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A Quick Guide to the Importance of’
Seasonal Trail Cloﬂes '4
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Wildlife detect human presence on the landscape through sound, sight and smell. Human activity and recreation,
whether motorized or non-motorized, often inflicts a “flight” response from wildlife.

Flight responses result in behavioral changes that include
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increased stress levels, and abandonment of critical areas so00

for foraging, calving and fawning, and shelter. These
changes ultimately can lead to decreased productivity and
death.

Different species of wildlife have different tolerances for _
proximity to human presence and disturbance. Elk, for T e s s e e e 8 s e s e e e e s e .
example, have been documented to create distances of e o4 popdton st st 017 ) Pt et (68 AU pr) |+ s
separation up to 800 meters or more to avoid human E-16 Calf ratio

recreation.("®
Mule deer have a 50% chance of fleeing if they are 10
within 200 meters of a trail if a hiker or biker is detected.” -
Trail-based recreation can create a buffer of 200 meters
that is potentially unsuitable for wildlife when humans are
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Research has shown that the addition of 10 disturbances
during calving season produced a population growth .
rate of 0%, and more than 10 disturbances produced a EEEEREEEEEEEEEEEEEERE S
negative population growth rate.® Year
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Deer and Elk in winter are in a consistent state of nutrient Figura 1. Graphs io hnb.nm_amcurrnnl nn:l lomrer n:\nul.:n:r' ohjecives in kocal dear herd
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deprivation, so they rely on their protein and fat stores to
account for lack of forage quality and availability, regulation of body temperature in cold weather, and for energy
expenditure from predator avoidance, human avoidance, and more.

Ordinary winters have been associated with up to a 20% percent loss of total body weight in Mule Deer.* Elk
commonly lose 1-1.5 pounds per day during

the winter.® Increased winter severity and 2

human disturbance can exacerbate loss of P

body weight in deer and elk, which decreases | v
their chance of surviving the winter and e

spring. T

The health and survival of calves and fawns i -

is highly dependent upon the health of the
cow or doe during pregnancy.

During calving and fawning season, deer and
elk rely on solitary areas with abundant food
and shelter so they can successfully give
birth, and so the fawns and calves can
successfully feed and avoid predation.

Recreation Trails Buffered 200m in -".‘ f
Increased human disturbance in these areas e Y "'
can reduce reproductive success and reduce 'E,‘“f,’,ﬁ T 7
survivability of the fawns and calves. b —_— ]
Nutritional status and predation are the St || 4 — W

primary causes of mortallty for fawns and Figuma 2, Recreation trails and roads in mule deer DAU D-14, depicted with a 200-meter buffer zone of

calves.? Studies in CO have found mean human disturbance. When deer are 200 m from a trail, there is an estimated 50% chance that the deer
int . I t f | 44‘7 f will flee if they encounter a hiker or biker (Taylor and Knight 2003). In addition, trails and roads divide

winter survival rates or only o TOor once-continuous wildlife habitat into smaller, disconnected fragments.

fawns.®

The dynamics of nature (weather, predators, disease, etc.) alone make it hard enough for wildlife to survive.
Combine those factors with human development and recreation, and it makes survival that much more difficult.
CPW strongly encourages people engaged in all types of recreation to know the regulations before they go
recreate, and to respect all seasonal trail closures. If you do come across wildlife while recreating, please
give wildlife the space and peace they require to survive during critical times of the year. Thank you!
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