownership, por-
tions of one, or several. In order to
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facilitate administrative efficiency, on
private land estimated average annu-
al forage and fence damage must
exceed twenty five cents per acre of
affected area or twenty percent of
the grazing value, whichever is less.
On public lands not grazed by live-
stock the management agency must
make a finding that the range is
overused. On public lands grazed by
livestock the land management agen-
cy must make a finding, consistent
with an approved multiple-use plan,
that big game is using a dispropor-
tionate share of forage resources.
Conservation Reserve Program lands
or any lands similarly leased for con-
servation purposes or subject to con-
servation easements may be included
in conflict areas for distribution
management hunts and range im-
provement projects only.

Some general types of strategies
were identified for the committees to
use. The first was distribution man-
agement hunts. These are special
hunts that can be held during aspec-
ified time period. For the past two
years this time period has been from
August 15 through January, exclud-
ingtheregular biggame season. The

purpose of these hunts is to target
specificanimals atthetime and place
they are or may in the future cause
conflicts. Licenses in the distribution
hunt are for cows and does only, but
the director may approve the taking
of bucks and bulls to solve a specific
conflict. Licenses are valid in a
designated hunt area and for a spe-
cific time period. Once a hunt area is
defined, ranches within the area are
given special application forms each
year which guarantee issuance of a
license when brought to a Division
office along with appropriate fee.
Concentration problems which are
primarily on public land are addressed
using hunters chosen through our
drawing processes for game damage
licenses.

Range improvement projects were
another strategy recommended. This
category includes projects on pri-
vate or public land designed to affect
the distribution of big game animals
during normal conflict periods. Pro-
jects can include artificial seeding of
desirable forage plants, fertilization,
weed control, brush manipulation,
silvicultural treatments, and burning.
Improved grazing management sys-

tems (including pasture fencing
where necessary) and salting are
also projects included in this cate-
gory.

Direct cash payments to offset losses
is another strategy. This category
includes lease payments to landown-
ers for forage and fence damage on
private lands by concentrations of
big game animals. This strategy is
used only where it is either not feas-
ible to use distribution management
hunts or range improvement ap-
proaches to deal with those concen-
trations or they have failed to work.
Any other strategies consistent with
the spirit of the program may also be
considered subject to Wildlife Com-
mission approval.

The end product would be a five
year Big Game Distribution Manage-
mentPlan. During the planning stage
of the Distribution Management
Plan the Division will select a preli-
minary big game population objec-
tive for each area and present that at
apublic meeting. The recommended
objective takes into consideration
the habitat information gathered by
the committee and comments from
allinterested publics. This population

OnJune 18 of the following year strips where the fertilizer was applied are evident. (Photo by Chuck Cesar, BLM).
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objective is to be used by the local
committee in developing the Distri-
bution Management Plan. The com-
mittees provide an opportunity for
private landowners and public agen-
cies to identify conflicts on their
lands. The local committee will draft
their plan based on the conflicts
identified and strategies recom-
mended to solve those conflicts. The
draft plan will be presented to the
Wildlife Commission and public com-
ments will be taken. After consider-
ing the public comments, the com-
mittee and the Division will make a
final recommendation to the Wildlife
Commission regarding the plan. Once
approved by the Wildlife Commis-
sion, the plan will be implemented.

Two prototype areas were identi-
fied, one in Middle Park and one in
the North Fork of the Gunnison River,
where the program would be tested
(Gerrans 1990) (Sherman et al. 1990).
Committees were put in place in
each of those areas. The committee
then identified and mapped the con-
flict areas. After identifying the con-
flicts and determining possible stra-
tegies, each committee developed a
Big Game Distribution Management
Plan. Both prototype Distribution Man-
agement Plans were approved by the
Wildlife Commission and implemen-
tation was started almost immediately
(Lewis et al. 1990) (Sherman et al.
1990).

In order to fund the program the
Division has annually committed five
percent of the big game license
revenues attributable to the Habitat
Partnership Program area averaged
over the last three years. The five
percent figure is updated annually.
Other sources of money are availa-
ble from State and Federal agencies
along with private corporations, organ-
izations, and individuals to assist in
implementing the program. Volun-
teer time is also used on projects.

In the initial stages of the program
astatewide evaluation committee was
appointed to oversee and monitor
the effectiveness of the local proto-
type committees. Once established,
all committees will operate as a body
throughout the life of the program.
Additional five year Distribution Man-
agement Plans will be developed as

the present plans expire.

Both prototype committees pre-
pared a report to the statewide com-
mittee which addressed accomplish-
ments and changes they felt were
either necessary or that they had
implemented in the original guide-
lines (Gerrans 1990) (Sherman et al.
1990). In January of 1991 the state-
wide evaluation committee provided
a report to the Wildlife Commission
evaluatingeach of the prototype areas
(Lipscomb et al. 1991).

The statewide committee used four
criteria to assess the success of the
planning phases and initial imple-
mentation processes. Did all inter-
ests agree they are being treated
fairly? Do they believe the process is
moving toward solution of problems?
Has communication between inter-
estsimproved, and finally, is the flex-
ibility of the program sufficient to
allow adjustments as necessary?

Using comments from both partic-
ipants and observers, the committee
foundthat the first three criteria have
been met. The plans from the proto-
type areas, that were developed using
differing tactics, also pointed out
that the fourth criteria has been
achieved. One area of concern was
that current efforts for monitoring
habitat condition and forage produc-
tion and use may not be sufficient to
support wise decisions on popula-
tion objectives for big game animals.
Efforts are being made to address
this concern.

The program guidelines recom-
mended by the evaluation committee
in that January 1991 report differ
somewhat from the original guide-
lines (Lipscomb 1990). One of the
first recommended changes was in
the makeup of both the local commit-
tees and the evaluation committee. It
was felt that local committees should
have a member of the big game
license buying public on their com-
mittee. The recommendation was made
that amember of the USDI Bureau of
Land Management and arange exten-
sion specialist from Colorado State
University be added to the statewide
committee. All recommended com-
mittee changes have been implement-
ed.

Some of the conflict area defini-
tions were rewritten. On private lands,
aconflictareais one where the land-
owner believes an excessive concen-
tration of big game animals is caus-
ing a problem in the management of
his rangeland. On public lands, a
conflict area is one where the land
management agency makes a find-
ing that the level of wildlife use, or
the combination of wildlife and live-
stock use is inconsistent with the
long-term ecological objectives of
the approved Land or Resource Man-
agement Plan.

Strategies were reviewed and ad-
ditional strategies were recommended.
One was to improve fences at major
wildlife crossing points to reduce
long-term costs of fence repair.
Streamlining payments of eligible
small damage claims or providing
fencing material in lieu of a claim was
another. This strategy is an attempt
to speed up the game damage pro-
cess on small claims while cutting
down on the paper work.

Some additional considerations
were also recommended in develop-
ing the Distribution Management Plan.
One of the “fits” that must occur in
this planning process is the relation-
ship between the Distribution Man-
agement Plan and the Data Analysis
Unit Plan. The Data Analysis Unit
plan is also a five year plan that
establishes the herd objective for a
particular areain the state. The state-
wide committee recommended a
method in which to incorporate both
plans to accomplish that objective
(see chart). Generally the Habitat
Partnership Program area boundar-
ies fit closely with the Data Analysis
Unit boundary. It is felt that in order
for either plan to work, they must not
only consider numbers but must take
into consideration forage availability
and maintenance of productive range
resources. Also, consideration must
be given to the objectives of the
affected land manager. The herd size
objective may not be totally accep-
table to all interests but there must
be substantial effective agreement
between the affected parties to work
with the objective for the five year
period covered.

While initially it was felt that the
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expansion of this program would
occur, no one had been able to esti-
mate impacts on manpower of all
agencies represented. After review-
ing those impacts, the process is
intended to move throughout the
State of Colorado in an orderly
planned manner. Continuous moni-
toring and evaluations of the pro-
gram will be carried out along with
fine tuning to accomplish the objec-
tives. So far the program has shown

great promise, but the future will tell
how successful it will be.
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Two-page appendix. After one year of operation the steps shown are the ones to be used by future committees in coordinating their
Distribution Management and Data Analysis Unit plans.

Appendix B: Process for developing Data

Analysis

Unit (DAU) Plans and Distribution Management Plans

(DMP's).
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