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Objective 3.2. Establish cooperative projects to create educational and interpretive materials 
that enhance opportunities for public viewing and learning about desert bighorn.

Providing education and opportunities for viewing can enhance the public’s interest in and 
knowledge of the species. Interpretive staff at partner agencies already educate the public on desert 
bighorn through materials and programs. The Department itself also has a direct educational role, 
and the Desert Bighorn Program maintains informational links on the Department’s website.

Allowing direct participation in activities related to desert bighorn is one of the best ways to 
engender strong interest in the species. While partner NGOs already provide plentiful opportunities 
to assist with WWD construction, repair, and filling projects, the Department can also provide viewing 
opportunities to the public while meeting monitoring objectives by recruiting volunteers for ground 
surveys.

•	 Action 3.2.1. Contact interpretive staff at partner agencies and express willingness to assist in 
developing educational materials for the public.

•	 Action 3.2.2. Coordinate with the Department’s education and outreach team to provide 
website or social media-based educational content and classroom and field activities for 
schools and the public where opportunities arise. 

•	 Action 3.2.3. Work with NGOs to provide volunteers with opportunities to assist in monitoring 
and management of desert bighorn.

•	 Action 3.2.4. Contribute quarterly updates on the Desert Bighorn Program to the California 
Wild Sheep Foundation Newsletter.

Objective 3.3. Facilitate research on desert bighorn interspecific interactions and ecosystem-
level effects that could inform management.

Though research has occurred on desert bighorn population biology, predation, and disease 
dynamics, much remains unknown about the species’ interspecific interactions and ecosystem-level 
effects. As such, the Department encourages further inquiry into these topics that could lead to 
better management of the species. 

The fields of biogeochemistry and zoogeochemistry have recently recognized large mammals 
such as desert bighorn as important mediators of nutrient flows, ecosystem structure, and carbon 
cycling (Hyvarinen et al. 2021, Rizzuto et al. 2024a, Rizzuto et al. 2024b). All animals, but particularly 
those of large body size, act as vectors as they transfer nutrients across the landscape through their 
bodies, consumption, and excretion (Ellis-Soto et al. 2021). Due to the complexity of food webs and 
interspecific interactions, these large animals can have a substantial impact on a landscape’s fire 
disturbance regime and carbon sequestration (Schmitz & Leroux 2020). For example, bison and elk 
in Yellowstone National Park increase carbon capture in vegetation and soil through their grazing 
pressure, defecation, and urination (Frank et al. 2002, Schmitz & Sylvén 2023). In the African savanna, 
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Camp Roberts  
Tule Elk Management Unit 

 
  
Description  
 
The Camp Roberts Tule Elk Management Unit (Unit) includes portions of southern 
Monterey and northern San Luis Obispo counties, and is centered approximately 5 
miles east of San Antonio Reservoir. The Unit boundaries correspond with boundaries 
of the Camp Roberts Army National Guard Base. The Unit is within the Bay Delta and 
Central Coast Province, as identified in the California State Wildlife Action Plan 
(California Department of Fish and Wildlife 2015), and consists primarily of oak 
woodlands and grasslands. The Nacimiento, San Antonio and Salinas rivers have well 
developed gallery oak and/or sycamore riparian corridors. Climate is Mediterranean; 
elevations range from 600 to 1800 feet. The area spans approximately 43,000 acres 
within historical tule elk (Cervus canadensis nannodes) range as depicted by 
McCullough (1969). 
 
Camp Roberts is federal property used for military training and weapons 
experimentation. The public has access to Camp Roberts through a public hunting and 
fishing program that the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) 
administered for over 25 years until 2011 (base personnel currently administer the 
program). County park land around both the San Antonio and Nacimiento reservoirs 
offers boating, fishing and camping, but not hunting. General public access to Camp 
Roberts specifically for nature study is not allowed; however, participants in the public 
hunting and fishing program are afforded the opportunity to view and photograph tule 
elk and other non-consumptive uses.  
 
Elk Distribution and Abundance  
 
The Camp Roberts herd was established in 1978 with 21 elk from Tupman Tule Elk 
State Reserve. Thirteen more elk from Tupman were released in 1983. Several animals 
from each release were fitted with radio transmitters and monitored. A total of 88 elk 
were observed during a helicopter survey of Camp Roberts in 1988. From 1988-1990, it 
appears that 60-65 elk dispersed to the north from Camp Roberts (California 
Department of Fish and Game 1991). Additionally, in 1991, the Department released 13 
tule elk from Grizzly Island on a private ranch near San Ardo in southern Monterey 
County. In 1992, an additional 20 were released at the same location (California 
Department of Fish and Game 1995). Whether any of these animals or their progeny 
dispersed into the Unit is unknown. It is also unknown whether additional elk have 
dispersed from the Unit since 1990. Elk leave the base boundaries on occasion and 10-
40 elk have been observed on a regular basis northward to the Nacimiento Valley.  
 
The National Guard Environmental office periodically conducts elk surveys of Camp 
Roberts. Department personnel observe elk within the Unit in the course of conducting 
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other activities. Annual surveys of the Unit have not occurred, but 136 elk were counted 
(including 28 adult bulls) in January 2014 and over 500 elk were counted on a 
coordinated ground survey in 2015. It is likely that some elk were double counted in 
2015. The current population estimate for the Unit is 300 animals 

In 2015 and 2016, some bull elk were found dead (cause undetermined) in the Unit. 
Illegal take (deliberate and unintentional) was also documented during deer season. 
Military weapons firing/artillery explosions are possible mortality factors (California 
Department of Fish and Game 1988).  
  
Management Goals, Objectives, and Actions   
 
The management goals for this Unit are to 1) In consideration of current habitat 
capacity, other land uses, and long term environmental changes, improve elk habitat 
conditions and population levels; 2) enhance opportunities for the public to use and 
enjoy elk (e.g. hunting and wildlife viewing); and 3) alleviate human-elk conflicts and elk 
depredation complaints. Specific objectives and actions to assist with achievement of 
each goal are listed below. Department regional and headquarters staff will perform the 
identified actions.  
 
Goal 1. In consideration of current habitat capacity, other land uses, and long 
term environmental changes, improve elk habitat conditions and population 
levels.  
 
The elk population within this Unit is increasing but has not reached the upper 
population target identified in Objective 1.5. Collecting elk population and habitat data 
will allow the Department to track trends through time and measure the success of 
enhancing elk and elk habitat. 
 
Population management for this Unit involves efforts to increase elk numbers, where 
suitable, while working to stabilize elk numbers in conflict areas adjacent to the Unit. 
Improving elk habitat is important. The base allowed sheep grazing in the past, which 
may have adversely impacted elk and exacerbated private property conflicts during a 
dry year. In addition, there are many reservoirs on the base in need of repair so that 
they can hold water later into summer. Department comments on the base’s Integrated 
Natural Resource Management Plan have urged development of residual dry matter 
standards related to grazing (California Army National Guard 2014). Camp Roberts is 
working to develop such standards. 
  
Enhancing early seral vegetation is critical to increasing elk populations. Disturbances 
such as fire or habitat improvement projects promote a mix of habitat types and 
successional stages, including forest openings that benefit elk. To achieve these 
objectives, the Department will collaborate with Camp Roberts Military personnel. 
Development, approval, initiation, and completion of specific habitat improvement 
projects are at the discretion of the base. However, Department personnel can provide 
expertise and assist the base as necessary and the Department should be prepared to 
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provide specific recommendations to alleviate agricultural and private property conflicts 
involving elk. 
 
Objective 1.1. Estimate population abundance, distribution, habitat use, and 

demographics by 2023, to provide managers with information to make 
adaptive management decisions.  

 
Action 1.1.1 
Affix radio telemetry (GPS/VHF) collars on a sufficient sample size of elk 
to estimate seasonal range, individual groups, habitat use, movements, 
population connectivity, population size, density, age structure, fecundity 
(birth rates), mortality (death rates), sex ratio, and assist with evaluating 
harvest strategies. Expected completion: 2021. 
 
Action 1.1.2 
Coordinate with Camp Roberts to establish consistent annual surveys in 
an effort to inform management decisions that would benefit elk. 
Expected completion: 2020. 
 
Action 1.1.3 
Develop innovative technologies to estimate population parameters, such 
as fecal DNA and unmanned aerial vehicle surveys. Expected 
completion: 2023. 

 
Objective 1.2. Increase elk populations to 10% by 2028. 
 

Action 1.2.1 
Coordinate with Camp Roberts to identify management options to 
increase elk numbers. Expected completion: 2022. 

 
Objective 1.3. Enhance or increase elk habitat by at least 5% by 2028.  
 

Action 1.3.1 
Map current elk habitat to detect change over time and guide 
management decisions. Expected completion: 2025. 
 
Action 1.3.2 
Meet annually with Camp Roberts to identify opportunities to conserve 
and enhance elk habitats. Ongoing. 
 

Action 1.3.3 
Participate in landscape level planning efforts, to the extent possible, to 
identify potential impacts and make recommendations that would benefit 
elk and elk habitats. Ongoing. 
 
Action 1.3.4  
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Coordinate with Camp Roberts to develop grazing standards such as 
residual dry matter standards. Ongoing. 
 
Action 1.3.5 
Coordinate with Camp Roberts to improve the condition of water sources. 
Ongoing. 
  

Objective 1.4. Determine genetic diversity of the population by 2023. 
 

Action 1.4.1 
Distribute DNA collection kits to Camp Roberts Environmental Resources 
personnel for submittal of DNA samples. Ongoing. 
 

Objective 1.5. Maintain a population of 200-450 elk with a minimum ratio of 25 bulls per 
100 cows.  

 
Action 1.5.1 
Implement bull and antlerless hunting opportunities at levels that allow for 
expansion of the elk population in consideration of adjacent private 
property conflicts. Ongoing. 
 
Action 1.5.2 
Annually review data and adjust population objectives, as needed, as 
more information is collected through monitoring, management, and 
research. Ongoing. 

  
Goal 2. Enhance opportunities for the public to use and enjoy elk (e.g. hunting 
and wildlife viewing). 
 
The Department will continue to work with conservation partners to inform the public 
about elk and elk management within the Unit, and promote various recreational 
opportunities such as hunting, wildlife viewing, photography and nature study.  
 
The Department will recommend establishing a hunt zone in this Unit to manage 
population numbers and provide opportunities for public use. Through regulations, 
hunting can influence elk distribution and population parameters. Timing and duration of 
hunt periods, hunt boundaries, tag designations (i.e., bull, antlerless or either-sex tags), 
quotas, and method of take (e.g., general methods, archery only, muzzleloader only) 
can affect hunter success and, over time, elk population numbers and age/sex 
compositions within the Unit. The quality and quantity of elk demographic data, 
landowner concerns regarding human-elk conflicts, and desires for hunter opportunity 
are other considerations in recommending and/or adopting elk hunting regulations. 
Each year, the Department considers modifications to hunt zone boundaries, tag 
quotas, hunt periods, and methods of take. 
 
Combined with establishing a public hunt zone for the Unit, another potential population 
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management strategy for the future involves the Shared Habitat Alliance for 
Recreational Enhancement (SHARE) program. Under this program, participating 
landowners receive compensation and liability protection in exchange for allowing 
access to or through their land for public recreational use and enjoyment of wildlife. 
SHARE is funded with application fees for access permits. 
 
Objective 2.1. Establish elk hunting opportunities that are compatible with population 

objectives by 2020. 
 

Action 2.1.1 
Complete a new elk hunting environmental document that will analyze 
hunting opportunities. Expected completion: 2020. 
 
Action 2.1.2 
Determine recommended quotas that are compatible with population 
objectives and provide opportunities to the public. Expected completion: 
2020.  
 

Objective 2.2. Provide information on the Department web page to inform the public 
about elk and elk viewing opportunities by 2020. 
 

Action 2.2.1 
Work with Camp Roberts and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) to 
provide information on elk and elk viewing. Expected completion: 2020. 

 
Goal 3. Alleviate human-elk conflicts and elk depredation complaints.  
 
As the elk population continues to increase within the Unit, additional actions to control 
population numbers may become necessary. Human-elk conflicts are mainly limited to 
private property adjacent to the Unit but management actions within the zone will have 
direct impacts to adjacent properties. Regulated hunting provides valid recreational 
opportunities and can assist landowners with human-elk conflicts. A hunting program 
will stabilize population numbers over the Unit (consistent with population objectives) 
and limit adjacent human-elk conflicts. Annual harvests can minimize conflicts. Where 
substantial conflicts occur, elk population control, non-lethal elk exclusion/deterrence 
tactics, and additional management actions may be implemented while maintaining a 
viable elk population.  
 
Damage to agricultural land has occurred on a regular basis outside the base boundary, 
particularly near Nacimiento Lake Drive where elk have damaged alfalfa, barley, 
grapes, and row crops. Periodic complaints also have been received from livestock 
operators along the northern and southern boundaries of the base. While fencing of row 
crops has reduced damage, occasional incursions involving wild pigs and elk continue. 
  
Area landowners receive information on how to construct elk crossings to reduce fence 
damage. Other potential management strategies to alleviate depredation on private 
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agricultural land near Camp Roberts include developing additional or improving existing 
water sources, establishing irrigated pastures to entice elk away from agricultural areas, 
and implementation of regulated hunting to manage/reduce population numbers. 
 
However, property damage and agricultural conflicts could escalate if elk distribution 
expands or population numbers increase. Controlling population numbers and land use 
conflicts with regulated hunting may become more challenging because of the 
prevalence of adjacent private land. The SHARE program was discussed previously as 
a potential population management strategy that can improve public access to private 
(or landlocked public) land near the Camp Roberts base. The SHARE program may 
also assist in controlling elk population numbers and managing damage or land use 
conflicts that involve elk on private land.  
 
The Department will emphasize use of regulated hunting to address chronic and/or 
large-scale elk depredation problems, where feasible. Combining elk hunting 
opportunity with issuance of depredation permits is possible if hunting and other 
methods to alleviate the conflict are not successful. In areas where a hunting program is 
not feasible, the Department will work with landowners to implement non-lethal 
techniques such as fencing and hazing to help alleviate chronic elk depredation 
problems. 
 
Objective 3.1. Reduce incidents of human-elk conflicts on adjacent private property by 

at least 25% by 2025. 
 

Action 3.1.1 
Map areas of high human-elk conflicts and assess potential for alleviating 
damage by stabilizing localized elk populations through regulated 
hunting, where feasible. Ongoing. 
 
Action 3.1.2 
Collaboratively develop best management practices (BMPs) designed to 
alleviate conflicts. Expected completion: 2021. 
 
Action 3.1.3 
Document and continue to respond to human-elk conflicts and provide 
the reporting party a list of techniques and actions to alleviate conflict, 
including BMPs (once established). Ongoing. 
 
Action 3.1.4 
Collaborate with United States Department of Agriculture Wildlife 
Services and the Department’s Office of Communication, Education, and 
Outreach to develop and distribute information pamphlets to increase 
awareness of nonlethal techniques to reduce damage caused by elk. 
Expected completion: 2022. 
 
Action 3.1.5 
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Issue elk depredation permits consistent with statute, regulation, and 
Department policy at locations experiencing substantial elk depredation. 
Ongoing. 

 
Herd Viability  
 
The Camp Roberts tule elk herd has persisted for 35 years, initially at a relatively low 
population level, followed by a substantial increase within the last several years. There 
is potential for interchange of individuals between Camp Roberts and other populations 
in south Monterey and/or northern San Luis Obispo counties. Although the herd is 
viable, it has been relatively isolated from adjacent units and might benefit from periodic 
translocation of individuals into the Unit on an opportunistic basis. Reports from 
adjoining property owners indicate that elk are leaving the base on a regular basis. 
 
Summary of Annual Harvests  
 
Adjacent landowners to the Unit have expressed interest to hunt tule elk through the 
Private Lands Management (PLM) program. A portion of the elk utilizing adjacent 
properties may be from the core population at Camp Roberts. Camp Roberts is working 
with the Department to establish a general draw elk zone for public hunting within the 
base boundaries.  
 
Unit Highlights 
  
Cooperation and support of private landowners is critical to maintaining the Camp 
Roberts herd, as is collaboration with Camp Roberts base personnel. The Department 
has collaborated with private landowners and the academic community to develop plans 
and programs to manage tule elk on the base. Below is a partial listing of management 
activities undertaken and accomplishments within the Unit: 
 

 Fowler (1985) reviewed the status of tule elk in California, including those at 
Camp Roberts. 
 

 In 1987, the Department planted grasses and clovers on five hectares (13 acres) 
along the Naciemiento River near the southern boundary of the impact area, in 
an effort to reduce damage to adjacent private agricultural property. Occasional 
guzzler repair has been conducted (there are 6-8 guzzlers) on the base. 

 
 In 1988, the Camp Roberts Tule Elk Management Unit Management Plan was 

written.  
 
A partial listing of products from these and other studies submitted to the Department 
includes the following: 
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Unit Specific Research  
 
California Department of Fish and Game. 1988. Camp Roberts tule elk management 
unit management plan. Unpublished report, California Department of Fish and Game, 
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Data Tables/Figures 
 
 
Table 1. Camp Roberts Tule Elk Management Unit, Population and 
Survey Results. 

Date

Month, Year Bulls Cows Calves Unknown Total

Dec. 1978 6 11 4 21
Jan. 1979 5 11 3 19
Jan. 1980 2 8 4 14
Dec. 1980 2 11 4 17
Mar. 1982 19 19
Mar. 1983 3 12 9 24
Nov. 1983 
Oct. 1985 12 12 9 33

1987 88
Dec. 1988 85-90 85-90

Dec. 1990 90-100 90-100

July. 1996 18 12 3 33
June 1999 7 32 3 42

2000 1 23 24
2001 6 37 10 53
2004 31 31

Jan. 2014 28 ~136
Jan. 2015 62 229 9 224 524

** Jan. 17 helicopter survey by Camp Roberts Staff.

Source: Camp Roberts Annual Report

Helicopter survey by Camp Roberts staff

Drive count cunducted by Camp Roberts staff

Sources: The Tule Elk in California.  Annual Reports to Congress by BLM  (volumes 3-10). 
Summary of Camp Roberts Hunting and Fishing Program Annual Reports, 1981-2011.

Source: Camp Roberts Annual Report

Source:  The Tule Elk in California, Vol 5

Source:  The Tule Elk in California, Vol 6

Source:  The Tule Elk in California, Vol 7

13 added from Tupman

Source:  The Tule Elk in California, Vol 8

Source: Camp Roberts Annual Report

Source:  The Tule Elk in California, Vol 9

Source:  The Tule Elk in California, Vol 10

Source: Camp Roberts Annual Report

Source: Camp Roberts Annual Report

Source: Camp Roberts Annual Report

Source:  The Tule Elk in California, Vol 4

Number of Elk Counted
Notes

Source:  The Tule Elk in California, Vol 3

Source:  The Tule Elk in California, Vol 3
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Owens Valley Tule Elk Management Unit 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



393

 
 

E-309 
 
 
 

Owens Valley 
Tule Elk Management Unit 

 
 
Description 
 
The Owens Valley Tule Elk Management Unit (Unit) in Inyo County is oriented along a 
north-south axis between the Sierra Nevada Mountains and the White/Inyo Mountains. 
Elevation of the 75-mile long valley floor varies from 3,600 feet at Owens Lake to 4,200 
feet at the town of Bishop. The semi-arid Owens Valley is within the Sierra rain shadow; 
precipitation averages about five inches annually. Summer temperatures exceed 100o 
F; winter lows can reach 0o F. US Highway 395 is a primary thoroughfare along the west 
side of the valley. 
 
The Unit is within the Central Valley and Sierra Nevada, and the Deserts Provinces, as 
identified in the California State Wildlife Action Plan (California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife 2015) and outside historical tule elk (Cervus canadensis nannodes) range, as 
depicted by McCullough (1969). Vegetation includes Great Basin and Mohave Desert 
shrub communities (McCullough 1969). Saltbush (Atriplex spp.), sagebrush (Artemisia 
spp.) and rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus nauseosum) dominate the valley uplands, while 
greasewood (Sarcobatus vermiculatus), saltgrass (Distichlis spicata), and shadescale 
(Atriplex confertifolia) dominate the lowlands (Bleich et al. 2001). The Owens River 
flows south through the valley, creating riparian areas of willow (Salix spp.), cottonwood 
(Populus fremontii), and cattail (Typha domingensis) marshes. Bull tule elk are 
occasionally seen in the Sierra foothills west of the valley where dominant shrubs 
include Bitterbrush (Purshia spp.), mountain mahogany (Cercocarpus ledifolius), and 
Ceanothus (Ceanothus spp.).  
 
The Unit contains approximately 915,000 acres. Public agencies administer over 95% of 
the land that supports elk and access is very good. The Los Angeles Department of 
Water and Power (DWP) acquired bottomlands along the Owens River in the early 
1900s for water rights. The United States Department of Agriculture Forest Service 
(USFS) administers the foothills of the Sierra Nevada, White, and Inyo mountains, 
whereas the United States Department of Interior Bureau of Land Management (BLM; 
Bishop Field Office), administers most of the remaining land between DWP and USFS 
land. Land uses include livestock grazing, recreation (hiking/fishing), and agricultural 
crop production (primarily alfalfa). Recreational activities involving elk within the Unit 
include hunting, photography, viewing/nature study, and shed collecting. Elk are visible 
from US Highway 395 and a wildlife viewing point near Tinemaha Reservoir provides 
viewing opportunities. 
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Elk Distribution and Abundance  
 
In October of 1933, twenty-six tule elk from Yosemite National Park were placed in an 
enclosure near Aberdeen, and released several days later. This initial translocation was 
augmented four months later with 28 elk from Buttonwillow (later designated the 
Tupman Tule Elk State Reserve).  
 
Some residents supported having tule elk in the Owens Valley (Dow 1934), but conflicts 
developed over competition with livestock for forage and damage to fences and 
agricultural fields. As conflicts intensified, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(Department) completed the first aerial elk survey of the Owens Valley in 1943, counting 
189 tule elk. The Department recommended regulated hunting to resolve depredation 
conflicts and manage population numbers. From 1943-1969, the Fish and Game 
Commission (Commission) approved seven tule elk hunts. Advocates of tule elk 
opposed these hunts, as did farmers and ranchers in the Owens Valley who wanted all 
the elk removed.  
 
In 1971, State legislation halted tule elk hunting until numbers reached 2000 animals 
statewide, and in the Owens Valley established a maximum level of 490, or any greater 
number hereafter determined by the Department to be the holding capacity in 
accordance with game management principles. A 1976 federal law concurred with the 
state legislation. From 1971-1988, the Department translocated tule elk from the Owens 
Valley to keep the population below 490 animals, and to reestablish herds in other 
locations statewide. Regulated hunting resumed when the statewide population 
exceeded 2,000 animals, and has occurred annually in the Owens Valley since 1989. 
 
Tule elk have dispersed throughout the Owens Valley, from Bishop south to Owens 
Lake. Six Owens Valley subherds (Bishop, Tinemaha, Goodale, Independence, Lone 
Pine, and Whitney) exist, most established by natural dispersal. The Department moved 
two cow elk from Goodale into the Whitney subherd area in 1971, but both soon 
returned to Goodale. In 1972, the Department moved two cows, a yearling cow, and two 
bulls from Tupman Tule Elk State Reserve to an enclosure near Independence. The 
yearling cow died several months later and one cow stayed within the Whitney subherd 
area at least until March 1973, when its radio collar stopped functioning. Some of these 
elk may have joined the Goodale subherd, but the fate of others is unknown. Elk have 
moved from Goodale to the Whitney area in the past (Bureau of Land Management et 
al. 1977), but it is unclear whether the Whitney subherd was established by 
translocation or dispersal. 
  
The Department has conducted numerous surveys to estimate minimum population 
numbers, recruitment rates, and sex ratios (Table 1). Most of the information in Table 1 
came from fixed-wing aerial surveys (McCullough 1969, Bleich et al. 2001). A 
sightability model was developed expressly for the Owens Valley (Bleich et al. 2001). 
The model provides a method by which fixed-wing surveys of the various elk 
subpopulations can be corrected for sightability and a means of placing confidence 
intervals around the estimates. Department staff conducted helicopter surveys from 
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1986-1988, and fixed-wing and ground surveys from 2009-2016. Herd size has 
fluctuated over time and temporarily exceeded the legislated threshold (Tables 2-7). 
While mortalities from disease, predation, poaching, and roadways have occurred, 
these factors have not prohibited population growth (Tables 1-7). The current population 
estimate for the Unit is 280 animals 
 
The 1988 Owens Valley Tule Elk Management Unit Management Plan (California 
Department of Fish and Game 1988) listed population objectives for each subherd as 
follows: 
 

 Bishop:  80-100 elk; 
 Tinemaha:  80-100 elk; 
 Goodale:  50-70 elk; 
 Independence: 60-80 elk;  
 Lone Pine:  60-80 elk; 
 Whitney:  40-60 elk. 

 
Between 2011 and 2016 the Department placed 51 GPS radio telemetry collars on elk 
within the Owens Valley in an effort to better estimate distribution, home ranges, and 
assist with aerial surveys. 
 
Management Goals, Objectives, and Actions 
 
The management goals for this Unit are to: 1) In consideration of current habitat 
capacity, other land uses, and long term environmental changes, improve elk habitat 
conditions and population levels; 2) establish a positive, cooperative relationship with 
Tribes regarding elk management in recognition that the Department and Tribes share 
authority to regulate the take of elk as they move across jurisdictional boundaries; 3) 
enhance opportunities for the public to use and enjoy elk (e.g. hunting and wildlife 
viewing); and 4) alleviate human-elk conflicts. Specific objectives and actions 
recommended to achieve each goal are listed below. Department regional and 
headquarters staff will perform the identified actions and work with Tribes in co-
management efforts. 
 
Goal 1. In consideration of current habitat capacity, other land uses, and long 
term environmental changes, improve elk habitat conditions and population 
levels.  
 
The elk population is stable and below the population objective identified in Objective 
1.5 of 350-450 elk. An increase in the population is needed to bring the levels to within 
population objectives. The Owens Valley herd is unique in that the current maximum 
population level is set in Section 3951 of the California Fish and Game Code (FGC 
§3951) at 490 animals. The upper end population objective of 450 is below this 
maximum to prevent the population from exceeding the maximum objective. Utilizing 
regulated harvest, the Department will maintain the elk population between 350-450 
individuals. Population management for this Unit involves efforts to increase elk 



396

 
 

E-312 
 
 
 

numbers where suitable, while working to reduce or stabilize elk numbers in conflict 
areas. This will involve a conservative level of regulated elk hunting that promotes 
natural range expansion and population in areas without conflict, and focused elk 
hunting and depredation relief in areas where reoccurring conflict with agriculture and 
humans exists. 
 
The overall habitat management objective is to maintain or improve elk habitat within 
the Unit. The Department has worked with BLM and DWP to improve habitat conditions 
within the Owens Valley. Specific recommendations in the 1988 management plan 
included developing or improving the condition of water sources, especially those that 
might be marginal for elk, and maintaining or improving the condition of forage in 
irrigated pastures and wet meadows.  
 
Objective 1.1. Continue and complete projects to estimate population abundance, 

distribution, habitat use, and demographics by 2023, to provide managers 
with additional information to make adaptive management decisions. 

 
Action 1.1.1 
Implement annual aerial surveys using survey methodology developed by 
Bleich et al. (2001) (augmented as necessary with ground surveys). 
Ongoing. 
 
Action 1.1.2 
Continue radio telemetry (GPS/VHF) collar monitoring to estimate 
seasonal range, individual groups, habitat use, movements, population 
connectivity, population size, density, age structure, fecundity (birth 
rates), mortality (death rates), sex ratio, assist with evaluating harvest 
strategies, and prioritize private land conservation values. Expected 
completion: 2022. 
 
Action 1.1.3 
Collaborate with academia, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), and 
others to collect population, distribution, and composition data in an effort 
to inform management decisions that would benefit elk. Expected 
completion: 2023. 
 
Action 1.1.4 
Develop innovative technologies to estimate population parameters such 
as fecal DNA and unmanned aerial vehicle surveys. Expected 
completion: 2023. 

 
Objective 1.2. Increase elk populations by at least 10% where human-elk conflicts are 

expected to be minimal, by 2028. 
 

Action 1.2.1 
Map habitat that can support elk and overlay with areas currently 
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reporting human-elk conflicts to identify areas of potential management 
actions. Expected completion: 2023. 
 

Action 1.2.2 
Coordinate with public land agencies and private landowners to identify 
habitat enhancement projects to benefit elk. Ongoing. 
 
Action 1.2.3 
Evaluate and/or adjust subherd population objectives based on GPS 
collar and survey data. Expected completion: 2022.  
 
Action 1.2.4 
Coordinate with public land agencies, Tribes, and NGOs and establish a 
timeline to evaluate the potential for elk translocations within the Owens 
Valley to enhance genetic diversity. Expected completion: 2022. 
 

Objective 1.3. Enhance or increase elk habitats by at least 5% by 2028.  
 

Action 1.3.1 
Map current elk habitat to detect change over time and guide 
management decisions. Expected completion: 2021. 
 
Action 1.3.2 
Meet annually with BLM, USFS, NPS, California Department of Forestry 
and Fire Protection, DWP, NGOs, Tribes, and private landowners to 
identify opportunities to conserve and enhance elk habitats. Ongoing. 
 

Action 1.3.3 
Utilizing elk habitat and distribution data, work with state and federal 
agencies, Tribes, and private landowners to identify specific areas for 
prescribed burns to benefit elk. Ongoing. 
 
Action 1.3.4 
Work with BLM and DWP to evaluate the condition of water sources and 
prioritize those that should be developed/improved. Expected completion: 
2021. 
 
Action 1.3.5 
Work with BLM and DWP to evaluate, maintain, and/or improve irrigated 
pastures and wet meadows. Expected completion: 2021. 
 
Action 1.3.6 
Review the status of livestock grazing allotments and leases 
administered by BLM and DWP. Expected completion: 2021. 
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Action 1.3.7 
Participate in landscape level planning efforts, to the extent possible, to 
identify potential impacts and make recommendations that would benefit 
elk and elk habitats. Ongoing. 

 
Objective 1.4. Collaborate with California Department of Transportation (CalTrans) to 

provide information and recommendations to reduce vehicle collisions by 
2023.  

 
Action 1.4.1 
Examine existing elk survey data to assist in determining elk use along 
roadways. Expected completion: 2021. 
 
Action 1.4.2  
Provide recommendations to CalTrans for management actions to reduce 
vehicle collisions along state highways within the unit. Expected 
completion: 2023. 

 
Objective 1.5. Determine genetic diversity of the population by 2023. 
 

Action 1.5.1 
Distribute DNA collection kits to elk hunters for submittal of DNA samples 
to map elk genetics across the Unit. Ongoing. 
 
Action 1.5.2  
Use genetic monitoring results and GPS collar data to identify and 
prioritize areas for potential translocations and habitat connectivity 
projects within the Owens Valley. Expected completion: 2023. 
 

Objective 1.6. Maintain a population of 350-450 elk with a minimum ratio of 25 bulls per 
100 cows.  

 
Action 1.6.1 
Provide bull and antlerless hunting opportunities at levels that allow for 
long-term expansion of the elk population (within required objectives) and 
provide landowners with incentives to support having elk on their 
properties. Ongoing. 
 
Action 1.6.2 
Review monitoring, management, and research data on an annual basis 
and adjust population objectives as appropriate. Ongoing. 

 
Goal 2. Establish a positive, cooperative relationship with Tribes regarding elk 
management in recognition that the Department and Tribes share authority to 
regulate take as elk move across jurisdictional boundaries. 
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The Department recognizes in its Tribal Communication and Consultation Policy that 
Tribes are unique and separate governments with inherent tribal sovereignty and is 
committed to communicating and consulting on a government-to-government basis with 
Tribes about elk management issues. Numerous Tribes have stated the need to co-
manage elk across jurisdictions and landscapes and to prioritize restoration. However, 
there is a need to develop greater clarity on the specific processes for management of 
elk with individual Tribes. 
 
Objective 2.1. Develop co-management agreements, memoranda of agreement, or 

similar mechanisms for the management of elk in cooperation with Tribes 
traditionally and culturally affiliated with the Unit by 2021. 

 
Action 2.1.1 
Establish a timeline with interested Tribes to develop co-management 
agreements, memoranda of agreement, or similar mechanisms. Expected 
completion: 2019.  
 
Action 2.1.2 
Contact Tribes and establish a timeline to provide additional input and 
address other management concerns. Expected completion: 2019. 

 
Objective 2.2. Work with Tribes to complete monitoring and/or habitat projects that will 

assist in guiding management decisions or enhancing elk habitat by 
2023. 

 
Action 2.2.1 
Collaborate with interested Tribes to identify monitoring and habitat 
projects and establish a timeline for implementation. Expected 
completion: 2020. 
 
Action 2.2.2 
Coordinate with interested Tribes to identify Department approved 
research projects utilizing GPS collars. Expected completion: 2023. 

 
Goal 3. Enhance opportunities for the public to use and enjoy elk (e.g. hunting 
and wildlife viewing). 
 
The Department will continue to work with conservation partners to inform the public 
about elk and elk management within the Unit, and promote various recreational 
opportunities such as hunting, wildlife viewing, photography and nature study.  
 
The Department has identified regulated hunting as the primary tool to both manage elk 
populations and provide public recreation opportunities. Through regulations, hunting 
can influence elk distribution and population parameters. Timing and duration of hunt 
periods, hunt boundaries, tag designations (i.e., bull, antlerless or either-sex tags), 
quotas, and method of take (e.g., general methods, archery only, muzzleloader only) 
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can affect hunter success, elk population numbers, and age/sex compositions within the 
Unit. The quality and quantity of elk demographic data and desires for hunter 
opportunity are other considerations in recommending and/or adopting elk hunting 
regulations. Each year, the Department considers modifications to hunt zone 
boundaries, tag quotas, hunt periods, and methods of take.  
 
Another potential recreational and population management strategy involves the Shared 
Habitat Alliance for Recreational Enhancement (SHARE) program. Under this program, 
participating landowners receive compensation and liability protection in exchange for 
allowing access to (or through) their land for public recreational use and enjoyment of 
wildlife. The SHARE program receives funding from application fees for access permits. 
 
Objective 3.1. Maintain elk hunting opportunities compatible with population objectives. 
 

Action 3.1.1 
Complete a new elk hunting environmental document to evaluate 
additional hunting opportunities. Expected completion: 2020. 
 
Action 3.1.2 
Utilize SHARE to increase elk hunting opportunities and address human-
elk conflicts. Ongoing. 
 

Objective 3.2. Work with other agencies and NGOs to install two additional elk 
interpretive signs by 2023.  

 
Action 3.2.1 
Meet with land agencies to evaluate the possibility of adding and/or 
updating elk interpretive signs. Expected completion: 2020. 
 

Objective 3.3. Conduct an elk workshop to inform the public about elk and elk viewing 
opportunities by 2023. 
 

Action 3.3.1 
Work with agencies, academia, and NGOs to provide information on elk 
and elk viewing at the workshop. Expected completion: 2022. 

 
Objective 3.4. Provide information on the Department web page to inform the public 

about elk and elk viewing opportunities by 2020. 
 

Action 3.4.1 
Work with agencies and NGOs to provide information on elk and elk 
viewing. Expected completion: 2020. 

 
Goal 4. Alleviate human-elk conflicts and elk depredation complaints.  
 
As the elk population approaches the maximum objective for the Unit, additional actions 
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to control population numbers may become necessary. Regulated hunting provides 
valid recreational opportunities and can assist landowners with human-elk conflicts.  
 
Historical conflicts in this Unit involved competition with livestock for forage and 
agricultural damage. Conflicts have subsided, but still occur periodically with some 
subherds. Identifying an upper limit threshold for the Unit through legislation provided a 
benchmark for developing harvest strategies and determining Department responses to 
agricultural damage and land use conflicts. Regulated hunting has maintained 
population numbers below the legislated threshold of 490 elk, and alleviated some land 
use conflicts. Re-evaluating and/or revising population objectives and annual harvests 
for each subherd may help to reduce conflicts. In addition, the investigation of water 
developments and other habitat improvement projects away from agricultural fields and 
pastures as a method of reducing future conflicts should occur.  
  
Providing and improving opportunities for landowners to benefit from having elk on their 
property may improve tolerance of elk on their properties. Through Cooperative Elk 
Hunting, Private Land Management, and the SHARE program, landowners with human-
elk conflicts can partially offset losses through access fees for hunting and other 
recreational activities. 
 
The Department will emphasize the use of regulated hunting and co-management with 
Tribes to address chronic and/or large-scale elk depredation problems, where feasible. 
In areas where a hunting program is not feasible, the Department will work with 
landowners to implement non-lethal techniques such as fencing and hazing to help 
alleviate chronic elk depredation problems. Combining elk hunting opportunity with 
issuance of depredation permits is possible if hunting and other methods to alleviate the 
conflict are not successful. The Department may issue depredation permits when 
readily identifiable animals cause property damage. 
 
Objective 4.1. Reduce incidents of human-elk conflicts on private property by at least 

25% by 2023. 
 

Action 4.1.1 
Map areas of high human-elk conflict and assess potential for alleviating 
damage by reducing or stabilizing localized elk populations through 
regulated hunting, where feasible. Ongoing. 
 
Action 4.1.2 
Collaboratively develop best management practices (BMPs) designed to 
alleviate conflicts. Expected completion: 2021. 
 
Action 4.1.3 
Document and continue to respond to human-elk conflicts and provide 
the reporting party a list of techniques and actions to alleviate conflict, 
including BMPs (once established). Ongoing. 
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Action 4.1.4 
Collaborate with United States Department of Agriculture Wildlife 
Services and the Department’s Office of Communication, Education, and 
Outreach to develop and distribute information pamphlets to increase 
awareness of nonlethal techniques to reduce damage caused by elk. 
Expected completion: 2022. 
 
Action 4.1.5 
Issue elk depredation permits consistent with statute, regulation, and 
Department policy at locations experiencing substantial elk depredation. 
Ongoing. 

 
Herd Viability  

   
The Owens Valley herd has existed since 1933. Natural dispersal potentially provides 
for interchange of individuals between subherds. Annual public elk hunting has occurred 
for over 25 years and has maintained population numbers below the limit of 490 elk 
specified by legislation, while suppressing numbers in subherds that caused agricultural 
conflicts. The Owens Valley herd demonstrates a compensatory reproductive response 
(higher number or survival of young) to periodic reductions caused by hunting and 
capture/translocation (Table 1); its persistence for over 80 years attests to its viability. 

 
Male tule elk are susceptible to high rates of antler breakage in the Owens Valley that 
may be linked to a mineral deficiency in their diet (Johnson et al. 2005, Johnson et al. 
2007a, Johnson et al. 2007b). Although the elk population has been regulated through 
harvest and is viable, antler abnormalities have been documented for many years. 
These studies indicate that habitat conditions may not be meeting all nutritional 
requirements (Johnson et al. 2007a). If a mineral deficiency is inhibiting antler 
development, other physiological processes may be affected, such as reproduction 
(Johnson et al. 2007a). 
 
The Sierra Nevada Mountains prevent natural dispersal of tule elk into or out of the 
Owens Valley. Translocation of tule elk into the Unit has not occurred since 1972. 
Periodic translocation of disease-free tule elk into the Unit may promote genetic 
diversity and contribute to herd viability. 
 
Summary of Annual Harvests  
 
The current harvest strategy maintains the Owens Valley tule elk population to below 
the legislated threshold, and manage agricultural conflicts by reducing or controlling the 
size of subherds. This strategy provides hunting opportunities for the general public as 
well as apprentice hunters, archers and muzzleloader hunters. Harvest strategies since 
1989 are summarized below. 
 

 In 1989, the Commission authorized public elk hunting for the Bishop and Lone 
Pine zones (Tables 8 and 9). However, the 1989 harvest overwhelmingly 
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consisted of bulls; a prolonged bull harvest would have sharply reduced bull to 
cow ratios and been sub-optimal in controlling population numbers. To better 
manage sex ratios and subherd population levels, the Commission designated 
antlerless and bull tags for the Bishop and Lone Pine zones since 1990. The 
Bishop boundary remains unaltered, whereas the Department has split the 
Independence, Lone Pine, and West Tinemaha boundaries to create new zones 
(Goodale, Tinemaha Mountain, and Whitney). Annual hunter success for the 
Bishop and Lone Pine zones has been high (Tables 8 and 9).  

 
 In 1994, the Commission authorized annual hunting within the Independence 

Zone (Table 10) and issued antlerless and bull tags to partition the harvest by 
sex. In 2007, the Department expanded the Independence zone to include the 
west side of US Highway 395; annual hunter success has been moderate to 
high.  

 
 In 1998, the Commission authorized annual hunting within the Tinemaha Zone 

(Table 11). Initially, tagholders could not hunt west of Highway 395. However, in 
2004, the Department established the West Tinemaha zone west of Highway 
395. This significantly expanded the hunt zone and helped resolve complaints 
regarding fence and crop damage west of Highway 395. In 2007, the Department 
expanded the West Tinemaha zone further westward. Table 11 lists tag 
allocation and harvest for the Tinemaha and West Tinemaha zones from 1998-
2016. 

 
 In 2010, The Commission authorized two additional tule elk zones within the 

Owens Valley: Tinemaha Mountain and Whitney (Tables 12 and 13) by 
subdividing the West Tinemaha and Lone Pine zones. The Tinemaha Mountain 
zone was established after CDFW confirmed the presence of a group of bulls 
west of the Owens Valley and north of Tinemaha Creek, utilizing higher 
elevations at the Tinemaha subherd’s western boundary, extending into the Inyo 
National Forest. The Tinemaha Mountain zone is not used extensively by tule 
elk, especially the larger cow-calf groups. Quotas and harvests for these hunts 
are conservative compared to other Owens Valley zones. Hunter success has 
been moderate to high.  

 
 In 2002, the Commission authorized Owens Valley archery-only tags. Prior to 

2002, elk could be taken with archery gear but no tags or hunt periods existed 
solely for archers. Table 14 lists archery-only quotas and harvests for the Owens 
Valley from 2002-2015. Tags in Table 14 were valid for multiple zones (for 
example, archery-only tags in 2015 were valid for the Bishop, Independence, 
Lone Pine, Tinemaha Mountain and Whitney zones). Besides those listed in 
Table 14, additional archery-only tags are designated for Lone Pine (Table 9), 
Independence (Table 10), and Tinemaha/West Tinemaha (Table 11). 

 Starting in 2007, the Commission approved muzzleloader and apprentice hunts 
for the Unit. Muzzleloader tags were issued for the Bishop (Table 8), Lone Pine 
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(Table 9), and Independence (Table 10) zones; apprentice tags were issued for 
the Bishop Zone (Table 8). 
 

Careful hunt monitoring is necessary at liberal harvest levels to ensure that no adverse 
impacts to the population occur. The Department reduced the total Owens Valley tag 
quota for 2015 based on population survey results (Table 1). 

 
Figures 1-6 depict the mean age of antlered (bulls) and antlerless elk taken within the 
Owens Valley by hunters. Sample sizes are relatively small for some years and/or 
zones, and age structure trends (increasing or decreasing) are not immediately 
apparent. However, these figures indicate that most elk taken by hunters had survived 
past the age of first reproduction. Bull to cow ratios from surveys since 1996 were 
generally well above the desired minimum of 25 bulls per 100 cows, especially since 
2007 (Table 1). Thus, while prolonged harvests at liberal levels warrant close 
monitoring, past results for this Unit demonstrate that public elk hunting could be 
sustained indefinitely in the Owens Valley given a harvest strategy that periodically 
adjusts tag quotas based on monitoring results.  
  
Unit Highlights 
 
The Owens Valley herd is second only to Cache Creek in longevity as a free-ranging 
tule elk herd. Prior to 1989, the Department used periodic public hunts to manage 
population levels and reduce or control the size of individual subherds. During the 
period that hunting was prohibited (1971-1988), Department staff captured and 
relocated 434 elk from the Owens Valley, to reestablish herds elsewhere and reduce or 
maintain numbers below the legislated threshold for the Owens Valley. Regulated 
annual harvests resumed in 1989 as the need for surplus animals for reintroduction 
began to decline. Regulated tule elk hunting in the Owens Valley now serves three 
purposes: to control elk population numbers below the legislated threshold; to alleviate 
agricultural and/or private property conflicts; and to provide public recreational 
opportunities. 
 

 In 2001, a sightability model using telemetered animals was developed expressly 
for the Owens Valley (Bleich et al. 2001). The model is used to predict the 
likelihood of observing a group of elk. 
 

 From 2004-2007, the Department initiated a study to determine mineral 
deficiencies and causes and effects of antler breakage on tule elk within the 
Owens Valley, that resulted in moving the early season elk hunt dates to precede 
antler breakage. 
 

 From 2011-2016, the Department placed 51 GPS collars on elk to estimate 
distribution, home range, and movement patterns. 
 

Some management actions in the Owens Valley were controversial, particularly the 
periodic hunts that occurred prior to 1969. However, after extensive research, 
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monitoring, and management activities the level of controversy has subsided. The 
Department has collaborated with DWP, BLM, USFS, the academic community, NGOs, 
and private landowners to implement/accomplish numerous elk research and 
management activities within the Unit. A partial listing of products from these efforts 
includes the following: 
  
Unit Specific Research  
 
Berbach, M.W. 1991. Activity patterns and range relationships of tule elk and mule deer 
in Owens Valley. Unpublished Dissertation, University of California, Berkeley, USA. 
 
Berbach, M.W. and D.R. McCullough. 1989. Tule elk/deer interaction study. 
Unpublished annual report to the California Department of Fish and Game, Interagency 
Agreement #C-1518, June 1989. 
 
Berbach, M.W. and D.R. McCullough. 1990. Tule elk/deer interaction study. 
Unpublished final report to the California Department of Fish and Game, Interagency 
Agreement #C-1518, November 1990.  
 
Bureau of Land Management. 1977. The tule elk in California; a report to congress. 
Bureau of Land Management, Sacramento, California, USA. 
 
California Department of Fish and Game. 1988. Owens Valley tule elk management unit 
management plan. Unpublished report, California Department of Fish and Game, 
Sacramento, USA. 
 
Fowler, G.S. 1985. Tule elk in California – history, current status and management 
recommendations. California Department of Fish and Game. Interagency Agreement. 
#C-698. Sacramento, California, USA. 
 
US Forest Service. 1965. Tule elk habitat management plan, Inyo National Forest. US 
Forest Service, Inyo National Forest, Bishop, California, USA.  
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Table 1. Owens Valley Tule Elk Management Unit, Population Survey 
Results and Herd History. Surveys did not occur or results were unavailable for years not listed. 
(Source: CDFW files; H denotes helicopter survey, G denotes ground, FW denotes fixed wing). 

 

Bulls Cows Calves Unknown Total Hunting Relocated

1933 7 11 6 3 27 27 elk relocated to 
OV from Yosemite.

1934 10 30 12 3 55
28 additional elk to 
OV from Tupman 

Reserve.
1943 60 97 32 189 43 FW
1944 9 94 26 129 FW
1945 34 202 32 268 FW
1946 37 221 47 305 FW
1947 38 174 53 265 FW
1948 68 191 61 320 FW
1949 73 350 72 495 107 FW
1950 153 153 FW
1951 199 199 FW
1952 40 92 28 62 222 FW
1953 60 156 40 256 FW
1954 33 117 42 192 FW
1955 36 224 43 303 144 FW
1956 46 108 154 FW
1957 33 141 174 FW
1958 63 162 225 Jan, FW
1958 59 109 84 252 Dec, FW
1960 59 222 4 285 March, FW
1960 35 166 42 243 June, FW
1960 82 245 327 Dec, FW
1961 94 156 45 1 296 40 June, FW
1961 89 224 313 Dec, FW
1962 91 11 102 59 June, FW
1962 90 154 244 Dec, FW
1963 45 102 30 177 July, FW
1963 89 219 308 Dec, FW
1964 88 157 37 282 FW
1964 85 194 279 50 FW
1965 59 90 31 180 FW
1966 68 172 47 3 290 FW
1967 64 128 54 0 246 FW
1968 93 181 61 0 335 FW
1969 68 209 51 2 330 78 FW
1970 37 150 41 0 228 Aug, FW
1970 59 175 58 0 292 Sept, FW
1971 65 161 65 0 291 FW
1972 52 194 34 0 280 FW
1973 79 195 66 0 340 FW
1974 65 245 65 0 375 FW
1975 96 245 59 0 400 FW
1976 101 300 77 0 478 FW
1977 143 354 85 0 582 48 FW
1978 124 301 89 0 514 79 Aug, FW
1978 138 285 90 0 514 Sept, FW
1979 143 262 82 0 487 FW
1980 132 302 99 0 533 102 FW
1981 121 263 92 0 476 33 FW
1982 117 247 82 0 446 FW

Comments/Survey 
Method

Removed

Year

Number of Elk Counted
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Table 1. Owens Valley Tule Elk Management Unit, Population Survey 
Results and Herd History (Continued). 

 
  

Bulls Cows Calves Unknown Total Hunting Relocated

1983 111 269 115 0 495 FW
1984 151 328 130 0 609 FW
1985 158 365 77 0 600 170 FW
1986 105 242 82 0 429 FW
1986 155 264 100 0 519 H
1987 129 268 68 0 465 FW

1987 151 302 71 0 524 H, Tinehama and 
Whitney FW

1988 123 235 67 0 425 FW
1988 194 297 72 563 H
1989 104 241 54 399 77 FW
1990 81 237 40 358 36 FW
1991 69 227 45 341 44 FW
1992 67 210 29 306 37 FW
1993 109 230 54 393 22 FW
1994 111 193 45 349 29 FW
1995 91 159 41 291 24 June, FW

1996 95 176 65 336 21 FW/Sightability 
Model Used

1997 68 149 51 268 19 FW/Sightability 
Model Used

1998 83 169 46 298 29 FW/Sightability 
Model Used

1999 65 127 35 70 297 26 FW/Sightability 
Model Used

2000 86 208 48 342 43 FW/Sightability 
Model Used

2001 63 181 55 299 26 FW/Sightability 
Model Used

2002 70 208 30 0 308 22 FW/Sightability 
Model Used

2003 58 238 56 0 352 19 FW/Sightability 
Model Used

2004 81 192 57 330 27 FW/Sightability 
Model Used

2005 74 238 83 395 19 FW/Sightability 
Model Used

2006 49 362 42 453 19 FW/Sightability 
Model Used

2007 81 291 33 405 75 FW/Sightability 
Model Used

2008 58 165 57 280 69 FW/Sightability 
Model Used

2009 134 188 71 393 55 G/FW
2010 87 178 48 313 66 G/FW
2011 136 176 57 369 60 G/FW
2012 129 109 50 288 58 G/FW
2013 92 79 14 185 52 G/FW
2014 79 76 20 175 26 G/FW
2015 74 96 38 208 22 G/FW
2016 63 121 55 239 11 G/FW
2016 62 79 23 164 H
2017 60 141 54 255 10 G/FW

Comments/Survey 
MethodYear

Number of Elk Counted Removed
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Table 2. Bishop Subherd, Survey Results and Subherd History. 
Surveys did not occur or results were unavailable for years not listed. (Source: CDFW files; H denotes 
helicopter survey). 

 

Bulls Cows Calves Unknown Total
1964 51
1966 13 28 8 49
1967 11 37 16 64
1968 23 31 12 66
1969 15 43 9 67
1970 12 37 11 60
1970 10 43 15 68
1971 18 48 14 80
1972 16 67 6 89
1973 20 56 14 90
1974 24 53 16 93
1975 32 55 8 95
1976 21 54 14 89
1977 26 90 17 133 25
1978 29 65 11 105 14
1978 34 67 20 121
1979 37 51 18 106
1980 43 79 16 138 75
1981 30 30 13 73
1982 26 37 12 75
1983 27 48 15 90
1984 33 54 15 102
1985 32 64 13 109
1986 34 64 21 119

1986H 36 69 24 129
1987 44 74 18 136
1988 31 86 19 136

1988H 62 85 22 169
1989 30 75 14 119
1990 11 63 12 86
1991 21 61 6 88
1992 18 41 3 62
1993 16 16 5 37
1994
1995
1996 16 33 6 55
1997 12 27 8 47
1998 10 36 5 51
1999 1 21 5 27
2000 9 32 6 47
2001 7 45 12 64
2002 16 42 7 65
2003 13 62 13 88
2004 12 51 13 76
2005 11 63 16 90
2006 3 104 8 115
2007 11 81 6 98
2008 13 51 16 80
2009 17 44 12 73
2010 30 38 5 73
2011 13 28 9 50
2012 26 10 6 42
2013 11 11 4 26
2014 9 6 0 15
2015 7 9 2 18
2016 5 10 4 19
2017 4 10 5 19

Year
Number of Elk Counted Number 

Relocated
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Table 3. Lone Pine Subherd Survey Results and Subherd History. 
Surveys did not occur or results were unavailable for years not listed. (Source: CDFW files; 
H denotes helicopter survey). 
 

Bulls Cows Calves Unknown Total

1964 61
1966 8 12 7 1 28
1967 16 23 9 48
1968 14 24 12 50
1969 20 33 6 59
1970 18 34 10 62
1971 17 21 14 52
1972 10 33 7 50
1973 16 32 14 62
1974 15 56 9 80
1975 21 34 12 67
1976 21 55 15 91
1977 19 56 14 89
1978 20 52 22 94
1978 25 62 19 96
1979 17 64 20 101
1980 39 69 24 132
1981 43 71 22 136
1982 27 53 17 97
1983 27 65 32 124
1984 23 68 22 113
1985 33 67 13 113 63
1986 9 51 17 77

1986H 30 57 20 107
1987 14 80 26 120

1987H 32 99 32 163
1988 40 55 20 115

1988H 55 100 30 185
1989 28 87 21 136
1990 24 91 12 127
1991 22 73 13 108
1992 29 79 7 115
1993 21 60 24 105
1994 90
1995
1996 24 44 9 77
1997 23 36 20 79
1998 35 19 7 61
1999 22 35 11 68
2000 21 31 10 62
2001 15 20 9 44
2002 21 38 7 66
2003 15 25 9 49
2004 7 7 3 17
2005 4 20 5 29
2006 15 26 8 49
2007 11 14 7 32
2008 4 8 2 14
2009 19 16 5 40
2010 20 36 15 71
2011 20 25 8 53
2012 15 20 9 44
2013 33 42 9 84
2014 25 24 5 54
2015 27 29 12 68
2016 29 35 16 80
2017 25 28 11 64

Year

Number of Elk Counted Number 
Relocated
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Table 4. Independence Subherd Survey Results and Subherd 
History. Surveys did not occur or results were unavailable for years not listed. 
(Source: CDFW files; H denotes helicopter survey). 

Bulls Cows Calves Unknow
n Total

1964 67
1966 23 58 17 98
1967 7 14 7 28
1968 16 34 12 62
1969 6 24 5 35
1970 2 8 4 14
1970 9 22 11 42
1971 11 20 9 40
1972 11 30 9 50
1973 18 30 10 58
1974 9 43 9 61
1975 15 60 11 86
1976 27 74 12 113
1977 33 62 16 111 20
1978 37 54 22 113 16
1978 35 52 21 108
1979 42 53 12 107
1980 21 58 18 97
1981 22 52 17 91
1982 33 64 24 121
1983 12 43 17 72
1984 36 90 43 169
1985 40 84 24 148 44
1986 11 41 14 66

1986H 38 40 15 93
1987 34 25 9 68

1987H 32 38 6 76
1988 25 19 5 49

1988H 30 30 6 66
1989 22 20 7 49
1990 20 19 2 41
1991 7 19 7 33
1992
1993 55
1994 17 25 6 48
1995
1996 5 12 6 23
1997 3 11 1 15
1998 8 10 4 2 24
1999 13 14 7 34
2000 23 47 12 82
2001 5 13 4 22
2002 5 12 4 21
2003 1 13 3 17
2004 0 0 0 0
2005 4 31 2 37
2006 7 39 3 49
2007 9 34 3 46
2008 1 6 1 8
2009 13 32 10 55
2010 12 40 11 63
2011 25 43 10 78
2012 12 25 10 47
2013 8 0 0 8
2014 24 34 15 73
2015 12 21 10 43
2016 17 26 10 53
2017 12 40 10 62

Year

Number of Elk Counted
Number 

Relocated
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Table 5. Tinemaha Subherd Survey Results and Subherd History. Surveys 
did not occur or results were unavailable for years not listed. (Source: CDFW files; H denotes helicopter 
survey). 

Bulls Cows Calves Unknown Total

1964 39
1966 16 34 9 59
1967 27 45 18 90
1968 28 46 11 85
1969 17 42 16 75
1970 2 31 6 39
1970 4 29 6 39
1971 2 30 11 43
1972 5 39 6 50
1973 11 53 20 84
1974 11 59 15 85
1975 19 53 12 84
1976 12 65 19 96
1977 33 70 11 114 25
1978 25 67 15 107 11
1978 21 56 20 97
1979 33 55 7 95
1980 15 49 21 85 26
1981 13 80 25 118 33
1982 23 51 21 95
1983 22 59 25 106
1984 37 46 27 110
1985 25 75 12 112 63
1986 24 37 14 75

1986H 22 37 18 77
1987 19 43 9 71
1988 15 40 10 65

1988H 33 47 11 91
1989 16 39 10 65
1990 19 37 10 66
1991 11 46 13 70
1992
1993
1994
1996 50 87 44 181
1997 33 86 23 142
1998 30 104 30 164
1999 29 57 12 70 168
2000 12 48 11 71
2001 10 23 4 37
2002 7 17 2 26
2003 25 129 27 181
2004 5 125 18 148
2005 33 124 35 192
2006 22 159 17 198
2007 49 162 17 228
2008 37 96 38 171
2009 68 73 34 175
2010 20 44 12 76
2011 52 30 12 94
2012 49 15 10 74
2013 25 11 36
2014 30 10 8 48
2015 18 10 5 33
2016 15 16 7 38
2017 9 15 11 35

Year

Number of Elk Counted Number 
Relocated
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Table 6. Whitney Subherd Survey Results and Subherd History. Surveys did 
not occur or results were unavailable for years not listed. (Source: CDFWfiles; H denotes helicopter survey). 

Bulls Cows Calves Unknown
1972 0 3 2 5
1973 0 0 0 0
1974 0 0 0 0
1975 0 0 0 0
1976 0 0 0 0
1977 10 5 4 19
1978 4 0 0 1 5
1979 6 20 13 39
1980 4 22 11 37
1981 12 24 15 51
1982 6 23 6 35
1983 17 32 15 64
1984 11 40 13 64
1985 18 42 9 69
1986 20 30 10 60

1986H 15 32 8 55
1987 16 28 4 48
1988 7 27 9 43

1988H 12 35 3 50
1989 8 20 2 30
1990 7 27 4 38
1991 8 28 6 42
1993
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000 13 34 7 54
2001 26 80 26 132
2002 8 22 2 32
2003 4 9 4 17
2004 0
2005 0
2006 2 34 6 42
2007 1 0 0 1
2008 3 4 7
2009 17 23 10 50
2010 5 20 5 30
2011 14 40 13 67
2012 20 26 8 54
2013 15 15 1 31
2014 1 0 0 1
2015 5 12 1 18
2016 5 13 7 25
2017 5 15 8 28

Not Surveyed

Year
Number of Elk Counted

Total

Not Surveyed
Not Surveyed
Not Surveyed
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Table 7. Goodale Subherd Survey Results and Subherd History. Surveys did 
not occur or results were unavailable for years not listed. (Source: CDFW files; H denotes helicopter survey). 

 

Bulls Cows Calves Unknown Total

1964 61
1966 8 40 6 2 56
1967 3 9 4 16
1968 12 46 14 72
1969 10 67 15 92
1970 14 47 13 74
1970 18 47 16 81
1971 17 42 17 76
1972 10 22 4 36
1973 30 33 63
1973 14 24 8 46
1974 83 83
1974 6 34 16 56
1975 15 52 67
1975 9 43 16 68
1976 20 52 17 89
1977 22 71 23 116 9
1978 11 54 41 79 10
1978 19 58 10 87
1979 8 19 12 39
1980 10 25 9 44
1981 1 6 0 7
1982 2 19 2 23
1983 6 22 22 39
1984 11 30 10 51
1985 10 33 9 49
1986 7 19 6 32

1986H 14 29 15 58
1987 2 18 2 22

1987H 8 20 2 30
1995
1996
1997
2000 21 50 9 80
2001
2002 8 22 2 32
2003 4 9 4 17
2004
2005
2006
2007 1 0 0 1
2008
2009 17 23 10 50
2010
2011 12 10 5 27
2012 7 13 7 27
2013 8 0 0 8
2015 5 15 8 28
2016 6 21 11 38
2017 5 23 7 35

Year

Number of Elk Counted Number 
Relocated

Not surveyed
Not surveyed



415

 
 

E-331 
 
 
 

Table 8. Bishop Tule Elk Hunt, Tag Quotas, and Harvests, 1989-2017. 
 

 

Tags 
Issued

Bull 
Harvest

Antlerless 
Harvest

Tags 
Issued Harvest

Tags 
Issued Harvest

Tags 
Issued Harvest

Tags 
Issued Harvest

Tags 
Issued Harvest

1989 40 35 2
1990 10 10
1991 15 15
1992 15 13
1993 7 7 2 1
1994 4 4
1995 4 4
1996 5 5
1997 4 4
1998 1 1
1999 1 1
2000 1 1
2001 1 1
2002 1 1
2003 1 0
2004 1 1
2005 1 1
2006 1 1
2007 5 4 12 11 1 1 4 4 4 4
2008 1 1 12 11 1 1 4 4 4 4
2009 1 0 12 8 1 0 4 4 4 3
2010 2 2 6 5 1 1 3 2 3 3
2011 3 2 9 7 2 2 3 2 3 3
2012 3 2 9 6 2 2 3 2 3 1
2013 4 4 2 2 2 0
2014 2 2 2 2
2015 2 2
2016
2017

Totals 40 35 2 56 51 102 87 12 11 21 18 23 18
Success 
Rate

Apprentice 
Antlerless

93% 91% 85% 92% 86% 78%

Muzzleloader 
Antlerless

Year

General Either-Sex Bull Antlerless  Muzzleloader Bull
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Table 9. Lone Pine Tule Elk Hunt, Tag Quotas, and Harvests, 1989-2017. 
 

Tags 
Issued

Bull 
Harvest

Antlerless 
Harvest

Tags 
Issued Harvest

Tags 
Issued Harvest

Tags 
Issued Harvest

Tags 
Issued Harvest

Tags 
Issued Harvest

Tags 
Issued Harvest

1989 40 38 2
1990 30 26
1991 4 4 25 25
1992 1 1 25 23
1993 4 4 12 10
1994 5 5 12 11
1995 4 4 12 9
1996 4 3 12 10
1997 5 4 12 10
1998 4 3 8 7
1999 4 4 8 5
2000 4 4 8 7
2001 5 5 8 8
2002 4 4 8 8
2003 5 5 8 6
2004 4 4 8 8
2005 4 3 8 6
2006 4 4 8 6
2007 2 2 8 7 1 1 1 1
2008 3 3 8 5 1 1 1 1
2009 3 2 8 7 1 1 1 1
2010 2 2 6 6 2 1
2011 2 2 9 5 2 2 3 0
2012 2 2 11 7 2 2 3 1
2013 4 3 9 7 2 1 3 0
2014 6 6
2015 4 4
2016 3 3 1 1
2017 2 1 2 2 1 0

Totals 40 38 2 98 91 274 232 3 3 3 3 9 6 9 1
Success 
Rate

Archery Only     
Bull 

Archery Only 
Antlerless

100% 93% 85% 100% 100% 67% 11%

Muzzleloader 
Antlerless

Year

General Either-Sex Bull Antlerless Muzzleloader Bull
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Table 10. Independence Tule Elk Hunt, Tag Quotas, and Harvests, 1994-
2017. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Tags 
Issued Harvest

Tags 
Issued Harvest

Tags 
Issued Harvest

Tags 
Issued Harvest

Tags 
Issued  Harvest

1994 4 4 6 5
1995 5 5 6 2
1996 4 3 6 0
1997 1 1
1998 1 1
1999 1 1
2000 1 1
2001 1 1
2002 1 1
2003 1 1
2004 1 1
2005 1 1
2006 0 0 0 0 0 0
2007 1 0
2008 1 0
2009 1 1
2010 6 5 1 1 2 1
2011 9 8 2 1 3 2
2012 2 2 12 8 2 2 3 3
2013 4 4 9 9 2 2 3 2
2014 4 4 2 0 2 2
2015 2 2 1 1
2016 1 1 2 1 1 1
2017 2 1 3 1 1 0

Totals 37 35 61 39 3 1 12 10 11 8
Success 
Rate 95% 64% 33% 83% 73%

Muzzleloader 
Antlerless

Year

Bull Antlerless Archery Only Bull  Muzzleloader Bull
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Table 11. Tinemaha Tule Elk Hunt, Tag Quotas, and Harvests, 1998-2017. 
Note: Quotas and harvests from 2004-2015 include both the Tinemaha West and 
Tinemaha Zones.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

Tags 
Issued Harvest

Tags 
Issued Harvest

Tags 
Issued Harvest

Tags 
Issued Harvest

1998 7 7 10 10
1999 7 6 10 9
2000 13 13 30 17
2001 10 9 20 2
2002 7 5 11 0
2003 2 2
2004 6 6 6 2
2005 6 1 6 3
2006 6 3 6 3
2007 4 4 36 27 1 1 6 4
2008 4 3 36 28 1 1 6 2
2009 4 4 36 20 1 1 6 1
2010 4 3 29 21 2 1
2011 4 4 19 11 2 1
2012 4 4 11 6 2 0
2013 6 5 2 0
2014 4 4 1 0
2015 3 3 1 0
2016 1 1
2017

Totals 83 76 248 151 32 16 36 15
Success 
Rate 92% 61% 50% 42%

Year

Bull Antlerless  Archery Only Bull Archery Only 
Antlerless



419

 
 

E-335 
 
 
 

 
Table 12. Tinemaha Mountain Tule Elk Hunt, Tag Quotas, and Harvests, 
2010-2017. 
 

 
 
 

Table 13. Whitney Tule Elk Hunt, Tag Quotas, and Harvests, 2010-2017. 
 

 
 
 

Tags 
Issued Harvest

Tags 
Issued Harvest

2010 2 2
2011 2 1
2012 2 1
2013 1 0
2014 1 0
2015 2 2
2016 0 0
2017 0 0

Totals 10 6 0 0
Success 
Rate

Year

Bull Antlerless  

60%

Tags 
Issued Harvest

Tags 
Issued Harvest

Tags 
Issued Harvest

2010 1 1 4 4
2011 1 1 4 4
2012 2 2 12 7
2013 2 2 11 7 2 2
2014 2 2
2015 2 2
2016
2017 1 0

Totals 10 10 32 22 2 2
Success 
Rate

Year

Bull Antlerless  Archery - Bull

100% 69% 100%
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Table 14. Owens Valley Archery Only Tule Elk Hunt, Tag Quotas and 
Harvests, 2002-2017. Note: Quota/Harvest for 2011 includes one tag issued through cooperative 
elk hunting. 

  

Tags 
Issued

Bull 
Harvest

Antlerless 
Harvest

Tags 
Issued Harvest

2002 5 2 1
2003 7 5
2004 7 5
2005 7 4
2006 5 2
2007 5 4
2008 5 4
2009 5 2
2010 5 5
2011 6 6
2012 5 4
2013 5 1
2014 5 3
2015 5 5
2016 3 3
2017 3 1

Totals 46 28 1 37 28
Success 
Rate

Year

Either-Sex Bull

63% 93%
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Figure 1. Average Age of Antlered and Antlerless Elk taken by Public Hunting within the Bishop 
Tule Elk Management Unit, 1989 - 2016. Sample sizes are denoted above bars for each year. 
 
 

 
 
  Figure 1. Average Age of Antlered and Antlerless Elk taken by Public Hunting within the Bishop Tule 
Elk Management Unit, 1989 - 2016.  Sample sizes are denoted above bars for each year.

Bull
Antlerless

Average age depicted if N>1, and individual age if N-1.
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Figure 2. Average Age of Antlered and Antlerless Elk taken by Public Hunting within the Lone Pine 
Tule Elk Management Unit, 1989 - 2016. Sample sizes are denoted above bars for each year. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2. Average Age of Antlered and Antlerless Elk taken by Public Hunting within the Lone Pine 
Tule Elk Management Unit, 1989 - 2016.   Sample sizes are denoted above bars for each year.

Bull
Antlerless

Average age depicted if N>1, and individual age if N-1.
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Figure 3. Average Age of Antlered and Antlerless Elk taken by Public Hunting within the 
Independence Tule Elk Management Unit, 1994 - 2016. Sample sizes are denoted above bars for each year. 
 

 
 
 

Figure 3. Average Age of Antlered and Antlerless Elk taken by Public Hunting within the Indepen-
dence Tule Elk Management Unit, 1994 - 2016.  Sample sizes are denoted above bars for each year.

Bull
Antlerless

Average age depicted if N>1, and individual age if N-1.
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Figure 4. Average Age of Antlered and Antlerless Elk taken by Public Hunting within the Tinemaha 
Tule Elk Management Unit, 1998 - 2016. Note: Age data from 2004-2009 include both the Tinemaha and West Tinemaha zones. 
Age data from 2010-2015 include Tinemaha, West Tinemaha, and Tinemaha Mountain zones. Sample sizes are denoted above bars for each year. 

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 4. Average Age of Antlered and Antlerless Elk taken by Public Hunting within the Tinemaha 
Tule Elk Management Unit, 1998 - 2016. Note: Age data from 2004-2009 include both the Tinemaha and 
West Tinemaha zones. Age data from 2010-2015 include Tinemaha, West Tinemaha, and Tinemaha Mountain 
zones. Sample sizes are denoted above bars for each year.

Bull
Antlerless

Average age depicted if N>1, and individual age if N-1.
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Figure 5. Average Age of Antlered and Antlerless Elk taken by Public Hunting within the Whitney 
Tule Elk Management Unit, 2010 - 2016. Sample sizes are denoted above bars for each year. 

 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 

 

Figure 5. Average Age of Antlered and Antlerless Elk taken by Public Hunting within the Whitney Tule 
Elk Management Unit, 2010 - 2016. Sample sizes are denoted above bars for each year.

Bull
Antlerless

Average age depicted if N>1, and individual age if N-1.
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Figure 6. Average Age of Antlered Elk taken by Archery Only Hunting within the Owens Valley 
Tule Elk Management Unit, 2002 - 2016. Note: Age data for 2011 Includes One Tag Issued through Cooperative Elk Hunting. 
Sample sizes are denoted above bars for each year.Figure 6. Average Age of Antlered Elk taken by Archery Only Hunting within the Owens Valley Tule Elk 

Management Unit, 2002 - 2016. Note: Age data for 2011 Includes One Tag Issued through Cooperative Elk 
Hunting. Sample sizes are denoted above bars for each year. 

Bull Average age depicted if N>1, and individual age if N-1.
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San Emigdio Mountain Tule Elk Management Unit 
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San Emigdio Mountain 
Tule Elk Management Unit 

 
 
Description   
 
The San Emigdio Mountain Tule Elk Management Unit (Unit) includes portions of Kern, 
San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara and Ventura counties, with boundaries as follows:  
within a line beginning at the junction of Highway 166 (Maricopa Highway) and 
Interstate Highway 5 in Kern County;  west along Highway 166 to where it joins 
Highway 33 (West Side Highway) near Maricopa; south and west along highways 166 
and 33 to their point of divergence in San Luis Obispo County; south along Highway 33 
to Lockwood Valley Road in Ventura County; east and north along Lockwood Valley 
Road to Lake of the Woods where Lockwood Valley Road becomes Frazier Mountain 
Park Road; west along Frazier Mountain Park Road to Interstate Highway 5; and north 
along Interstate Highway 5 to the point of beginning. 
 
The Unit is within the Central Valley and Sierra Nevada, and South Coast Provinces as 
identified in the California State Wildlife Action Plan (California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife 2015). The San Emigdio Mountains are part of the Transverse Ranges and form 
the southern wall of the San Joaquin Valley linking the Temblor Range to the west with 
the Tehachapi Mountains to the east. Elevation ranges from approximately 600 feet at 
the northeastern corner of the Unit to over 8800 feet at Mt. Pinos. Lower elevations 
contain valley floor and rolling hill grasslands that transition into mixed chaparral habitat 
at mid-elevations. The chaparral transitions into mixed conifers at the higher elevations, 
which receive little use by tule elk (Cervus canadensis nannodes). Summer daytime 
temperatures can exceed 100° F and winter temperatures can decline below freezing. 
Seeps, springs, and small ponds, which provide water for elk during summer may, affect 
elk distribution in some portions of the Unit. 
 
The Unit consists of 418,000 acres at the southern limit of historical tule elk range as 
depicted by McCullough (1969). Approximately half of the Unit is private land used for 
livestock and agricultural production and recreation. The United States Department of 
Agriculture Forest Service (USFS; Los Padres National Forest) and the United States 
Department of Interior Bureau of Land Management (BLM; Bakersfield District) are the 
primary public land management agencies. Elk seldom use USFS and BLM land, but 
can be found on the 14,000 acre Bitter Creek National Wildlife Refuge managed by the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) as roosting and foraging habitat for 
California Condors. Access to the Bitter Creek Refuge is prohibited, but the public can 
view wildlife from a road through the refuge. The Wildlands Conservancy, a private 
conservation organization, owns approximately 95,000 acres within the Unit that is used 
considerably by elk. 
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Elk Distribution and Abundance  
 
The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) initially focused on 
providing animals from diverse sources, and in numbers sufficient to reestablish tule elk 
within the Unit. In January of 1998, the Department released five sub-adult bulls and 15 
cows from San Luis Refuge onto land owned by the Wildlands Conservancy. The 
Department has conducted four subsequent translocations to augment the initial effort: 
1) in October 1999 three bulls and 34 cows from Concord Naval Weapons Station; 2) In 
February 2005, two bulls and 19 cows from San Luis Refuge; 3) In 2013, two adult 
bulls, two yearling bulls, and two cows from San Luis Refuge; 4) In March 2014, 15 
cows and calves from San Luis Refuge. The elk have dispersed from the various 
release sites on Wildlands Conservancy’s holdings, some as far away as 12 miles and 
generally occupy mid-elevations between 1,500 and 4,500 feet in southern Kern 
County. Wildlands Conservancy personnel monitor the elk within the Unit using ground 
counts. The current population estimate for the Unit is 350 animals (Table 1). 
 
Management Goals, Objectives, and Actions 
 
The management goals for this Unit are to: 1) In consideration of current habitat 
capacity, other land uses, and long term environmental changes, improve elk habitat 
conditions and population levels; 2) enhance opportunities for the public to use and 
enjoy elk (e.g. hunting and wildlife viewing); and 3) alleviate human-elk conflicts and elk 
depredation complaints. Specific objectives and actions for each goal are listed below. 
Department regional and headquarters staff will perform the identified actions.  

 
In 2010, the Department evaluated an alternative to establish a public tule elk hunt 
within the Unit. The hunt was put on hold because public access opportunities were 
extremely limited; the Department will revisit the issue in the future. The Department 
expects that the elk population will continue to increase, as will the potential for private 
property conflicts. Regulated hunting remains the primary method of controlling 
population numbers and alleviating private property conflicts with elk. Population 
management for the Unit will involve a conservative level of regulated elk hunting to 
promote natural range expansion and population growth towards the upper population 
objective in areas without conflict, with focused elk hunting and depredation relief in 
areas with reoccurring agricultural or human conflicts. 
 
Goal 1. In consideration of current habitat capacity, other land uses, and long 
term environmental changes, improve elk habitat conditions and population 
levels.  
 
The elk population is increasing and has not reached the upper population identified in 
Objective 1.6. Population management for this Unit involves efforts to increase elk 
numbers, where suitable, and regulated hunting in areas where conflicts occur.  
 
Elk heavily utilize private lands, which, in some areas causes conflict with landowners. 
One method to increase elk populations is to expand their use of private lands where 
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landowners tolerate them. Private lands where elk may be tolerated or encouraged 
include woodlands, ownerships enrolled in the Private Lands Management (PLM) 
program, and other properties where elk are desired by the landowner. Where such 
suitable, unoccupied elk habitat exists, management actions should facilitate natural 
dispersal to reestablish elk there.  
  
Enhancing early seral vegetation is critical to increasing elk populations. Disturbances 
such as fire or habitat improvement projects promote a mix of habitat types and 
successional stages, including forest openings that benefit elk. To achieve these 
objectives, the Department will collaborate with state and federal agencies, and private 
landowners. 
 
Objective 1.1. Estimate population abundance, distribution, habitat use, and 

demographics by 2023, to provide managers with additional information 
to make adaptive management decisions.  

 
Action 1.1.1 
Initiate helicopter surveys (augmented as necessary with ground surveys 
conducted in cooperation with local landowners). Surveys should occur 
on a three-year rotation. Expected completion: 2021. 
 
Action 1.1.2 
Affix radio telemetry (GPS/VHF) collars on a sufficient sample size of elk 
to estimate seasonal range, individual groups, habitat use, movements, 
population connectivity, population size, density, age structure, fecundity 
(birth rates), mortality (death rates), sex ratio, assist with evaluating 
harvest strategies, and prioritize private land conservation values. 
Expected completion: 2023. 
 
Action 1.1.3 
Collaborate with academia, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), and 
others to collect population, distribution, and composition data in an effort 
to inform management decisions that would benefit elk. Expected 
completion: 2023. 
 
Action 1.1.4 
Develop innovative technologies to estimate population parameters such 
as fecal DNA and unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV) surveys. Expected 
completion: 2023. 

 
Objective 1.2. Increase elk populations by at least 10% where human-elk conflicts are 

expected to be minimal, by 2028. 
 

Action 1.2.1 
Map habitat that can support elk and overlay with areas currently 
reporting human-elk conflicts to identify areas of potential management 
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actions. Expected completion: 2022. 
 

Action 1.2.2 
Coordinate with public land agencies and private landowners to identify 
habitat enhancement projects and grazing techniques to benefit elk. 
Ongoing. 
 
Action 1.2.3 
Determine the distribution of water sources within the Unit and evaluate 
the feasibility of improving existing sources or establishing additional 
sources. Expected completion: 2022. 

 
Objective 1.3. Enhance or increase elk habitat by at least 5% by 2028.  
 

Action 1.3.1 
Map current elk habitat to detect change over time and guide 
management decisions. Expected completion: 2021. 
 
Action 1.3.2 
Meet annually with USFWS, California Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection, NGOs, and private landowners to identify opportunities to 
conserve and enhance elk habitats. Ongoing. 
 

Action 1.3.3 
Utilizing elk habitat and distribution data, work with state and federal 
agencies, and private landowners to identify specific areas for prescribed 
burns to benefit elk. Ongoing. 
 
Action 1.3.4 
Collaborate with academia to collect habitat use data to identify areas 
utilized by elk and recommend management actions that would enhance 
or increase acreage of these areas. Expected completion: 2023. 
 
Action 1.3.5 
Participate in landscape level planning efforts, to the extent possible, to 
identify potential impacts and make recommendations that would benefit 
elk and elk habitats. Ongoing. 
 
Action 1.3.6 
Work with private landowners to improve forage conditions by planting 
grasses/forbs and providing mineral supplements. Ongoing. 
 
Action 1.3.7 
Coordinate with private landowners such as the Wildlands Conservancy 
on grazing strategies that enhance/maintain habitat values for elk in an 
effort to discourage elk dispersal onto adjacent private property to reduce 
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human-elk conflicts. Ongoing. 
 
Objective 1.4. Implement a cause-specific mortality study and determine if identified 

factors are limiting population growth (e.g., predation/disease) by 2025. 
 

Action 1.4.1 
Collaborate with academia on mortality study and determine the 
feasibility of enlisting graduate students to assist in the project. Expected 
completion: 2023. 
 

Objective 1.5. Identify the genetic diversity of the population and determine if individuals 
are hybridizing with other subspecies, by 2023.  

 
Action 1.5.1 
Department personnel shall collect DNA samples as opportunities arise 
(mortalities or as part of collaring activities). Ongoing. 
 
Action 1.5.2 
Distribute DNA collection kits to USFWS Bitter Creek National Wildlife 
Refuge and Wildlands Conservancy personnel for opportunistic submittal 
of DNA samples to map elk genetics across the Unit. Ongoing. 
 
Action 1.5.3  
Use genetic monitoring results and GPS collar data to identify and 
prioritize areas for potential translocations and habitat connectivity 
projects. Expected completion: 2023. 
 

Objective 1.6. Maintain a population of 250-600 elk with a minimum ratio of 25 bulls per 
100 cows.  

 
Action 1.6.1 
Provide bull and antlerless hunting opportunities at levels that allow for 
long-term expansion of the elk population and provide landowners with 
incentives to support having elk on their properties. Ongoing. 
 
Action 1.6.2 
Review monitoring, management, and research data on an annual basis 
and adjust population objectives as appropriate. Ongoing. 
 

Goal 2. Enhance opportunities for the public to use and enjoy elk (e.g. hunting 
and wildlife viewing). 
 
The Department will continue to work with conservation partners to inform the public 
about elk and elk management within the Unit, and promote various recreational 
opportunities such as hunting, wildlife viewing, photography and nature study.  
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The Department will recommend establishing a hunt zone in this Unit to manage 
population numbers and provide opportunities for public use. Through regulations, 
hunting can influence elk distribution and population parameters. Timing and duration of 
hunt periods, hunt boundaries, tag designations (i.e., bull, antlerless or either-sex tags), 
quotas, and methods of take (e.g., general methods, archery only, muzzleloader only) 
can affect hunter success and, over time, elk population numbers and age/sex 
compositions within the Unit. The quality and quantity of elk demographic data and 
desires for hunter opportunity are other considerations in recommending and/or 
adopting elk hunting regulations. Each year, the Department considers modifications to 
hunt zone boundaries, tag quotas, hunt periods, and methods of take.  
 
Combined with establishing a public hunt zone for the Unit, another potential 
recreational and population management strategy involves the Shared Habitat Alliance 
for Recreational Enhancement (SHARE) program. Under this program, participating 
landowners receive compensation and liability protection in exchange for allowing 
access to (or through) their land for public recreational use and enjoyment of wildlife. 
The SHARE program receives funding from application fees for access permits.  
 
Objective 2.1. Establish elk hunting opportunities that are compatible with population 

objectives by 2022. 
 

Action 2.1.1 
Complete a new elk hunting environmental document to evaluate hunting 
opportunities. Expected completion: 2020. 
 
Action 2.1.2 
Determine recommended harvest quotas that are compatible with 
population objectives and provide opportunities to the public. Expected 
completion: 2020.  
 
Action 2.1.3 
Utilize SHARE to increase elk hunting opportunities and address human-
elk conflicts on private property. Expected completion: 2022. 
 

Objective 2.2. Provide information on the Department web page to inform the public 
about elk and elk viewing opportunities by 2020. 
 

Action 2.2.1 
Work with agencies and NGOs to provide information on elk and elk 
viewing. Expected completion: 2020. 

 
Goal 3. Alleviate human-elk conflicts and elk depredation complaints.  
 
To date, human-elk conflicts in the Unit have been minimal. As the elk population 
approaches the maximum objective for the Unit, conflicts may increase and additional 
actions to control population numbers may become necessary. Regulated hunting 
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provides valid recreational opportunities and can assist landowners with human-elk 
conflicts. The Department will design a hunting program to stabilize population numbers 
over the Unit (consistent with population objectives) and limit adjacent human-elk 
conflicts. Where substantial human-elk conflicts occur, elk population control, landowner 
incentives, non-lethal elk exclusion/deterrence tactics, and additional management 
actions may be implemented while maintaining a viable elk population.  
 
The Department will emphasize use of regulated hunting to address chronic and/or 
large-scale elk depredation problems, where feasible. In areas where a hunting program 
is not feasible, the Department will work with landowners to implement non-lethal 
techniques such as fencing and hazing to help alleviate chronic elk depredation 
problems. Combining elk hunting opportunity with issuance of depredation permits is 
possible if hunting and other methods to alleviate the conflict are not successful.  
 
Objective 3.1. Continue to monitor reports of human-elk conflicts on private property. 
 

Action 3.1.1 
Map areas of human-elk conflicts and assess potential for alleviating 
damage by stabilizing localized elk populations through regulated 
hunting, where feasible. Ongoing. 
 
Action 3.1.2 
Collaboratively develop best management practices (BMPs) designed to 
alleviate conflicts. Expected completion: 2021. 
 
Action 3.1.3 
Document and continue to respond to human-elk conflicts and provide 
the reporting party a list of techniques and actions to alleviate conflict, 
including BMPs (once established). Ongoing. 
 
Action 3.1.4 
Collaborate with United States Department of Agriculture Wildlife 
Services and the Department’s Office of Communication, Education, and 
Outreach to develop and distribute information pamphlets to increase 
awareness of nonlethal techniques to reduce damage caused by elk. 
Expected completion: 2022. 
 
Action 3.1.5 
Issue elk depredation permits consistent with statute, regulation, and 
Department policy at locations experiencing substantial elk depredation. 
Ongoing. 

 
Herd Viability  

   
Elk were reestablished within the Unit over 19 years ago. In total, 99 tule elk were 
released within the Unit from two separate sources: the San Luis National Wildlife 
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Refuge and Concord Naval Weapons Station. The Department will likely adjust the 
upper population threshold in the future based on biological factors and/or human 
tolerance for tule elk as indicated by private property conflicts. 

 
The La Panza Tule Elk Management Unit is adjacent to and immediately northwest of 
the San Emigdio Mountain Unit. It is possible for the exchange of individuals between 
these units to occur and monitoring to detect such movements may be warranted. 
Additionally, the 270,000-acreTejon Ranch is adjacent to the eastern boundary of the 
Unit and supports a small population of Rocky Mountain elk (C. c. nelsoni). Suitable elk 
habitat within the Tejon Ranch is separated from occupied tule elk habitat within the 
Unit and movement of individuals between both areas is unlikely. However, continued 
monitoring of elk distribution and movements is warranted in both areas. 
 
Summary of Annual Harvests  

  
Public elk hunting currently does not occur within the Unit, and the Department has 
received no applications to hunt elk through the PLM program. Public elk hunting occurs 
within the adjacent La Panza unit, but harvest within that unit has no impact on 
population numbers of the San Emigdio Mountain Unit due to no detected movement of 
elk across Unit boundaries. The Department will reevaluate the feasibility of a public 
hunt in the future. Additionally, private landowners within the Unit may elect to 
participate in programs to hunt elk.  
 
Unit Highlights 
 
The Department has cooperated with the USFWS and the Wildlands Conservancy in 
monitoring and managing elk within the Unit.  
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Data Tables/Figures 
 
 
Table 1. Tule Elk Ground Surveys for the San Emigdio Mountain Unit. 
(Conducted by Wildlands Conservancy personnel) 

 
Year Bulls Cows Calves Unknown Total

1998 5 15 20
2000 5 20 4 29
2004 22 50 24 96
2005 26 56 33 115
2006 54 55 18 127
2007 71 154 46 271
2008 44 93 36 173
2009 56 104 36 196
2010 53 82 28 163
2011 58 137 50 245
2012 57 105 21 183
2013 65 160 39 264
2014 109 213 41 363
2016 17 58 20 14 109  
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Tejon Rocky Mountain Elk Management Unit 
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Tejon  
Rocky Mountain Elk Management Unit 

 
 
Description  
 
The Tejon Rocky Mountain Elk Management Unit (Unit) spans approximately 636,822 
acres in portions of Kern and Los Angeles counties. The Unit contains property 
owned/managed by the Tejon Ranch Company and adjacent property, that extends 
east for about 25 miles from Interstate Highway 5. The Unit is generally bounded to the 
west by Interstate Highway 5, to the south by Highway 138 in Los Angeles County, and 
to the north by Highway 58.  
 
The Unit is within portions the Central Valley and Sierra Nevada, South Coast, and the 
Deserts Provinces, as identified in the California State Wildlife Action Plan (California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife 2015).The Unit includes a portion of the Transverse 
Range that forms the southern wall of the San Joaquin Valley and links the Temblor 
Range with the Tehachapi Mountains. Summer daytime temperatures can exceed 100° 
F and winter temperatures can decline below freezing. The Rocky Mountain elk (Cervus 
canadensis nelsoni) that inhabit the Unit use elevations from 3,000 to 8,000 feet. Seeps, 
springs, and small ponds provide water for elk, and water availability during summer 
may affect elk distribution in some portions of the Unit. The area is at the southern limit 
of historical tule elk (C. c. nannodes) range (McCullough 1969), and well outside of 
historical Rocky Mountain elk range.  
 
The Tejon Ranch Company comprises the majority of elk use within the Unit and is 
privately-owned by its stockholders. The property is used for farming, livestock 
grazing/production, real estate, and various commercial purposes, including oil and 
mineral production. Recreational activities that involve hunting and fishing are offered 
on a fee basis. The Tejon Ranch Company controls public access to their property and 
recreational activities involving elk include hunting, photography, viewing, and nature 
study. 
 
Elk Distribution and Abundance  
 
In 1966, Mr. Rex Ellsworth received a permit to import Rocky Mountain elk from 
Yellowstone National Park to a fenced compound on his ranch approximately 10 miles 
southwest of Tehachapi in Kern County. In April of 1967, 290 elk were shipped and 277 
were released into a compound under provisions of a domesticated game breeder’s 
license. Mortalities from capture stress, transport, and confinement were significant, and 
elk soon escaped due to a lack of fence maintenance. In September of 1967, California 
Department of Fish and Game (Department) personnel reported that 110-125 elk had 
died, approximately 30 remained within the compound, and 40-60 elk were 
unaccounted. The Department did not renew the domesticated game breeder’s license 
in 1968. Although 24 elk re-entered the compound and were captured in 1968, an 
unknown number had escaped into free-ranging conditions on the nearby Tejon Ranch. 
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Subsequent legislation passed in 1979, and Fish and Game Code (FGC) 2118 et. seq. 
now prohibits importing elk into California and the removal or sale of their antlers for 
commercial purposes.(FGC §2118.2, 2118.3, and 2118.4). 
 
Thomas (1975) speculated that nearly 100 elk were distributed throughout the 
Tehachapi Mountains in 1974 and reported that adjacent landowners generally favored 
having elk in the area. Table 1 summarizes elk population surveys conducted by Tejon 
Ranch personnel from 1984-2014. The current population estimate for the Unit is 300 
animals. Non-hunting mortality factors have not been investigated in detail, but likely 
include predation, disease, and (at least initially) poaching.  
 
In February of 1978, seventeen tule elk were released in a holding pen near Jawbone 
Canyon, where they were to remain confined for six months prior to release within a 
larger 3,000 acre enclosure (Bureau of Land Management 1979). Jawbone Canyon is 
approximately 10 miles northeast of Highway 58 and the Tehachapi Pass in Kern 
County. Most of the elk escaped from the holding pen or died, but the small number that 
remained were released from the holding pen in late 1978. Observations of tule elk near 
Jawbone Canyon were very limited over the next several years and the initial release 
was not augmented with additional animals. In 1986, the Tule Elk Interagency Task 
Force determined that there was little potential for elk to persist in the Jawbone Canyon 
area, and that this tule elk herd would not be viable in future reports (Bureau of Land 
Management 1986). 
 
Employees of the Tejon Ranch completed elk surveys presented in Table 1. These 
surveys represent observations within the Tejon Ranch itself. Additional elk are known 
to inhabit two large ranches and two communities in Cummings Valley, adjacent to the 
Tejon Ranch property. Population levels may be higher than currently estimated and 
additional survey effort that includes these other areas is needed.   
  
Management Goal, Objectives, and Actions 
 
The management goals for this Unit are to: 1) In consideration of current habitat 
capacity, other land uses, and long term environmental changes, improve elk habitat 
conditions and population levels; 2) enhance opportunities for the public to use and 
enjoy elk (e.g. hunting and wildlife viewing); and 3) alleviate human-elk conflicts. 
Specific objectives and actions for each goal are listed below. Department regional and 
headquarters staff will perform the identified actions. 
 
Private land is essential to the survival of elk within the Unit. The Tejon Ranch has 
placed 240,000 acres in conservation easements, which includes large acreages of 
suitable habitat. There is a potential for agricultural/private property conflicts with elk, 
thus the current population management strategy utilizes hunting through the Private 
Lands Management (PLM) program to provide landowners an incentive to 
accommodate the needs of elk. The current harvest strategy has not yet emphasized 
controlling population numbers, as private property conflicts to date have been minor. 
Cumulative harvests have consisted primarily of bulls and the current level of regulated 
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hunting has not adversely affected elk population numbers. Harvest levels should be 
implemented which maintain the population and reduce the possibility of hybridization 
with tule elk in adjacent units. Possible modifications and future harvest strategies will 
be considered if elk distribution expands further beyond land owned by the Tejon 
Ranch. These strategies could involve establishing a public hunt zone.  
 
Goal 1. In consideration of current habitat capacity, other land uses, and long 
term environmental changes, improve elk habitat conditions and population 
levels.  
 
The Department considers the elk population to be stable. Population management for 
this Unit involves efforts to maintain elk numbers where suitable habitat exists and 
prevent hybridization with tule elk in adjoining units. The Department considers the 
possibility of hybridization to be minimal due to landscape level obstacles such as 
Interstate 5, but will continue with monitoring. The current strategy utilizes hunting 
through the PLM program to alleviate conflicts and provide landowners an incentive to 
accommodate the needs of elk. 
 
Enhancing early seral vegetation is critical to increasing elk populations. Disturbances 
such as fire or habitat improvement projects promote a mix of habitat types and 
successional stages, including forest openings that benefit elk. Elk heavily utilize private 
lands, which in some areas may cause conflict with landowners. The Tejon Ranch has 
worked with the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) to add additional water 
sources for wildlife. Management objectives emphasize maintaining existing elk 
populations and not expanding the current population beyond the existing areas of use. 
To achieve these objectives, the Department will collaborate with state and local 
agencies and private landowners. 
 
Objective 1.1. Estimate population abundance, distribution, habitat use, and 

demographics by 2024, to provide managers with additional information 
to make adaptive management decisions.  

 
Action 1.1.1 
Coordinate with the Tejon Ranch to continue ground surveys. Ongoing. 
 
Action 1.1.2 
Evaluate the feasibility of utilizing aerial surveys to augment ground 
counts (surveys should be on a three-year rotation). Expected 
completion: 2022. 
 
Action 1.1.3 
Develop innovative technologies to estimate population parameters such 
as fecal DNA and unmanned aerial vehicle surveys. Expected 
completion: 2023. 
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Objective 1.2. Maintain elk populations where human-elk conflicts are expected to be 
minimal. 

 
Action 1.2.1 
Map habitat that can support elk and overlay with areas currently 
reporting human-elk conflicts to identify areas of potential management 
actions. Expected completion: 2022. 
 

Action 1.2.2 
Coordinate with public land agencies and private landowners to identify 
habitat enhancement projects and grazing techniques to benefit elk. 
Ongoing. 
 
Action 1.2.3 
Work with land agencies, NRCS, Tejon Ranch, and other private 
landowners to develop and improve water sources, remove potential 
lethal hazards (e.g., old fencing), and install fence crossing structures. 
Expected completion: 2022. 
 

Objective 1.3. Enhance or increase elk habitat by at least 5% by 2028.  
 

Action 1.3.1 
Map current elk habitat to detect change over time and guide 
management decisions. Expected completion: 2021. 
 
Action 1.3.2 
Meet annually with local agencies, California Department of Forestry and 
Fire Protection, non-governmental organizations (NGOs), and private 
landowners to identify opportunities to conserve and enhance elk 
habitats. Ongoing. 
 

Action 1.3.3 
Participate in landscape level planning efforts, to the extent possible, to 
identify potential impacts and make recommendations that would benefit 
elk and elk habitats. Ongoing. 
 
Action 1.3.4 
Provide PLM operators with a list of specific habitat enhancement 
recommendations for elk during annual inspections. On subsequent 
visits, Department staff will evaluate and provide feedback on the 
effectiveness of habitat enhancement efforts and suggest necessary 
improvements. Ongoing. 

 
Objective 1.4. Identify the genetic diversity of the population and determine if individuals 

are hybridizing with other subspecies, by 2023.  
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Action 1.4.1 
Distribute DNA collection kits to Tejon Ranch elk hunters for submittal of 
DNA samples to evaluate genetics. Ongoing. 
 
Action 1.4.2 
Collect DNA samples as opportunities arise (mortalities or as part of 
management activities). Ongoing. 
 

Objective 1.5. Maintain a population of 150-350 elk with a minimum ratio of 25 bulls per 
100 cows.  

 
Action 1.5.1 
Continue hunting through the PLM program and provide bull and 
antlerless hunting opportunities at levels that limit expansion of the elk 
population. Ongoing. 
 
Action 1.5.2 
Review monitoring, management, and research data on an annual basis 
and adjust population objectives as appropriate. Ongoing. 

 
Goal 2. Enhance opportunities for the public to use and enjoy elk (e.g. hunting 
and wildlife viewing). 
 
The Department will continue to work with conservation partners to inform the public 
about elk and elk management within the Unit, and promote various recreational 
opportunities such as hunting, wildlife viewing, photography and nature study. 
 
The Department has identified regulated hunting as the primary tool to both manage elk 
populations and provide public recreation opportunities. Through regulations, hunting 
can influence elk distribution and population parameters. Timing and duration of hunt 
periods, hunt boundaries, tag designations (i.e., bull, antlerless or either-sex tags), 
quotas, and method of take (e.g., general methods, archery only, muzzleloader only) 
can affect hunter success, elk population numbers, and age/sex compositions within the 
Unit. The quality and quantity of elk demographic data and desires for hunter 
opportunity are other considerations in recommending and/or adopting elk hunting 
regulations. Each year, the Department considers modifications to hunt zone 
boundaries, tag quotas, hunt periods, and methods of take.  
 
Another potential recreational and population management strategy involves the Shared 
Habitat Alliance for Recreational Enhancement (SHARE) program. Under this program, 
participating landowners receive compensation and liability protection in exchange for 
allowing access to (or through) their land for public recreational use and enjoyment of 
wildlife. The SHARE program receives funding from application fees for access permits. 
 
Objective 2.1. Establish elk hunting opportunities outside of the existing PLM, where 

compatible with population objectives, by 2023. 
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Action 2.1.1 
Evaluate the feasibility of establishing a public elk hunt within the 
management unit. Expected completion: 2020.  
 
Action 2.1.2 
Complete a new elk hunting environmental document to evaluate 
additional hunting opportunities. Expected completion: 2020. 
 
Action 2.1.3 
Utilize SHARE to increase elk hunting opportunities and address human-
elk conflicts on private property. Expected completion: 2022. 
 

Objective 2.2. Provide information on the Department web page to inform the public 
about elk and elk viewing opportunities by 2020. 
 

Action 2.2.1 
Work with agencies and NGOs to provide information on elk and elk 
viewing. Expected completion: 2020. 

 
Goal 3. Alleviate human-elk conflicts and elk depredation complaints.  
 
To date, human-elk conflicts have been minimal. If the elk population approaches the 
maximum objective for the Unit, additional actions to control population numbers may 
become necessary. Periodic complaints have involved competition with livestock for 
forage and fence damage. The PLM program has provided an incentive for Tejon 
Ranch to accommodate elk within the Unit. If future changes in elk densities or 
distribution escalate depredation conflicts, a more liberal harvest strategy could be 
implemented. 
 
Controlling population numbers and damage/land use conflicts with regulated hunting 
may become more challenging because of the prevalence of private land within the 
Unit. The SHARE program is a potential population management strategy that can 
improve public access to private (or landlocked public) land. The SHARE program may 
also assist in controlling elk population numbers and managing damage/land use 
conflicts that involve elk on private land. 
 
Regulated hunting provides valid recreational opportunities and can assist landowners 
with human-elk conflicts. Where substantial human-elk conflicts develop, non-lethal elk 
exclusion/deterrence tactics may also be implemented to reduce conflicts. Finally, the 
Department may issue depredation permits when readily identifiable animals cause 
property damage.  
 
Objective 3.1. Continue to monitor human-elk conflicts on private property. 
 
 



445

 
 

E-361 
 
 
 

Action 3.1.1 
Map areas of human-elk conflicts and assess potential for alleviating 
damage by stabilizing localized elk populations through regulated 
hunting, where feasible. Ongoing. 

 
Action 3.1.2 
Collaboratively develop best management practices (BMPs) designed to 
alleviate conflicts. Expected completion: 2021. 
 
Action 3.1.3 
Document and continue to respond to human-elk conflicts and provide 
the reporting party a list of preventative techniques and actions to 
alleviate conflict, including BMPs (once established). Ongoing. 
 
Action 3.1.4 
Collaborate with United States Department of Agriculture Wildlife 
Services and the Department’s Office of Communication, Education, and 
Outreach to develop and distribute information pamphlets to increase 
awareness of nonlethal techniques to reduce damage caused by elk. 
Expected completion: 2022. 
 
Action 3.1.5 
Issue elk depredation permits consistent with statute, regulation, and 
Department policy at locations experiencing substantial elk depredation. 
Ongoing. 

  
Herd Viability 

 
Rocky Mountain elk have been established in portions of the Tejon Ranch for 50 years. 
Elk numbers appear generally stable, but local fluctuations have been observed. The 
herd is isolated from other Rocky Mountain elk. The potential for hybridization with tule 
elk from the San Emigdio Mountain unit currently is minimal as Interstate Highway 5 is 
an apparent barrier to movement. Continued monitoring of elk distribution is warranted 
within both the San Emigdio Mountain and Tejon units to ensure that a barrier to 
movement continues.  
 
Summary of Annual Harvests  

 
The Fish and Game Commission (Commission) authorized public elk hunting within the 
Tejon Ranch with special drawing hunts that occurred in 1978, 1983, and 1984. The 
Tejon Ranch was an initial participant when PLM began as a pilot program in 1981, and 
has since participated annually. Although the Commission authorized elk tags through 
the PLM Program from 1985-1987, the Tejon Ranch chose not to issue such tags until 
1988. Annual reported elk harvests for the Tejon Ranch 2008-2016 are summarized in  
Table 2. 
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Unit Highlights  
 
Rocky Mountain have persisted within the Tejon Unit for over 50 years. The herd 
originally was imported into California to remain confined within a compound under 
provisions of a domesticated game breeder’s license. Presently, the herd is healthy and 
a geographic barrier appears to prevent hybridization with tule elk; thus there is no 
biological or social basis to extirpate this herd. Below is a partial listing of management 
activities undertaken and accomplishments within the Unit: 
 

 Thomas (1975) reported on the status of Tejon Ranch elk. 
 

 Beginning in 1978, the Commission authorized three special elk hunts at the 
Tejon Ranch. 

 
A partial listing of studies, reports and monitoring/management activities within the Unit 
is as follows:   
 
Unit Specific Research  
 
Thomas, R.D. 1975. The status of Rocky Mountain Elk in Kern County, 1974. California 
Fish and Game 61(4):239-241. 
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Data Tables/Figures 
 
 
Table 1. Tejon Ranch Private Lands Management Elk Survey Results 
1995-2014. 

Year Bulls/100 Cows Calves/100 Cows Total
1995 53 47 68
1996 83 44 82
1997 85 45 143
1998 73 41 137
1999 71 48 162
2000 68 38 142
2001 74 40 164
2002 78 37 139
2003 68 42 156
2004 74 38 142
2005 72 39 163
2006 54 28 190
2007 58 31 173
2008 51 29 124
2009 38 30 261
2010 42 40 307
2011 40 44 320
2012 58 39 302
2013* 57 7 135
2014* 19 42 137

*Conducted in winter, all other surveys conducted in fall.  
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Table 2. Tejon Ranch Private Lands Management Area Annual 
Elk Harvest 2008-2016. 

Year Bulls Antlerless
2008 5 0
2009 3 0
2010 7 0
2011 8 0
2012 6 0
2013 10 1
2014 9 1
2015 7 1
2016 9 2
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Confined Herds Tule Elk Management Unit 
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Confined Tule Elk Herds: 
Tupman Tule Elk State Reserve, San Luis Refuge and  

Point Reyes National Seashore at Tomales Point  
 
 
Description  
 
Confined (enclosed by an elk proof fence) tule elk (Cervus canadensis nannodes) herds 
currently are maintained at the Tupman Tule Elk State Reserve (Tupman) in Kern 
County, San Luis National Wildlife Refuge (San Luis Refuge) in Merced County, and 
Point Reyes National Seashore at Tomales Point (Tomales Point) in Marin County. 
Tupman and San Luis Refuge are within the Central Valley and Sierra Nevada 
Province, and Tomales Point is within the North Coast and Klamath Province as 
identified in the California State Wildlife Action Plan (California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife 2015). All are within historical tule elk range as depicted by McCullough (1969), 
and are described in in detail below.  
 
The 685-acre Tupman enclosure is approximately 20 miles southeast of Bakersfield, on 
property managed by the California Department of Parks and Recreation (CDPR). 
Topography is flat, and climate and vegetation are typical of the southern San Joaquin 
Valley. With limited riparian and marsh vegetation, habitat conditions are poor during 
late summer and fall, especially in a dry year when much of the enclosure is bare 
ground. Other large herbivores are absent within the enclosure and uncommon nearby. 
 
The San Luis Refuge herd is within a 761 acre fenced enclosure, approximately five 
miles north of Los Banos, managed by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS). Topography is flat and habitat is a mixture of valley grassland and riparian 
types. Other large herbivores are uncommon, but include black-tailed deer (Odocoileus 
hemionus) and domestic sheep near the enclosure. 
 
The Tomales Point herd inhabits 2,600 acres at the northern end of Tomales Point, 
approximately 40 miles north of San Francisco. Elk cannot disperse to the east, north, 
and west due to the presence of Tomales Bay, Bodega Bay, and the Pacific Ocean. A 
fence that runs from Tomales Bay to the Pacific Ocean prevents dispersal to agricultural 
areas to the south. Tomales Point is part of Point Reyes National Seashore, managed 
by the United States National Park Service (NPS). Terrain varies from gently rolling to 
precipitously steep hills and canyons. Open grasslands, shrub dominated grasslands, 
and dense scrub with 70-100% shrub cover are predominant. Other large herbivores at 
or near Tomales Point include black-tailed deer, and domestic cattle (Bos taurus). 
 
A fourth confined herd once existed at Concord Naval Weapons Station (CNWS) in 
Contra Costa County from 1977-2006. This herd was surrounded by residential 
development and the Sacramento River/Suisun Bay, which prevented its dispersal and 
range expansion. Public access was restricted and considered incompatible with the 
primary use of the area for storage/transport of weapons and munitions. In 2006, the 
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California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) removed all elk from CNWS to 
augment other existing herds. 
 
Public access and recreational opportunities are excellent as the confined herds are 
managed by state and federal agencies (hunting and antler collecting are prohibited). 
Access inside the Tupman and San Luis Refuge enclosures is prohibited, but a tour 
route exists around the perimeter fence at the San Luis Refuge, and both enclosures 
have viewing platforms and interpretive displays. Pierce Point Road, which ends in a 
parking lot at Pierce point Ranch, provides access to Tomales Point. Elk are readily 
visible from a hiking trail that extends north from the parking lot for approximately five 
miles, as well as from boats on Tomales Bay. 
 
Elk Distribution and Abundance  
 
Intensive agricultural operations are adjacent to each of these herds. The Buttonwillow 
herd damaged crops and fences until it was moved into the Tupman enclosure in 1932 
(McCullough 1969). Confining the elk resolved agricultural conflicts and prevented their 
extirpation. The historical Buttonwillow resolution shaped later decisions to place elk 
into enclosures at San Luis Refuge and Tomales Point during the 1970s(McCullough 
1969). Confining elk was regarded as the only way to respect landowner rights and 
mitigate the economic threat to agricultural operations on private land within Merced 
and Marin counties.  
 
Major highways exist near the confined herds at Tupman and San Luis Refuge. 
California State Route 165 is a rural highway, within a few miles of the San Luis Refuge 
that connects Interstate Highway 5 to State Route 99 for transport of agricultural 
products and manufactured goods. The Tupman enclosure is located a few miles west 
of Interstate Highway 5, the major west coast transportation thoroughfare. These 
thoroughfares are primary factors for keeping the Tupman and San Luis herds confined. 
 
In 1932, the State Park Commission purchased the Tupman Reserve. Upon 
construction of a perimeter fence, the Buttonwillow herd was moved into the enclosure. 
Tule elk habitat initially was good and regular flooding maintained riparian and marsh 
vegetation. Subsequent water management projects such as the Buena Vista Canal 
and construction of Isabella Dam, have reduced inundation and caused riparian 
vegetation to deteriorate, so supplemental feeding became necessary [McCullough 
1969, United States Department of Interior Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 1992]. 
Although habitat improvement projects have been completed (Bureau of Land 
Management 1992), riparian and marsh vegetation remain inadequate, and habitat 
conditions are marginal. 
 
Initial parcels for the San Luis Refuge were purchased with Federal Duck Stamp funds 
in 1966, and were noteworthy as the last expanse of unplowed native valley bottomland 
in California (Fowler 1985). In 1974, eighteen tule elk from the San Diego Wild Animal 
Park were released within the enclosure. The San Luis Refuge has since expanded to 
more than 26,000 acres, but elk remain confined to the initial enclosure because of 
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potential highway conflicts and depredation conflicts on private land. Much of the San 
Luis Refuge is inundated, and riparian/marsh vegetation is good.  
 
Point Reyes National Seashore was established by federal legislation in 1962, and 
currently encompasses approximately 71,000 acres. In 1976, Congress designated 
approximately 33,000 acres of the seashore, including Tomales Point, as wilderness, 
later naming it the Phillip Burton Wilderness. In March 1978, the Department placed two 
bulls and eight cows from the San Luis Refuge into a temporary holding pen at Tomales 
Point. Historically, Tomales Point was heavily grazed by cattle. To prevent competition 
and minimize depredation conflicts, the existing cattle were to be removed from the 
enclosure prior to reintroduction of elk, and an elk-proof fence was to be built to confine 
the elk within the northernmost 2,600 acres at Tomales Point. Upon completion of the 
fence, a legal dispute arose over grazing rights. At that point, elk mingled with domestic 
cattle for over a year until the dispute was resolved and cattle were removed from the 
Tomales Point enclosure.  
 
The current population estimate for all three of the confined herds (Tupman, San Luis 
Refuge, and Tomales Point) is 500 animals. Table 1 contains historical population 
numbers for Tupman, based on Fowler (1985) and periodic surveys by CDPR staff. The 
maximum population objective for Tupman is 30-32 elk, but population size has 
exceeded this objective on numerous occasions. 
 
Table 2 contains historical population numbers for the San Luis Refuge, based on 
periodic surveys by USFWS and California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(Department) personnel. The desired objective for the San Luis Refuge is 40-50 elk. As 
with Tupman, population size has periodically exceeded this objective. Tables 3 and 4 
contain population survey results for Tomales Point and Point Reyes National 
Seashore, based on Gogan (1986) and surveys by NPS staff.  
 
Elk population objectives for Tomales Point have changed over time. The initial 
objective was 300 animals “until proposed studies provide additional data” (Bureau of 
Land Management 1979, National Park Service 1982). Fowler (1985) dissented with 
this objective and supported a density of 10 elk per square mile (equivalent to 41 elk); 
this was similar to the density objective for Grizzly Island. Gogan (1986) estimated the 
elk carrying capacity at Tomales which varied from 90 elk based on vegetation biomass, 
to 350 elk (based on livestock equivalency). Gogan (1986) recommended basing 
population management decisions on an objective threshold of 140 elk.  
 
In 1993, NPS convened a panel of experts to provide elk management 
recommendations. This eventually culminated in completion of the Point Reyes National 
Park Seashore Tule Elk Management Plan and Environmental Assessment in 1998, 
with the following recommendations: continue testing experimental contraception 
(initiated in 1997) to limit population growth at Tomales Point, establish a free-ranging 
elk herd within Point Reyes National Seashore, and use minimal management intrusion 
to maintain populations within management limits based on threshold indicators. In 
addition, the 1998 Environmental Assessment established population objectives of 350-
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450 elk for Tomales Point and 250-350 for the free-ranging herd. 
 
In December 1998, 45 tule elk were moved from Tomales Point to a holding pen near 
Limantour Beach within the Philip Burton Wilderness and tested repeatedly for Johne’s 
disease (individuals that tested positive were culled). Six months later, Department staff 
released 28 elk to free roaming conditions within Point Reyes National Seashore. Within 
days of their release, two cow elk moved from the Limantour area to Drakes Beach, 
whereby 2011 a separate herd was established after the arrival of a bull elk and 
additional cows. In recent years, there has been no evidence of mixing between the 
Limantour and Drakes Beach herds, and the two are considered separate herds by 
PRNS (D. Press, Point Reyes National Seashore, personal communication). 

Between 2012 and 2015 the population at Tomales Point declined by approximately 
50% dropping from 540 to 283. The loss of animals is believed to be related to drought 
conditions, mineral deficiencies, and a population level above carrying capacity within 
the enclosure. 

Management Goals, Objectives, and Actions 
   
In 1979, a statewide tule elk management plan was prepared by the Tule Elk 
Interagency Task Force with an overall goal “to ensure the continued growth of healthy, 
free-roaming tule elk herds of sizes that are ecologically compatible with the suitable 
habitats of California.” The document also contained specific short term and long-term 
objectives and policies regarding the reintroduction and management of tule elk.  
 
The management goals for the confined herds are to: 1) reduce the number of confined 
herds and reduce the frequency for removing excess animals; 2) enhance habitat within 
enclosures; and 3) enhance opportunities for public use and enjoyment of elk that 
includes wildlife viewing and education. Specific objectives and actions for each goal 
are listed below. Department regional and headquarters staff will perform the identified 
actions. 
 
Goal 1. Reduce the number of confined herds and the frequency for removing 
excess animals.  
 
Tule elk herds have been reestablished throughout suitable historical habitat in 
California, and recovery objectives of state and federal legislation during the 1970s 
have been attained. Confined herds once provided a convenient source of stock for 
reintroduction. Although these herds continue to provide opportunities for public viewing 
and education, artificial conditions associated with their confinement are undesirable in 
the long term. The Department should shift objectives to emphasize managing tule elk 
in a free-roaming state to the maximum extent possible, as specified in the 
Management Plan for the Conservation of Tule Elk (Tule Elk Interagency Task Force 
1985). The Tupman and San Luis herds occupy relatively small areas at relatively high 
densities. Suitable adjacent habitat for dispersal may be limited in perpetuity by 
agricultural development and the potential for highway conflicts. Although each confined 
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herd exists within historical tule elk range, their captive-habitat conditions likely preclude 
reaching or maintaining optimal population levels that promote long-term population 
viability and genetic diversity without jeopardizing habitat conditions. 
   
Although poaching incidents and natural mortalities have occurred within confined 
herds, recruitment still exceeds mortality. In the absence of regulated elk hunting, 
capture and translocation of surplus elk to other locations has been the primary 
population management strategy for confined herds at Tupman and San Luis Refuge. 
Other strategies have been used to reduce the frequency of translocation projects, 
including culling, contraception, and manipulation of sex ratios to reduce the number of 
reproducing females.  
 
For Tomales Point, elk reproduction initially was low and total numbers remained 
relatively stable (Table 3). Tomales Point elk were copper-deficient, based on analysis 
of liver, serum and hair samples (Gogan 1986). Additionally, Johne’s disease caused by 
Mycobacterium paratuberculosis, was diagnosed in Tomales Point tule elk (Jessup et 
al. 1981). Found also in domestic livestock and free-ranging axis and fallow deer at 
Point Reyes, Johne’s disease was fatal to individual elk and initially suppressed 
population growth (Gogan 1986). It is highly infectious and potentially damaging to 
livestock and wild ungulates. Clinical symptoms included diarrhea, severe debilitation, 
and weight loss. Although techniques have advanced since 1981, diagnosis in elk 
remains cumbersome and unreliable, and non-lethal treatments are not available. 
 
The absence of reliable diagnostic and treatment techniques for Johne’s disease has 
eliminated using capture and translocation to control elk population numbers at Tomales 
Point. Moving diseased or otherwise contaminated animals is contrary to the 
Management Plan for the Conservation of Tule Elk (1985), the current elk management 
plan, and the Department’s elk relocation criteria. NPS conducted contraception trials 
from 1997-2002. NPS has emphasized minimal management intervention and 
population control strategies (including contraception). Whether long-term intervention 
will be needed to control elk population numbers remains unknown. Panel 
recommendations from 1993 called for agency culling if other strategies proved 
unfeasible or were rejected. However, specific vegetation management thresholds have 
not been established and public opposition to agency culling will likely be high.  
 
Objective 1.1. Eliminate one or more confined herds by 2025.  
   

Action 1.1.1 
Evaluate the feasibility of releasing animals to free-roaming conditions on 
adjacent land, or moving animals to establish new herds, or augment 
existing herds in an effort to eliminate an enclosure. Expected 
completion: 2023. 
 
Action 1.1.2 
Evaluate the feasibility of combining the Tupman and San Luis Refuge 
herds. Expected completion: 2023. 
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Objective 1.2. Reduce population levels within enclosures and identify preferred 

population control methods by 2025.  
 
Action 1.2.1 
Coordinate with CDPR, USFWS, and NPS to evaluate the feasibility of 
population control mechanisms to reduce frequency of removing animals 
that are above the enclosure objectives. Expected completion: 2023 
 

Goal 2. Enhance habitat within enclosures. 
 

Elk within confined herds rely on a limited area of use to acquire yearlong nutrition. 
Habitat conditions within enclosures should be enhanced to provide a healthy 
environment for elk. 
 
Objective 2.1. Enhance elk habitats by at least 5% by 2028.  
 

Action 2.1.1 
Map current elk habitat to detect change over time and guide 
management decisions. Expected completion: 2021. 
 
Action 2.1.2 
Meet annually with CDPR, USFWS, and NPS to identify opportunities to 
enhance elk habitats. Ongoing. 
 
Action 2.1.3 
Work with NPS to identify/establish specific vegetation management 
thresholds for Tomales Point. Expected completion: 2021. 
 
Action 2.1.4 
Continue to work with NPS to determine the prevalence of Johne’s 
disease within tule elk at Tomales Point, as well as the free-roaming 
herd. Ongoing. 
 

Goal 3. Enhance opportunities for public use and enjoyment of elk that include 
wildlife viewing and education. 
 
The Department will continue to take advantage of opportunities to inform the public 
about elk within the Unit and promote various recreational opportunities such as wildlife 
viewing, photography, and nature study. The Department will continue to work with 
conservation partners to provide information on elk and elk management to the public.  
 
Objective 3.1. Increase elk viewing and educational opportunities by 20% by 2023. 
 

Action 3.1.1 
Coordinate with CDPR, USFWS, and NPS to determine baseline elk 
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viewing visitor usage. Expected completion: 2020. 
 
Action 3.1.2 
Set up display booth and participate in tule elk days at San Luis National 
Wildlife Refuge. Ongoing. 
 
Action 3.1.3 
Coordinate with CDPR, USFWS, and NPS to participate in educational 
talks. Ongoing. 
 

Objective 3.2. Provide information on the Department web page to inform the public 
about elk and elk viewing opportunities by 2020. 
 

Action 3.2.1 
Work with agencies and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) to 
provide information on elk and elk viewing. Expected completion: 2020. 

 
Herd Viability  
 
By 1870, tule elk in the Buttonwillow herd in Kern County were the last free-roaming tule 
elk remaining. Conditions from 1870-1932 became increasingly confining as agricultural 
development intensified in the southern San Joaquin Valley, and the herd has now been 
enclosed within fencing at Tupman for more than 80 years. The San Luis Refuge has 
supported tule elk for almost 40 years, and Tomales Point has supported them for 35 
years. Tule elk from other locales have been added to the confined tule elk herds to 
facilitate genetic diversity and herd viability. In 1987, five bulls and five cows from the 
Detroit Zoo were released at Tupman and San Luis Refuge; in 1981, three bulls from 
the Owens Valley were released at Tomales Point; and in 2013, one adult female from 
San Luis Refuge was released at Tupman. The extent to which bulls mixed with the 
established herds is unknown, however, it is important to note that all tule elk are 
ultimately descended from the Buttonwillow stock. Confined herds provide surplus 
animals for reintroduction or improving genetic diversity/viability of established herds, 
but the surplus exceeds levels needed for reintroduction and diversity/viability.  
 
Unit Highlights  
 
The enclosures at Tupman and San Luis Refuge served to conserve tule elk and 
provided important sources of surplus stock to reestablish tule elk in California.  
 

 From 1978-2015, approximately 400 tule elk were moved from San Luis Refuge 
and Tupman to reestablish and augment herds in California.  
 

 From 2005-2007, staff at the Department, USFWS, and University of California at 
Davis investigated the possibility of establishing free range tule elk in the 
Grasslands Wildlife Management Area (in Merced County). 
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Unit Specific Research  
 
A partial listing of studies, reports and monitoring/management activities within the Unit 
is as follows:   
 
Burtch, L.A. 1934. The Kern County elk refuge. California Fish and Game 20(2):140-
147.  
 
California Department of Fish and Game. 1976. Biennial report on tule elk, 1974-1975. 
California Department of Fish and Game, Sacramento, USA.  
 
California Department of Fish and Game. 1995. Report to the legislature regarding tule 
elk. Unpublished report. California Department of Fish and Game, Sacramento, USA. 
 
California Department of Fish and Game. 1998. Report to the legislature regarding tule 
elk. Unpublished report. California Department of Fish and Game, Sacramento, USA. 
 
Greco, S. and P. Huber. 2007. Feasibility investigation (Phase 1): free-ranging tule elk 
in the Grasslands Wildlife Management Area, Merced County, California. LDA: tule elk 
GIS corridor model. Final report to the wildlife health center. University of California, 
Davis, USA. 
 
Greco, S. and P. Huber. 2012. Year 3 final report: an assessment of the central valley 
ecoregion for potential tule elk habitat and reintroduction. Report to the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service. Landscape analysis and systems research laboratory, Department 
Environmental Design, University of California, Davis, USA. 
 
Greco, S.E., P.R. Huber, J. Hobbs, J. Garcia, K. Stromayer, and R. Parris. 2009. Year 1 
final report: grasslands ecological area tule elk reintroduction feasibility study. Report to 
the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation. Landscape Analysis and Systems Research 
Laboratory, Department of Environmental Design, University of California, Davis, USA. 
 
Greco, S.E., P.R. Huber, J. Hobbs, J. Garcia, K. Stromayer and R. Parris. 2011. Year 2 
final report: grasslands ecological area tule elk reintroduction feasibility study 
implementation alternatives & management guidelines. Report to the Rocky Mountain 
Elk Foundation. Landscape Analysis and Systems Research Laboratory, Department of 
Environmental Design, University of California, Davis, USA. 
 
Huber, P.R., S.E. Greco, and J. Hobbs. 2011. Assessment of habitat for the potential 
reintroduction of tule elk to the San Joaquin Valley, California. California Fish and Game 
97(3):117-129. 
 
Huber, P.R., S.E. Greco, N.H. Schumaker, and J. Hobbs. 2014. A priori assessment of 
reintroduction strategies for a native ungulate: using HexSim to guide release site 
selection. Landscape Ecology 29(4):689-701. 
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National Park Service. 1992. Draft environmental assessment: control of tule elk 
population at Point Reyes National Seashore. National Park Service, Point Reyes 
National Seashore, California, USA. 
 
National Park Service. 1998. Tule elk management plan and environmental 
assessment. National Park Service, Point Reyes National Seashore, California, USA.  
 
Shideler, S.E., M.A. Stoops, N.A. Gee, J.A. Howell, B.L. Lasley. 2002. Use of porcine 
zona pellucida (PZP) vaccine as a contraceptive agent in free-ranging tule elk (Cervus 
elaphus nannodes). Reproductive Supplement 60:169-176. 
 
Tule Elk Interagency Task Force. 1979. The management plan for the conservation of 
tule elk. California Department of Fish and Game, Sacramento, California, USA. 
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Data Tables/Figures 
  
 
Table 1. Tupman Tule Elk State Reserve, Population History and 
Survey Results. 

Bulls Cows Calves Unknown Total
1932 140 140
1935 112 112
1947 50 58 14 122
1948 50 58 7 ? ?
1949 50 58 2 ? ?
1950 44 27 2 73
1951 35 35
1971 about 32
1973 19 15 9 43
1977 60 60
1978 17 57 73
1979 17 12 11 40
1980 16 12 24 52
1981* 22 26 13 61
1982 24 37 10 71
1983* 29 41 14 84
1984 17 11 8 36
1985 13 13 8 34
1986 13 11 8 32
1987* 16 15 7 38
1988 21 17 11 49
1989 23 59
1990 21 21
1991
1992 22 22
1993
1995 30-35 30-35
1996

1998

2007
2016 1 24 25

No surveys 1998-2015.

* in 1981, two yearling males were added from the Owens Valley; 
* in 1983, two yearling males were added from the Fresno Zoo;
* in 1987, five bulls were added from the Detroit Zoo.

36 to La Panza

Removed

28 to Owens Valley

Year

Number of Elk Counted

53 to var. locations

9 to "parks"
Approximately 40

43

Sources: Fowler, 1985; Calif. Dept. Pks & Rec. Tupman Tule Elk Reserve files; BLM Reports to Congress 
(various); DFG Reports to Legislature (various); CDFW relocation files.

9 to Cache Creek
10 to West. Merced, 7 to Cache 
Creek

2 to Fresno Zoo
1 to La Panza, 2 to Mendocino

1 to Parkfield

13 to Covelo

38 removed, Chimineas 
Ecologal Reserve and Grizzly 
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Table 2. San Luis National Wildlife Refuge, Population History and 
Survey Results. 

Bulls Cows Calves
Unknow

n Total
1974 13 8 4 25
1975 7 18 25
1976 10 22 32
1977 3 39 42
1978 7 28 35
1979 5 17 22
1980 7 20 27
1981 9 25 34
1982 11 32 43
1983 22 13 11 8 54
1984 12 52 64
1985* 29 35 24 88
1986 20 2 1 23
1987* 13 8 2 23
1988 14 9 3 26
1989 15 12 3 30
1990 9 13 3 25
1991 12 11 5 28
1992 12 17 6 35
1993 11 19 10 40
1994 15 22 12 49
1995 10 22 15 37
1996 22 18 13 53
1997 27 26 14 67
1998 19 12 8 39
1999 25 20 10 55
2000 27 21 11 59
2001 28 27 14 69
2002 19 19 6 44
2005 22 11 7 40
2006* 25 12 1 38
2007 25 14 4 43
2008 27 16 7 50
2009 28 18 7 53
2010 31 21 11 63
2011 36 23 14 73
2012 38 30 14 82
2013 52 33 7 92
2014* 29 13 42
2015 35 17 11 63

May 2016 36 24 7 67
Dec. 2016 32 26 8 8 74

* Total remaining at the end of 1985: 20 bulls and 2 cows;  
* In 1987, five implanted cows were added from Detroit Zoo, 7 bulls relocted to Bitterwater;
* In 2006, two cows added from Concord.   2014 survey prior to calving period.

36

Sources: Fowler, 1985; USFWS files, Los Banos; BLM Reports to Congress (various); DFG 
Reports to Legislature (various); CDFW relocation files.

10

29

30

35

14

10
20

64

7

Year

Number of Elk Counted

Translocated/Removed
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Table 3. Point Reyes National Seashore, Tomales Point, 
Population and Survey Results. 

 

Bulls Cows Calves Unknown
1978* 2 8 7 17
1979 4 8 3 15
1980 4 10 1 15
1981* 4 8 5 17
1982 6 10 8 24
1983 10 14 8 32
1984 9 32 41
1985 10 45 55
1986 70
1987 82
1988 96
1989 109
1990 132
1991 169
1992 205
1993 220
1994 241
1995 288
1996 381
1997 465
1998* 253 234 65 552
1999 174 210 92 476
2000 130 260 61 451
2001 116 254 50 420
2002 145 241 30 416
2003 91 241 50 382
2004 81 217 40 338
2005 105 246 79 430
2006 128 276 114 518
2007 156 332 97 585
2008 104 270 85 459
2009 130 247 45 422
2010
2011 140 309 38 487
2012 105 291 101 43 540
2013 122 188 46 356
2014 95 168 23 286
2015 86 170 27 283
2016 77 165 48 290
2017 94 212 97 403

Year
Number of Elk Counted

Total

Sources: Fowler, 1985; National Park Service, Point Reyes; BLM 
Reports to Congress ;  CDFW relocation files.
*Initial relocation consisted of 2 bulls and 8 cows from San Luis 
NWR in March, 1978; initial calves conceived at San Luis NWR.  
Three adult bulls brought from Owens Valley in December, 1981.  
1996 Survey Fixed Wing (DFG plane).  In 1998, some 45 elk were 
captured at Tomales Point and moved to an enclosure near 
Limantour Beach.  Several months later, 28 elk were released from 
the enclosure.
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Table 4. Point Reyes National Seashore, Population and Survey 
Results, Free Ranging Elk.  
 

 
  

Bulls Cows Calves Unknown
1999 3 18 9 30
2000 7 16 5 28
2001 8 18 6 32
2002 8 16 4 28
2003 9 19 8 36
2004 11 20 9 40
2005 12 21 12 45
2006 16 28 12 56
2007 17 30 11 58
2008 32 36 14 82
2009 31 46 16 93
2010 37 44 23 104
2011 37 63 19 119
2012 46 87 27 160
2013 46 80 21 147
2014 67 114 32 213
2015 72 108 33 213
2016 140 119 22 281
2017 159 129 41 329

Source: National Park Service, Point Reyes National Seashore.

Year
Number of Elk Counted

Total
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Appendix F: Summary of the Decline and Recovery of Elk in California 

Tule elk occurred only in California. Prior to the arrival of non-indigenous humans, they 
ranged from Shasta County south to Santa Barbara County, throughout much of the 
Coast Range and interior oak woodlands and valleys to the Sierra Nevada foothills. 
Once numbering near a half million animals (McCullough 1969), tule elk populations 
declined with the gold rush. Despite a statewide ban on elk hunting in 1854 (California 
Fish and Game 1928), by the late 1860s, tule elk were extirpated from all but one small 
locale in the southern San Joaquin Valley (McCullough 1969). Market shooting and 
competition for livestock forage contributed to their demise. Large body size, coupled 
with their social behavior (i.e. herding) certainly increased their vulnerability to market 
shooting. However, more important than shooting, livestock competition or conversion 
of perennial to annual grasslands was the conversion of a vast amount of tule elk 
habitat to agricultural land uses (McCullough 1969, Koch 1987).  
  
Some thought tule elk were extinct by the 1870s when a group of less than 10 elk was 
found on the Miller and Lux Ranch in the southern San Joaquin Valley. Henry Miller, a 
wealthy landowner, set aside some land and provided them with complete protection.  
These actions saved tule elk from extinction; but also set the stage for an increase in 
tule elk numbers and expanded distribution due to complete protection, causing 
considerable private property damage (Fowler 1985, Koch 1987).   
 
By the early 1900s, tule elk on the Miller and Lux Ranch caused extensive damage to 
fences, crops and pastures (McCullough 1969, Koch 1987). As the herd continued to 
grow, efforts were made to reestablish tule elk in various parts of the state (Dasmann 
1975). These efforts involved primitive capture methods that were generally 
unsuccessful; many of the relocated herds gradually died out or required relocation to 
other areas (McCullough 1969). 

By 1940 three well established tule elk herds existed in California: the Cache Creek 
herd in Colusa and Lake counties (California Fish and Game 1922); the Owens Valley 
herd in Inyo County (outside historic tule elk range); and a penned herd at Tupman Tule 
Elk Reserve in Kern County (near the site of the Miller and Lux Ranch tule elk herd; 
McCullough 1969). Private property conflicts occurred with the free-ranging Cache 
Creek (California Fish and Game 1930) and Owens Valley herds. The potential for 
private property conflicts discouraged reintroduction of tule elk during this period. 
Particularly severe conflicts in the Owens Valley were temporarily alleviated with 
periodic hunts and drastic population reductions which were unpopular with ranchers, 
sportspersons and animal preservationists (Koch 1987). 

Consequently, in 1971 the State legislature enacted the Behr Bill, which prohibited tule 
elk hunting until the population statewide reached 2000 animals, and directed the 
Department to translocate tule elk to suitable areas. Thus, in addition to developing safe 
and effective capture methods, the Department was required to identify suitable 
translocation sites for a species known for its potential to wander great distances 



466

 
 

F-2 
 
 
 

(over/through fences), damage agricultural crops, and in the absence of population 
control, adversely impact habitat, other wildlife species and private property. Initially, an 
ad hoc task force was established to assist in this effort, with representatives from 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM), National Park Service (NPS), United States Forest 
Service (USFS), the Bureau of Sport Fisheries & Wildlife (which later became USFWS), 
State Wildlife agencies from Arizona, California, Nevada and Oregon, and the 
universities of Michigan (Ann Arbor) and California (Berkeley). Broad task force 
representation provided significant wildlife management expertise and included an 
awareness of the conflicts involved with managing elk in other states. The ad hoc task 
force established habitat criteria and other factors to consider in evaluating potential tule 
elk reintroduction sites and created an initial list of potential sites (Interagency Task 
Force 1971).     
 
In 1976, a resolution by Congress endorsed 2000 tule elk as an appropriate national 
goal and directed federal agencies to make land under their jurisdiction reasonably 
available for tule elk (Bureau of Land Management 1980). The Tule Elk Interagency 
Task Force (Task Force) was formally established in 1977 to help meet directives of 
state and federal legislation. Membership reflected the composition of the initial ad hoc 
task force and included representatives from BLM (Task Force Chair), NPS, USFWS, 
USFS, U.S. Navy, U.S. Army, California Department of Parks and Recreation, Los 
Angeles Department of Water and Power, and the California Department of Fish and 
Game (CDFG) (California Department of Fish and Game 1978). The Task Force was 
assigned the following responsibilities: 1) Analyze the management proposals for each 
tule elk herd in California; 2) Establish a list of projects needed to preserve and enhance 
tule elk herds; 3) Evaluate the suitability of lands that can reasonably be made available 
for tule elk; 4) Evaluate the feasibility of achieving and maintaining a population of 2,000 
tule elk in California; and 5) Prepare a statewide plan for the conservation of tule elk. 
CDFG was designated the legal responsibility for translocation operations.   
 
The Task Force prepared A Management Plan for the Conservation of Tule Elk (Tule 
Elk Interagency Task Force 1979). In this plan, the Task Force built upon 
recommendations of the initial ad hoc task force and established specific criteria for 
identifying suitable release sites and translocating tule elk. These criteria employed 
sound biological principles that considered such factors as land ownership, land-use 
practices and the laws/regulations of the State. Over time, criteria were modified based 
on experience gained from capturing and translocating elk. While these criteria initially 
pertained to tule elk, they are useful and applicable to all of California’s elk. The criteria 
are summarized in Appendix G. 

The 1979 statewide tule elk management plan served as the foundation for the 
Departments tule elk management activities. Based on the criteria summarized above, 
the Task Force identified and prioritized suitable sites within California for tule elk 
reintroduction. Protection from harvest between 1971 until 1989 (when regulated 
hunting resumed), combined with an aggressive reintroduction program in which over 
1,250 tule elk have been moved to new areas of the State, resulted in a dramatic 
increase in the statewide tule elk population. 
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However, as in the past, the increase in elk numbers and occupied range resulted in 
many of the State's tule elk herds causing private property damage (Koch 1987, 
California Department of Fish and Game 1991). In response to the increasing level of 
tule elk damage to property, Assemblyman Hauser introduced legislation (AB 998) in 
1987, which amended Fish and Game Code sections 332 and 3951. As amended, 
Section 332 allows the Fish and Game Commission (Commission) to authorize tule elk 
hunting if the average of the Department's statewide tule elk population estimate 
exceeds 2,000 animals. Section 3951 specified that the maximum number of tule elk in 
the Owens Valley should not exceed 490 individuals and directed the Department to 
relocate tule elk to suitable areas and report to the Legislature every two years on their 
status in California (the last report to the Legislature was submitted in October, 2000; 
legislation in 2001 eliminated future reporting). The statute also requires that, where 
economic or environmental damage occurs, emphasis shall be placed on managing 
each tule elk herd at biologically sound levels using relocation, hunting, or other 
appropriate means determined by the Department. 
 
The statewide tule elk population exceeded 2,000 animals in 1987, and the Commission 
established regulations under which a limited number of tule elk could be hunted in 
1988. However, in September 1988, a citizens group obtained a court order preventing 
implementation of the regulations, based primarily on a finding that the Commission's 
decision did not comply with CEQA. In 1989, the Department prepared an 
environmental document regarding tule elk hunting and circulated the document for 
review as required by CEQA. The Commission certified the environmental document 
and adopted regulations providing for the take of tule elk from specific areas in the 
State. Hunters harvested 84 elk during the 1989 tule elk hunting season. Since 1989, 
the Department has prepared appropriate environmental documentation to continue 
annual public tule elk hunting in specified zones while maintaining or enhancing the 
population statewide.   
 
The increase in numbers and distribution has provided a substantial increase in 
opportunities for viewing, photographing, and natural history study of tule elk. Currently, 
there are at least 5,700 tule elk in separate herds throughout California. Four herds 
(San Luis NWR, Tupman, Point Reyes, and Grizzly Island) have formal interpretive 
programs providing the public with the opportunity to view, photograph, hunt (Grizzly 
Island only) and study the natural history of tule elk with assistance provided by 
experienced State, Federal, or volunteer staff. A tule elk viewpoint along a US Highway 
395 has been established for the Owens Valley herd, near the town of Lone Pine. Tule 
elk are also seen on hillsides near Highway 20 west of Williams, along Highway 101 
near Laytonville, and along Highway 41 near Chalome. 
 
Regarding Roosevelt elk, Murie (1951) reported their original distribution extended from 
the San Francisco Bay northward along coastal forest areas into Oregon and indicated 
their northern California range extended inland to the Mount Shasta area.  Harper et al. 
(1967) attributed the demise of California’s Roosevelt elk to meat and hide hunting 
during the Gold Rush period and the subsequent influx of non-indigenous people and 
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domestic animals. Others cited factors related to agricultural and logging activities 
(California Conservationist 1936). Orr (1937) reported that California Roosevelt elk were 
restricted to a small portion of northern Humboldt and southern Del Norte counties and 
faced extirpation. By some accounts, Roosevelt elk had declined to as few as 15 
animals (Harn 1958). However Harper et al. (1967) later concluded that their survival 
was not in danger and speculated that northwestern California may have contained from 
1,000-2,000 elk.  
 
Based on the current distribution of Roosevelt elk in California, the population has 
grown and expanded its range since 1967. Public ownership (USFS, BLM, NPS, and 
State Parks) of large tracts of Roosevelt elk habitat and associated Congressional 
mandates and directions to provide for and maintain wildlife habitats have resulted in 
Roosevelt elk population increases (CDFW unpublished data). Populations of Roosevelt 
elk currently exist in coastal areas of Mendocino, Humboldt, and Del Norte counties, 
along with interior Cascade and Klamath mountain ranges in Shasta, Siskiyou, and 
Trinity counties. Some of these populations were established when the Department (in 
cooperation with other State and Federal agencies) relocated elk to suitable historic 
range (CDFW unpublished data). During the 1980s and 1990s, the Department worked 
in cooperation with the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, USFS, and BLM, to 
relocate Roosevelt elk to suitable unoccupied historic range. Capturing Roosevelt elk for 
relocation has been difficult, due to their use of dense vegetation and small group sizes. 
However, from 1985 through 2000 the Department translocated more than 350 
Roosevelt elk to re-establish populations in portions of southern Humboldt, Mendocino, 
Siskiyou, and Trinity counties.   
 
The tendency for elk to disperse, individually or in small groups, beyond core 
distribution areas in northern California has been documented. Harn (1958) and Harper 
et al. (1967) reported elk observations in other portions of Del Norte and Humboldt 
counties, as well as in Siskiyou and Trinity counties. Sightings of elk in eastern Siskiyou 
County (east of Interstate Highway 5) were reported as early as 1965 (CDFW files). The 
ability of elk to travel significant distances was demonstrated when, over a two week 
period in 2001, elk monitored by CDFW with telemetry/GPS methods traveled 
approximately 120 miles (point-to-point distance) from Montague (Siskiyou County) to 
Madeline (Modoc County) in northeastern California. Thus, elk are capable of dispersing 
into suitable unoccupied habitat and it is likely that likely that some northern California 
populations became established through dispersal from Oregon or other California 
locations. The Department currently estimates the statewide Roosevelt elk population at 
approximately 5,700 individuals.  
 
Some elk also were released on the Hearst Ranch near San Simeon (San Luis Obispo 
and Monterey counties); details regarding dates, numbers, subspecies are unknown.  
William Randolph Hearst had widespread contacts and secured various exotic wildlife 
species for the Hearst Ranch zoo, which could have included red deer as well as 
Roosevelt, Rocky Mountain and tule elk. Many animals were released to free-ranging 
conditions in the 1930s. Elk persist in the San Simeon area, and could be hybrids 
according to McCullough (1969) and Dasmann (1975).   
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Elk also were brought to Santa Rosa Island (Santa Barbara County) around 1910 for 
hunting purposes. These have been variously reported as Rocky Mountain, tule and 
Roosevelt elk. The NPS purchased Santa Rosa Island in 1986, with plans to eliminate 
all elk from the island. This was accomplished by 2012. 
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Appendix G: Tule Elk Translocation Criteria.  
 

1. Free-roaming - Herds will be free-roaming and managed as part of the 
ecosystem. 

2. Historical Range - Translocations are limited to historic range. 
3. Habitat Quality - The site must contain suitable conditions for providing year-long 

elk habitat. This includes natural vegetation capable of providing forage and 
cover, adequate perennial water and relatively moderate climatic conditions 
receiving only moderate snow. 

4. Hybridization with Other Elk - The site should provide no chance of contact with 
other subspecies of elk. 

5. Potential for Public Use - Preference shall be given to sites which increase 
opportunities for public use of tule elk, including hunting. Preferred sites will be 
on or adjacent to accessible public lands 

6. Conflicts with Humans - Tule elk will not be translocated to areas with a potential 
for significant conflicts with humans (agriculture, highways, and subdivisions); the 
rights of private landowners must be respected. A site should have low potential 
for elk damage to private property. This includes livestock competition and 
damage to agricultural and silvicultural crops as well as other property such as 
fences and irrigation systems. Adjacent landowners should understand and 
support the proposed relocation of tule elk. Private landownership is dynamic, 
and acceptable conditions may become depredation problems with a change in 
land use or the sale of neighboring parcel. Written agreements with neighboring 
landowners are recommended. 

7. Population Management - Practical means of regulating population size should 
be available for translocated tule elk herds. 

8. Competition with Other Wildlife - The status of other native ungulates and 
threatened and endangered species in the area of a proposed tule elk 
translocation should be considered as well as the potential for adverse impacts 
from competition. 

9. Disease - Elk should not be relocated from or to areas with a chronic disease 
history where disease may affect elk or other ungulates. 

10. Existing Populations - Tule elk will not be relocated to sites with or immediately 
adjacent to existing populations, unless additional elk are needed to improve the 
status of a population. 

 
  



473

 
 

H-1 
 
 
 

Appendix H: National Forest Management Act, Elk Population Status for selected 
forests in the western United States and Minimum Viable Population for each 
EMU:  
 
Table 1 summarizes elk population status for selected forests in the western United 
States that identified elk as a Management Indicator Species (MIS) or Big Game (BG) in 
the Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP). When specified, Minimum Viable 
Population (MVP) size estimates for elk in LRMPs ranged from 1,500 on the Salmon 
National Forest, to 3,000 on the Gallatin National Forest. MVP estimates generally 
pertained to land within forest boundaries, but in some cases, also included additional 
adjacent or surrounding property managed by other federal agencies, Tribes, state 
agencies or private owners. When land uses are compatible, the occurrence of elk on 
adjacent property and their movement across jurisdictional boundaries can enhance 
population viability across the landscape.  
  
Not all forests in Table 1 established MVP levels for elk; moreover, how these levels 
were determined is unclear. LRMPs prepared during the 1980s and 1990s often 
specified MVP levels for elk. However, guiding processes for LRMP preparation have 
subsequently changed (USDA Forest Service 2012); some LRMPs have been revised 
or amended and no longer specify MVP levels for elk. 
 
Table 2 summarizes elk population status for states in the Rocky Mountain Region, 
based on statewide management plans and related documents. None of the states 
identified in Table 2 specified a minimum viable elk population and they all considered 
translocation/reintroduction important. Statewide elk management plans generally do 
not specify or calculate MVP levels. Many states also do not list statewide elk 
population objective levels; however, population objective levels for individual herds, 
units or zones are identified within the respective EMUs. 
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Table 1. Elk population status for selected national forests in the western United States 
that identified elk as a Management Indicator Species (MIS) or Big Game (BG). 
 
 

Forest 
State 
Size in acres 

          ELK POPULATION STATUS Notes/Sources  
 
 
 
 
 
USDA Forest Service 

Reported Size (Year or Season in 
Parenthesis)  
Potential (projected maximum) Size 
Population Objective 
Minimum Viable Population (MVP) Level 

Gallatin National Forest 
MT 
1.7 million acres 

Reported Size: 9,800 elk; 5,600 winter on 
Forest (1987) 
Potential Size: 12,640; 8,400 winter on Forest 
Population Objective: not quantified 
MVP: 3,000; 1,900 winter on Forest 

Elk considered MIS. 
 
 
 
Source: 1987 Gallatin National Forest LRMP. 

Challis National Forest 
ID 
2.5 million acres 

Reported Size: 5,058 elk (1981) 
Potential Size: 9,727 elk 
Population Objective: not quantified forest-wide  
MVP: 2,054 elk 

Elk considered MIS. MIS objectives quantified for 
management zones.  
Consolidated with Salmon National Forest in 1998. 
Source: 1987 Challis National Forest LRMP.  

Salmon National Forest 
ID 
1.8 million acres 

Reported Size: 5,500 elk 
Potential Size: 10,300 elk 
Population Objective: 7,365 elk 
MVP: 1,500 elk 

Elk considered MIS, BG. Objective based on Idaho 
Dept. Fish and Game Elk Management Plan. 
Consolidated with Challis National Forest in 1998.   
Source: 1988 Salmon National Forest LRMP. 

Coconino National 
Forest 
AZ 
1.8 million acres 

No reported population levels or objectives. 
General goal to maintain MIS populations at 
current levels. 

Elk considered MIS, BG.   
 
 
Source: 1987 Coconino National Forest LRMP 

Fishlake National 
Forest 
UT 
1.5 million acres 

Reported Size: 2,000 elk (winter) 
Potential Size: not specified 
Population Objective: 3,400 elk (3,060 on 
Forest) 
MVP: not quantified 

Elk considered MIS, BG. 
Objectives based on Utah Division of Wildlife 
Resources (DWR) objectives 
 
 
Source: 1986 Fishlake National Forest LRMP 

Manti-LaSal National 
Forest 
UT 
1.3 million acres 

Reported Size: 4,390 elk (1980) 
Potential Size: 13,650 elk on/adjacent to Forest 
Population Objective: 6,600 (1990) 
MVP: 2,125 elk 

Elk considered MIS, BG.  
Objectives and reported numbers from Utah DWR 
 
Source: 1986 Manti-LaSal National Forest LRMP 

Wenatchee National 
Forest 
WA 
2.1 million acres 

Reported Size: 5,600 elk (winter); 12,000 elk 
(summer) 
Potential Size: 20,000 elk 
Population Objective, MVP not quantified 
 

Elk considered MIS, BG. 
Now Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest 
 
 
Source: 1990 Wenatchee National Forest LRMP 

Gifford-Pinchot 
National Forest 
WA 
1.4 million acres 

Reported Size: 5,230 elk (winter) 
Potential Size: not specified 
Population Objective: maintain close to current 
level 
MVP: not quantified 

Elk considered MIS, BG. 
(C. c. roosevelti) subspecies 
 
Source: 1990 Gifford-Pinchot National Forest 
LRMP 

Gila National Forest 
NM 
3.3 million acres 

Reported levels for 38 management areas 
ranged from 0-1,820 elk.  
Potential (projected) levels ranged from 0-2,250 
elk.  
Population Objective, MVP not quantified.  

Elk considered Primary Game Species. 
 
 
 
Source:1986 Gila National Forest LRMP 

Ochoco National 
Forest 
OR 
1.7 million acres 

Reported Size: 2,300 elk 
Potential Size: 4,040 elk 
Population Objective: 2,600 elk 
MVP: not quantified 

Elk considered MIS, BG 
 
 
Source: 1989 Ochoco National Forest LRMP 

Umatilla National 
Forest 
OR and WA 
1.4 million acres 

Reported Size: 21,135 elk (1983) 
Potential Size: 21,500 elk 
Population Objective: 21,056 elk (1983) 
MVP: not quantified 

Elk considered BG 
 
Source: 1990 Umatilla National Forest LRMP. 

 
 
 



475

 
 

H-3 
 
 
 

Table 2. Elk Population Status reported by State Agencies, Western United States. 
 

State Reported Elk 
Population 
Level 
(subspecies) 
(year)  

Statewide Elk 
Population 
Objective  

Herd/Unit/Zone 
Population Objectives 

 
Sources 

 
Montana 115,500 

(nelsoni) (2009) 

 
Not Quantified  

Specified in 44 Individual 
Management Unit Plans 
(range from “few” to 11,200 
elk) 

2004 Statewide Elk Management Plan, 
Walker 2011.. 

 
Idaho 107,000 

(nelsoni) 

 
Not Quantified 28 Zones (Objectives range 

from <500 – 11,000 elk). 
 
2014 Statewide Elk Management Plan. 

 
Utah 81,000 

(nelsoni)  

71,000 (sum of 
individual unit 
objectives) 

38 Units. (Objectives range 
from 0-12,000 elk). 

 
2015 Statewide Elk Management Plan. 

 
Colorado 265,000 

(nelsoni) (2011) 

 
Not Quantified 

36 Elk Units. Most 
population objectives 
involve several thousand 
elk. 
 

Individual Herd/Zone/Unit Management 
Plans, Holland and Bergman 2014. 

 
Oregon 60,000 

(nelsoni)  
60,000 
(roosevelti) 

 
72,050 (nelsoni) 
72,450 (roosevelti) 

Winter population objectives 
established for 35 nelsoni 
and 24 roosevelti units; 
range from 120-8,000 elk. 

 
2003 Statewide Elk Management Plan. 
2016 Elk Management Objectives for 
Roosevelt, Rocky Mountain Elk. 

 
Nevada 16,000 

(nelsoni) 

 
Not Quantified 

18 Units/Unit groups 
identified. Plans prepared 
for some units 

1997 Statewide Elk Management Plan, 
2015-2016 Big Game Status Report. 

 
Washington  

56,000-60,000 
(nelsoni, 
roosevelti, 
hybrids) 

 
Not Quantified 

Management Plans for 10 
major herds. Objectives 
range from 1,755-12,485 
elk. 

2015-2021 Game Management Plan 
(Dec, 2014). 

 
Arizona 32,000 

(nelsoni) (2009)  

 
Not Quantified  5 Regional Herd Plans 

(numbers estimated from 
models, surveys). 

2013 Statewide Elk Management Plan 
(includes 5 Regional Herd Plans). 
Walker 2011. 

 
New Mexico  

 
66,700 
(nelsoni) (2009) 
 

 
Not Quantified 

 

Walker 2011. 

 
Wyoming  110,000 

(nelsoni) (2009) 

 
Not Quantified 

 
Shultz and Lutz 2014. 

 
Elk are especially important within the Rocky Mountains, and perpetuating wildlife 
populations is a primary goal of state wildlife agencies. Perhaps many agencies did not 
specify elk MVP size because their elk populations have increased steadily during past 
decades (Bunnell et al. 2002) and exceed any perceived threshold that might threaten 
their persistence. While periodic fluctuations might occur (especially within individual 
management units), cumulative mortality effects have not jeopardized statewide elk 
populations in recent decades (Bunnell et al. 2002). States in Table 2 are adjacent to 
other states with elk and natural movement occurs across borders. Translocation 
contributed to recovery of North American elk during the 20th century (Table 2; Wolfe et 
al. 2002), and continues as a management option in the event of a cataclysmic decline. 
Thus, because elk status in the Rocky Mountain Region is stable and/or improving, 
specifying elk MVP size statewide does not appear to be a priority for wildlife agencies. 
 
Using the information provided in Table 1 as a rough estimate for calculating MVP 
(MVP/reported population size) reveals that MVP was approximately 35% of the 
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reported population size. Using this rough calculation the Department calculated MVP 
for each EMU based on current population size (Table 3). 
 
 
Table 3. Calculated Minimum Viable Population (MVP) for each Elk Management Unit. 
 

EMU Population 
Estimate 

 MVP Utilizing 
35% of 

Population 
Estimate  

North Coast 1600 560 
Marble Mountains 3000 1050 
Siskiyou 1000 350 
Northeastern 1000 350 
Mendocino Roosevelt 115 40 
Mendocino Tule 1100 385 
Lake Pillsbury 125 44 
Cache Creek/Bear Valley 350 123 
East Park Reservoir 120 42 
Grizzly Island 300 105 
Alameda 100 35 
Santa Clara 150 53 
Salinas/Fremont Peak 225 79 
San Luis Reservoir 350 123 
Central Coast 150 53 
Hernandez Res./S. San Benito 225 79 
La Panza 800 280 
Fort Hunter Liggett 250 88 
Camp Roberts 300 105 
Owens Valley 280 98 
San Emigdio Mountain 350 123 
Tejon 300 105 
Confined Herds 400 NA 
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Appendix I: Elk Survey Methods for Population Monitoring:  
 
 
Method Summary Description Recent Example 
Aerial surveys 
with sightability 
adjustment 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Aerial surveys 
with capture-
recapture 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fecal DNA 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Small area 
methods 
 
 
 
 

Elk are counted from a helicopter.  GPS-
collared elk are required to fit a sightability 
model used to adjust counts based on 
detection probabilities from the modeling.  
Once a model is developed, the sightability 
correction can be used to survey unmarked elk, 
but the modeling should be updated on a 
regular basis (e.g., every 5-10 years). This 
method is not suitable for densely vegetated 
areas because some elk groups may never be 
observed such that their probability of detection 
is effectively zero. 
 
Elk are counted from a helicopter.  Observers 
track marked versus unmarked elk. Capture-
recapture or spatial recapture modeling can be 
used to robustly estimate density, but a large 
number of GPS-marked elk are required. A 
pilot study may be necessary to estimate how 
many elk need to be marked. This method may 
be suitable in densely vegetated areas. 
 
Transects are walked to recover elk scat.  The 
samples are genotyped by a laboratory and the 
detection history of identified individuals is used 
in spatial capture recapture modeling to 
estimate density. Unbaited camera stations are 
used to help break out densities by sex and 
age class. Preliminary species distribution 
modeling is used to guide a stratified sampling 
design. 
 
In some instances, alternative survey methods 
and sampling designs may be more efficient for 
small study areas (e.g., Grizzly Island, Point 
Reyes, San Luis Reservoir). These methods 
include near-censuses based on repeated 
ground counts in open habitats, fecal DNA 
surveys, and aerial counts using small 
unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) fitted with 
visual and/or thermal cameras. 

McCorquodale et al. 
2012 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
McCorquodale et al. 
2012 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Batter et al. 2018 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Cobb 2010 
Chretien et al. 2016 
Brazeal and Sacks 
2017 
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Proposed Regulatory Language 

Section 353, Title 14, CCR, is amended to read: 

§ 353. Methods Authorized for Taking Big Game. 

. . .[No changes to subsections (a) through (c)]. . .  

(d) Shotguns capable of holding not more than three shells firing single slugs may be used for 

the taking of deer, and bear. In areas where the discharge of rifles or shotguns with slugs is 

prohibited by county ordinance, shotguns capable of holding not more than three shells firing 

size 0 or 00 buckshot may be used for the taking of deer only. 

(d) Shotguns: 

(1) Shotguns capable of holding not more than three shells firing single slugs may be used 

for the taking of deer and bear. In areas where the discharge of rifles or shotguns with slugs 

is prohibited by county ordinance, shotguns capable of holding not more than three shells 

firing size 0 or 00 buckshot may be used for the taking of deer only. 

(2) Shotguns capable of holding not more than three shells firing single slugs may be used 

for the taking of elk for SHARE hunts as defined in subsection 364.1. 

. . . [No changes to subsections (e) through (m)]. . .  

Note: Authority cited: Sections 200, 203 and 265, Fish and Game Code. Reference: Sections 

2005, 2055, 3004.5 and 3950, Fish and Game Code. 
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Proposed Regulatory Language 

Section 364, Title 14, CCR, is amended to read: 

§ 364. Elk Hunts, Seasons, and Number of Tags.  

. . .[No changes to subsections (a) through (j)(4)(B)]. . . 

(k) Bag and Possession Limit: Each elk tag is valid only for one elk per season and only in the 

hunt area drawn, and an individual shall only be eligible for one elk tag per season through 

section 364. Each elk tag is valid only for one elk in the hunt area drawn. Any individual 

shall only be eligible for one elk tag per license year issued pursuant to sections 364, 

364.1, 555, and 555.1.  

. . .[No changes to subsections (l) through (p)(4)]. . . 

(q) [subsection reserved] Balance of State Elk Management Zone: That portion of the state not 

covered by any area defined in subsections 364(a) through (d). 

 . . .[No changes to subsections (r) through (t)(1)(A)5.]. . . 

(u) Department Administered General Methods Tule Elk Hunts 

§ Hunt 1. Bull 
Tags 

2. 
Antlerless 
Tags 

3. Either-
Sex Tags 

4. 
Spike 
Tags 

5. Season 

(1)(A) Cache Creek 
Bull 

2 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
second Saturday in 
October and 
continue for 16 
consecutive days. 

(1)(B) Cache Creek 
Antlerless 

0 2 0 0 Shall open on the 
third Saturday in 
October and 
continue for 16 
consecutive days. 

(2)(A) La Panza 
Period 1 

6 5 0 0 Shall open on the 
second Saturday in 
October and 
continue for 23 
consecutive days.  

(2)(B) La Panza 
Period 2 

6 6 0 0 Shall open on the 
second Saturday in 
November and 
continue for 23 
consecutive days. 

(3)(A) Central Coast 10 10 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Saturday in 
October and 
continue for 60 
consecutive days. 
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§ Hunt 1. Bull 
Tags 

2. 
Antlerless 
Tags 

3. Either-
Sex Tags 

4. 
Spike 
Tags 

5. Season 

(4)(A) Gabilan 10 6 0 0 Shall open on the 
second Saturday in 
November and 
continue for 23 
consecutive days. 

(5)(A) Bishop 
Period 3 

0 
2 

0 0 0 Shall open on the 
third Saturday in 
October and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 

(5)(B) Bishop 
Period 4 

0 
2 

0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Saturday in 
November and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 

(5)(C) Bishop 
Period 5 

0 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Saturday in 
December and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 

(6)(A) Independence 
Period 2 

1 
2 

1 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Saturday in 
October and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 

(6)(B) Independence 
Period 3 

0 
1 

1 0 0 Shall open on the 
third Saturday in 
October and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 

(6)(C) Independence 
Period 4 

0 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Saturday in 
November and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 

(6)(D) Independence 
Period 5 

0 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Saturday in 
December and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 

(7)(A) Lone Pine 
Period 2 

1 
2 

0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Saturday in 
October and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 
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§ Hunt 1. Bull 
Tags 

2. 
Antlerless 
Tags 

3. Either-
Sex Tags 

4. 
Spike 
Tags 

5. Season 

(7)(B) Lone Pine 
Period 3 

0 
1 

0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Saturday in 
October and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 

(7)(C) Lone Pine 
Period 4 

0 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Saturday in 
November and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 

(7)(D) Lone Pine 
Period 5 

0 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Saturday in 
December and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 

(8)(A) Tinemaha 
Period 2 

0 
1 

0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Saturday in 
October and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 

(8)(B) Tinemaha 
Period 3 

0 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
third Saturday in 
October and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 

(8)(C) Tinemaha 
Period 4 

0 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Saturday in 
November and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 

(8)(D) Tinemaha 
Period 5 

0 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Saturday in 
December and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 

(9)(A) West 
Tinemaha 
Period 1 

1 
2 

0 0 0 Shall open on the 
second Saturday in 
September and 
continue for 16 
consecutive days. 

(9)(B) West 
Tinemaha 
Period 2 

0 
2 

0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Saturday in 
October and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 
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§ Hunt 1. Bull 
Tags 

2. 
Antlerless 
Tags 

3. Either-
Sex Tags 

4. 
Spike 
Tags 

5. Season 

(9)(C) West 
Tinemaha 
Period 3 

0 
2 

0 0 0 Shall open on the 
third Saturday in 
October and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 

(9)(D) West 
Tinemaha 
Period 4 

0 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Saturday in 
November and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 

(9)(E) West 
Tinemaha 
Period 5 

0 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Saturday in 
December and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 

(10)(A) Tinemaha 
Mountain 
Period 1 

0 
1 

0 0 0 Shall open on the 
second Saturday in 
September and 
continue for 16 
consecutive days. 

(10)(B) Tinemaha 
Mountain 
Period 2 

0 
1 

0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Saturday in 
October and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 

(10)(C) Tinemaha 
Mountain 
Period 3 

0 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
third Saturday in 
October and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 

(10)(D) Tinemaha 
Mountain 
Period 4 

0 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Saturday in 
November and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 

(10)(E) Tinemaha 
Mountain 
Period 5 

0 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Saturday in 
December and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 

(11)(A) Whitney 
Period 2 

1 
2 

0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Saturday in 
October and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 
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§ Hunt 1. Bull 
Tags 

2. 
Antlerless 
Tags 

3. Either-
Sex Tags 

4. 
Spike 
Tags 

5. Season 

(11)(B) Whitney 
Period 3 

0 1 0 0 Shall open on the 
third Saturday in 
October and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 

(11)(C) Whitney 
Period 4 

0 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Saturday in 
November and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 

(11)(D) Whitney 
Period 5 

0 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Saturday in 
December and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 

(12)(A) Goodale 
Period 1 

1 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
second Saturday in 
September and 
continue for 16 
consecutive days. 

(12)(B) Goodale 
Period 2 

0 1 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Saturday in 
October and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 

(12)(C) Goodale 
Period 3 

0 1 0 0 Shall open on the 
third Saturday in 
October and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days.  

(12)(D) Goodale 
Period 4 

0 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Saturday in 
November and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 

(12)(E) Goodale 
Period 5 

0 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Saturday in 
December and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 

(13)(A) Grizzly Island 
Period 1 

0 2 0 0 Shall open on the 
second Tuesday 
after the first 
Saturday in August 
and continue for four 
consecutive days. 
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§ Hunt 1. Bull 
Tags 

2. 
Antlerless 
Tags 

3. Either-
Sex Tags 

4. 
Spike 
Tags 

5. Season 

(13)(B) Grizzly Island 
Period 2 

0 0 0 2 Shall open on the 
first Thursday 
following the 
opening of Period 1 
and continue for four 
consecutive days. 

(13)(C) Grizzly Island 
Period 3 

0 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Tuesday 
following the 
opening of Period 2 
and continue for four 
consecutive days. 

(13)(D) Grizzly Island 
Period 4 

0 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Thursday 
following the 
opening of Period 3 
and continue for four 
consecutive days. 

(13)(E) Grizzly Island 
Period 5 

0 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Tuesday 
following the 
opening of Period 4 
and continue for four 
consecutive days.  

(13)(F) Grizzly Island 
Period 6 

0 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Thursday 
following the 
opening of Period 5 
and continue for four 
consecutive days. 

(13)(G) Grizzly Island 
Period 7 

0 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Tuesday 
following the 
opening of Period 6 
and continue for four 
consecutive days. 

(13)(H) Grizzly Island 
Period 8 

0 0 0 6 Shall open on the 
first Thursday 
following the 
opening of Period 7 
and continue for four 
consecutive days. 
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§ Hunt 1. Bull 
Tags 

2. 
Antlerless 
Tags 

3. Either-
Sex Tags 

4. 
Spike 
Tags 

5. Season 

(13)(I) Grizzly Island 
Period 9 

0 4 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Tuesday 
following the 
opening of Period 8 
and continue for four 
consecutive days. 

(13)(J) Grizzly Island 
Period 10 

4 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Thursday 
following the 
opening of Period 9 
and continue for four 
consecutive days. 

(13)(K) Grizzly Island 
Period 11 

0 4 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Tuesday 
following the 
opening of Period 
10 and continue for 
four consecutive 
days. 

(13)(L) Grizzly Island 
Period 12 

4 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Thursday 
following the 
opening of Period 
11 and continue for 
four consecutive 
days. 

(13)(M) Grizzly Island 
Period 13 

3 4 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Tuesday 
following the 
opening of Period 
12 and continue for 
four consecutive 
days. 

(14)(A) Fort Hunter 
Liggett General 
Public Period 1 

0 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Thursday in 
November and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 

(14)(B) Fort Hunter 
Liggett General 
Public Period 2 

0 6 0 0 Shall open on 
November 25 and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 
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§ Hunt 1. Bull 
Tags 

2. 
Antlerless 
Tags 

3. Either-
Sex Tags 

4. 
Spike 
Tags 

5. Season 

(14)(C) Fort Hunter 
Liggett General 
Public Period 3 

8 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
fourth Tuesday in 
December and 
continue for 13 
consecutive days. 

(15)(A) East Park 
Reservoir 

2 2 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Saturday in 
September and 
continue for 27 
consecutive days. 

(16)(A) San Luis 
Reservoir 

0 0 5 0 Shall open on the 
first Saturday in 
October and 
continue for 23 
consecutive days. 

(17)(A) Bear Valley 2 1 0 0 Shall open on the 
second Saturday in 
October and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 

(18)(A) Lake Pillsbury 
Period 1 

0 4 0 0 Shall open on the 
last Saturday in 
August and continue 
for seven 
consecutive days. 

(18)(B) Lake Pillsbury 
Period 2 

0 2 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Saturday in 
September and 
continue for seven 
consecutive days. 

(18)(C) Lake Pillsbury 
Period 3 

0 2 0 0 Shall open on the 
second Saturday in 
September and 
continue for seven 
consecutive days. 

(18)(D)  Lake Pillsbury 
Period 4 

2 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
fourth Saturday in 
September and 
continue for seven 
consecutive days. 

(18)(E)  Lake Pillsbury 
Period 5 

2 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Saturday in 
October and 
continue for seven 
consecutive days. 
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§ Hunt 1. Bull 
Tags 

2. 
Antlerless 
Tags 

3. Either-
Sex Tags 

4. 
Spike 
Tags 

5. Season 

(19)(A) Santa Clara 0 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
second Saturday in 
October and 
continue for 16 
consecutive days. 

(20)(A) Alameda 0 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
second Saturday in 
October and 
continue for 16 
consecutive days. 

(v) Department Administered Apprentice Hunts 

§ Hunt 1. Bull 
Tags 

2. 
Antlerless 
Tags 

3. Either-
Sex Tags 

4. 
Spike 
Tags 

5. Season 

(1)(A) Marble 
Mountain 
General 
Methods 
Roosevelt Elk 
Apprentice 

0 0 4 0 Shall open on the 
Wednesday 
preceding the 
second Saturday in 
September and 
continue for 12 
consecutive days. 

(2)(A) Northeastern 
General 
Methods 
Rocky 
Mountain Elk 
Apprentice 

0 0 2 0 Shall open on the 
Wednesday 
preceding the third 
Saturday in 
September and 
continue for 12 
consecutive days. 

(3)(A) Cache Creek 
General 
Methods Tule 
Elk Apprentice 

1 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
second Saturday in 
October and 
continue for 16 
consecutive days. 

(4)(A) La Panza 
General 
Methods Tule 
Elk Apprentice 

0 1 0 0 Shall open on the 
second Saturday in 
October and 
continue for 23 
consecutive days. 

(5)(A) Bishop 
General 
Methods Tule 
Elk Apprentice 
Period 2 

0 
1 

0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Saturday in 
October and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 
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§ Hunt 1. Bull 
Tags 

2. 
Antlerless 
Tags 

3. Either-
Sex Tags 

4. 
Spike 
Tags 

5. Season 

(6)(A) Grizzly Island 
General 
Methods Tule 
Elk Apprentice 
Period 1 

0 2 0 0 Shall open on the 
second Tuesday 
after the first 
Saturday in August 
and continue for four 
consecutive days. 

(6)(B) Grizzly Island 
General 
Methods Tule 
Elk Apprentice 
Period 2 

0 0 0 2 Shall open on the 
first Thursday 
following the 
opening of Period 1 
and continue for four 
consecutive days. 

(6)(C) Grizzly Island 
General 
Methods Tule 
Elk Apprentice 
Period 3 

0 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Tuesday 
following the 
opening of Period 2 
and continue for 4 
four consecutive 
days. 

(6)(D) 
Grizzly Island 
General 
Methods Tule 
Elk Apprentice 
Period 4 

0 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Thursday 
following the 
opening of Period 3 
and continue for 4 
four consecutive 
days. 

(7)(A)  Fort Hunter 
Liggett 
General Public 
General 
Methods 
Apprentice 

1 1 0 0 Shall open on the 
fourth Tuesday in 
December and 
continue for 13 
consecutive days. 

(w) Department Administered Archery Only Hunts 

§ Hunt 1. Bull 
Tags 

2. 
Antlerless 
Tags 

3. Either-
Sex Tags 

4. 
Spike 
Tags 

5. Season 

(1)(A) Northeastern 
Archery Only 

0 0 10 0 Shall open on the 
Wednesday 
preceding the first 
Saturday in 
September and 
continue for 12 
consecutive days. 
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§ Hunt 1. Bull 
Tags 

2. 
Antlerless 
Tags 

3. Either-
Sex Tags 

4. 
Spike 
Tags 

5. Season 

(2)(A) Owens 
Valley 
Multiple Zone 
Archery Only 

3 
5 

0 0 0 Shall open on the 
second Saturday in 
August and continue 
for nine consecutive 
days. 

(3)(A) Lone Pine 
Archery Only 
Period 1 

0 
2 

1 0 0 Shall open on the 
second Saturday in 
September and 
continue for 16 
consecutive days. 

(4)(A) Tinemaha 
Archery Only 
Period 1 

0 
1 

0 0 0 Shall open on the 
second Saturday in 
September and 
continue for 16 
consecutive days. 

(5)(A) Whitney 
Archery Only 
Period 1 

0 
2 

0 0 0 Shall open on the 
second Saturday in 
September and 
continue for 16 
consecutive days. 

(6)(A) Fort Hunter 
Liggett 
General 
Public 
Archery Only 
Either Sex 

0 0 6 0 Shall open on the 
last Saturday in July 
and continue for 
nine consecutive 
days. 

(6)(B)  Fort Hunter 
Liggett 
General 
Public 
Archery Only 
Antlerless 

0 8 0 0 Shall open on the 
first Saturday in 
November and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 

(7)(A) Central 
Coast 
Archery Only 
Tule Elk Hunt 

5 5 0 0 Shall open on 
September 1 and 
continue until 
September 30. 
 

(8)(A) La Panza 
Archery Only 
Tule Elk Hunt 

5 5 0 0 Shall open on 
September 1 and 
continue until 
September 30. 
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§ Hunt 1. Bull 
Tags 

2. 
Antlerless 
Tags 

3. Either-
Sex Tags 

4. 
Spike 
Tags 

5. Season 

(9)(A) Siskiyou 
Archery Only 
Roosevelt 
Elk Hunt 

10 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
fourth Wednesday in 
August and continue 
until the second 
Tuesday in 
September. 

(x) Department Administered Muzzleloader Only Tule Elk Hunts 

§ Hunt 1. Bull 
Tags 

2. 
Antlerless 
Tags 

3. Either-
Sex Tags 

4. 
Spike 
Tags 

5. Season 

(1)(A) Bishop 
Muzzleloader 
Only  
Period 1 

0 
1 

0 0 0 Shall open on the 
second Saturday in 
September and 
continue for 16 
consecutive days. 

(2)(A) Independence 
Muzzleloader 
Only  
Period 1 

1 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
second Saturday in 
September and 
continue for 16 
consecutive days. 

(3)(A) Goodale 
Muzzleloader 
Only  
Period 1 

0 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
second Saturday in 
September and 
continue for 16 
consecutive days. 

(4)(A) Fort Hunter 
Liggett 
General 
Public 
Muzzleloader 
Only 

0 0 0 0 Shall open on the 
fourth Saturday in 
November and 
continue for nine 
consecutive days. 

…[No changes to subsections (y) through (aa)(4)(A)5.] … 

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 200, 203, 203.1, 265, 325, 332 and 1050, Fish and Game 

Code. Reference: Sections 332, 1050, 1570, 1571, 1572, 1573 and 1574, 

Fish and Game Code. 
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Proposed Regulatory Language 

Section 364.1, Title 14, CCR, is amended to read: 

§ 364.1. Department Administered Shared Habitat Alliance for Recreational 

Enhancement (SHARE) Elk Hunts.  

. . . [No changes to subsection (a)]. . . 

(b) Bag and Possession Limit: Each elk tag is valid only for one elk per season and only 

in the SHARE hunt area drawn, and persons shall only be eligible for one elk tag per 

season through section 364.1. Each elk tag is valid only for one elk in the hunt area 

drawn. Any individual shall only be eligible for one elk tag per license year issued 

pursuant to sections 364, 364.1, 555, and 555.1. 

. . . [No changes to subsections (c) through (h)]. . . 

(i) Department Administered SHARE Roosevelt Elk Hunts 

§ (A) Hunts 1.Bull 
Tags 

2.Antler-
less 
Tags 

3.Either-
Sex 
Tags 

4.Spike 
Tags 

(B) Area 

(1) Siskiyou 20 20 0 0 The tag shall be valid 
in the area described 
in subsection 
364(a)(1)(A). 

(2) Northwestern 40 
48 

60 
72 

0 0 The tag shall be valid 
in the area described 
in subsection 
364(a)(2)(A). 

(3) Marble 
Mountain 

1 
4 

2 
6 

0 0 The tag shall be valid 
in the area described 
in subsection 
364(a)(3)(A). 
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(j) Department Administered General Methods SHARE Rocky Mountain Elk Hunts 

§ (A) Hunts 1.Bull 
Tags 

2.Antlerless 
Tags 

3.Either-
Sex Tags 

4.Spike 
Tags 

(B) Area 

(1) Northeastern 2 
4 

0 
4 

2 0 The tag shall be 
valid in the area 
described in 
subsection 
364(b)(1)(A). 

(2) Tehachapi 40 60 0 0 The tag shall be 
valid in the area 
described in 
subsection 
364(b)(2)(A). 

(k) Department Administered SHARE Roosevelt/Tule Elk Hunts 

§ (A) Hunts 1.Bull 
Tags 

2.Antler 
less Tags 

3.Either-
Sex Tags 

4.Spike 
Tags 

(B) Area 

(1) Mendocino 20 30 0 0 The tag shall be 
valid in the area 
described in 
subsection 
364(c)(1)(A). 

(l) Department Administered SHARE Tule Elk Hunts 

§ (A) Hunts 1. Bull 
Tags 

2. 
Antler-
less 
Tags 

3. Either-
Sex Tags 

4. 
Spike 
Tags 

(B) Area 

(1) Cache Creek 2 
4 

1 
6 

0 0 The tag shall be 
valid in the area 
described in 
subsection 
364(d)(1)(A). 

(2) La Panza 5 10 0 0 The tag shall be 
valid in the area 
described in 
subsection 
364(d)(2)(A). 

(3) Central Coast 0 
20 

0 
60 

0 0 The tag shall be 
valid in the area 
described in 
subsection 
364(d)(3)(A) 
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§ (A) Hunts 1. Bull 
Tags 

2. 
Antler-
less 
Tags 

3. Either-
Sex Tags 

4. 
Spike 
Tags 

(B) Area 

(4) Gabilan 0 
4 

0 
6 

0 0 The tag shall be 
valid in the area 
described in 
subsection 
364(d)(4)(A)  

(5) Bishop 0 0 0 0 The tag shall be 
valid in the area 
described in 
subsection 
364(d)(5)(A). 

(6) Independence 0 0 0 0 (B) Area: The 
tag shall be valid 
in the area 
described in 
subsection 
364(d)(6)(A). 

(7) Lone Pine 
Period 2 

0 0 0 0 The tag shall be 
valid in the area 
described in 
subsection 
364(d)(7)(A). 

(8) Tinemaha 0 0 0 0 The tag shall be 
valid in the area 
described in 
subsection 
364(d)(8)(A). 

(9) West 
Tinemaha 

0 0 0 0 The tag shall be 
valid in the area 
described in 
subsection 
364(d)(9)(A). 

(10) Tinemaha 
Mountain 

0 0 0 0 The tag shall be 
valid in the area 
described in 
subsection 
364(d)(10)(A). 

(11) Whitney 0 0 0 0 The tag shall be 
valid in the area 
described in 
subsection 
364(d)(11)(A). 
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§ (A) Hunts 1. Bull 
Tags 

2. 
Antler-
less 
Tags 

3. Either-
Sex Tags 

4. 
Spike 
Tags 

(B) Area 

(12) Goodale 0 0 0 0 The tag shall be 
valid in the area 
described in 
subsection 
364(d)(12)(A). 

(13) Grizzly Island 0 0 0 0 The tag shall be 
valid in the area 
described in 
subsection 
364(d)(13)(A). 

(14) Fort Hunter 
Liggett 

0 0 0 0 The tag shall be 
valid in the area 
described in 
subsection 
364(d)(14)(A). 

(15) East Park 
Reservoir 

1 
2 

1 
2 

0 0 The tag shall be 
valid in the area 
described in 
subsection 
364(d)(15)(A). 

(16) San Luis 
Reservoir 

2 3 0 0 The tag shall be 
valid in the area 
described in 
subsection 
364(d)(16)(A). 

(17) Bear Valley 2 
4 

6 
8 
 

0 0 The tag shall be 
valid in the area 
described in 
subsection 
364(d)(17)(A). 

(18) Lake Pillsbury 0 0 0 0 The tag shall be 
valid in the area 
described in 
subsection 
364(d)(18)(A). 

(19) Santa Clara 0 
3 

0 
3 

0 0 The tag shall be 
valid in the area 
described in 
subsection 
364(d)(19)(A). 
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§ (A) Hunts 1. Bull 
Tags 

2. 
Antler-
less 
Tags 

3. Either-
Sex Tags 

4. 
Spike 
Tags 

(B) Area 

(20) Alameda 0 
3 

0 
3 

0 0 The tag shall be 
valid in the area 
described in 
subsection 
364(d)(20)(A). 

(21) Balance of 
the State 

[0-10] 0 0 0 The tag shall be 
valid in the area 
described in 
subsection 
364(q) 

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 332 and 1050, Fish and Game Code.  

Reference: Sections 332, 1050 and 1574, Fish and Game Code. 



Proposed Regulatory Language 

Section 555, Title 14, CCR, is amended to read: 

§ 555. Cooperative Elk Hunting Areas. 

To encourage protection and enhancement of elk habitat and provide eligible 

landowners an opportunity for limited elk hunting on their lands, the department may 

establish cooperative elk hunting areas and issue license tags to allow the take of elk as 

specified in Section 364, and subject to the following conditions: 

(a) Definition and Scope. A cooperative elk hunting area is an area of private land 

located within the boundary of an area open to public elk hunting as defined in 

subsections 364(a), (b), (c), and (d). The cooperative hunting area shall encompass 

not less than a total of 5,000 acres, except that such area may consist of 

neighboring lands not less than 640 acres in size under the control of one or more 

owners.  

Within an area open to public elk hunting the number of cooperative elk hunting 

license tags issued shall not exceed 20 percent of the number of general methods 

public license tags for the corresponding public hunt and shall be of the same 

designation (i.e., antlerless, spike bull, bull or either-sex) as the public license tags. 

Public license tags shall equate to the sum of the general methods elk license tags 

under Section 364 and the Shared Habitat Alliance for Recreational Enhancement 

(SHARE) elk license tags under Section 364.1 for the corresponding hunt and for the 

same designation issued annually.  

. . .[No changes to subsections (b) through (e)]. . . 

(f) Bag and Possession Limit: Each elk tag is valid only for one elk in the hunt area 

specified. Any individual shall only be eligible for one elk tag per license year issued 

pursuant to sections 364, 364.1, 555, and 555.1. 

NOTE: Authority cited: Section 1575, Fish and Game Code.  

Reference: Sections 67, 713 and 1575, Fish and Game Code. 



Proposed Regulatory Language 

Section 555.1, Title 14, CCR, is amended to read: 

§ 555.1. Conflict Zone Cooperative Elk Hunting Areas.  

. . . [No changes to subsections (a) through (c)]. . . 

(d) Bag and Possession Limit: Each elk tag is valid only for one elk in the hunt area 

specified. Any individual shall only be eligible for one elk tag per license year issued 

pursuant to sections 364, 364.1, 555, and 555.1. 

NOTE: Authority cited: Section 1575, Fish and Game Code.  

Reference: Sections 67 and 1575, Fish and Game Code. 



TITLE 14. Fish and Game Commission 
Notice of Proposed Changes in Regulations 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the California Fish and Game Commission (Commission), pursuant 
to the authority vested by sections 219, 265, 331 and 1050 of the California Fish and Game Code and 
to implement, interpret or make specific sections 331, 713 and 1050 of said Code, proposes to 
amend Section 363, Title 14, California Code of Regulations (CCR), relating to pronghorn antelope 
hunting. 

Unless otherwise specified, all section references in this document are to Title 14, CCR. 

Informative Digest/Policy Statement Overview 

Background 

The Commission periodically considers recommendations from the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (Department) to amend pronghorn antelope hunting regulations. Considerations include 
recommendations for adjusting tag quotas, setting hunt periods, modifying zone boundaries, and 
authorizing methods of take, among others, to help achieve management goals and objectives for 
pronghorn antelope. To maintain appropriate harvest levels and hunting quality, tags must be 
adjusted periodically in response to dynamic environmental and biological conditions.  

Section 363 provides descriptions of pronghorn antelope hunt zone boundaries, season opening and 
closing dates, methods of take (e.g., general methods, archery only), tag designations (buck, doe), 
tag quotas (total number of hunting tags to be made available), bag and possession limits, and 
special conditions for pronghorn antelope. 

Proposed Changes 

The proposed changes amend subsection 363(m) to potentially adjust hunting tag numbers across all 
six hunt zones. Previous surveys have suggested declines in population of pronghorn antelope and 
the Commission adopted reduced tag allocations for the 2025 hunt year in response. The Department 
is prioritizing additional surveys in February 2026 to continue to assess pronghorn antelope 
population status and will make a final recommendation following the completion of surveys and data 
analysis. Administrative regulatory procedures require the notice of proposed changes to the 
regulations prior to completing the surveys and data analysis.  

The Department recommends that the Commission consider proposed changes to subsection 363(m) 
to modify tag quotas for general season period 1 buck and period 2 buck, archery-only season buck, 
and general season period 1 apprentice either-sex hunts. No changes are proposed to tag quotas for 
archery only doe or general season doe hunts. Tag allocations may need to be adjusted to manage 
harvest following the completion of population surveys. 

Benefits of the Regulations 

The proposed regulations will contribute to the sustainable management of pronghorn antelope 
populations in California. Population objectives are maintained and managed in part by periodically 
modifying the number of hunting tags distributed. The proposed tag quota changes will help conserve 
pronghorn antelope populations. 

Consistency and Compatibility with Existing Regulations 

The proposed regulations are neither inconsistent nor incompatible with existing state regulations. 
Section 20, Article IV, of the state Constitution specifies that the Legislature may delegate to the 
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Commission such powers relating to the protection and propagation of fish and game as the 
Legislature sees fit. The Legislature has delegated to the Commission the power to adopt regulations 
governing pronghorn antelope hunting. No other state agency has the authority to adopt regulations 
governing pronghorn antelope hunting. The Commission has reviewed its own regulations and finds 
that the proposed regulations are neither inconsistent nor incompatible with existing state regulations. 
The Commission has searched the CCR for any regulations regarding pronghorn antelope hunting; 
therefore, the Commission has concluded that the proposed pronghorn antelope hunting regulations 
are neither inconsistent nor incompatible with existing state regulations.  

Public Participation 

Comments Submitted by Mail or Email 

It is requested, but not required, that written comments be submitted on or before April 2, 2026 at the 
address given below, or by email to FGC@fgc.ca.gov. Written comments mailed, or emailed to the 
Commission office, must be received before 12:00 noon on April 10, 2026. If you would like 
copies of any modifications to this proposal, please include your name and mailing address. Mailed 
comments should be addressed to Fish and Game Commission, PO Box 944209, Sacramento, CA 
94244-2090. 

Meetings 

NOTICE IS GIVEN that any person interested may present statements, orally or in writing, relevant to 
this action at a hearing to be held in the California Natural Resources Headquarters Building, 
715 P Street, Sacramento, California, which will commence at 8:30 a.m. on Wednesday, February 11, 
2026, and may continue at 8:30 a.m., on Thursday, February 12, 2026. The Commission will make a 
reasonable effort to provide the public additional opportunities to observe or provide comment in the 
meeting through the Zoom videoconference platform by computer, mobile device, or telephone 
connections. However, the Commission cannot guarantee the accessibility or functionality of the 
remote connection options. Should technical issues affect remote attendee access or quality, an 
attempt will be made to resolve them, but the meeting will continue with in-person attendees. 
Instructions for participation in the webinar/teleconference hearing will be posted at www.fgc.ca.gov in 
advance of the meeting or may be obtained by calling (916) 653-4899. Please refer to the 
Commission meeting agenda, which will be available at least 10 days prior to the meeting, for the 
most current information. 

NOTICE IS ALSO GIVEN that any person interested may present statements, orally or in writing, 
relevant to this action at a hearing to be held in the California Natural Resources Headquarters 
Building, 715 P Street, Sacramento, California, which will commence at 8:30 a.m. on Wednesday, 
April 15, 2026, and may continue at 8:30 a.m., on Thursday, April 16, 2026. The Commission will 
make a reasonable effort to provide the public additional opportunities to observe or provide comment 
in the meeting through the Zoom videoconference platform by computer, mobile device, or telephone 
connections. However, the Commission cannot guarantee the accessibility or functionality of the 
remote connection options. Should technical issues affect remote attendee access or quality, an 
attempt will be made to resolve them, but the meeting will continue with in-person attendees. 
Instructions for participation in the webinar/teleconference hearing will be posted at www.fgc.ca.gov in 
advance of the meeting or may be obtained by calling (916) 653-4899. Please refer to the 
Commission meeting agenda, which will be available at least 10 days prior to the meeting, for the 
most current information. 

mailto:FGC@dfg.ca.gov
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Availability of Documents 

Copies of the Notice of Proposed Action, the Initial Statement of Reasons, and the text of the 
regulation in underline and strikeout format can be accessed through the Commission website at 
www.fgc.ca.gov. The regulations as well as all related documents upon which the proposal is based 
(rulemaking file), are on file and available for public review from the agency representative, Melissa 
Miller-Henson, Executive Director, Fish and Game Commission, 715 P Street, Box 944209, 
Sacramento, California 94244-2090, phone (916) 653-4899. Please direct requests for the above-
mentioned documents and inquiries concerning the regulatory process to Melissa Miller-Henson or 
Sherrie Fonbuena at FGC@fgc.ca.gov at the preceding address or phone number. Brent Wolf, 
Statewide Elk and Pronghorn Antelope Coordinator, Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
BigGame@wildlife.ca.gov, has been designated to respond to questions on the substance of 
the proposed regulations. 

Availability of Modified Text 

If the regulations adopted by the Commission differ from but are sufficiently related to the action 
proposed, they will be available to the public for at least 15 days prior to the date of adoption. 
Circumstances beyond the control of the Commission (e.g., timing of Federal regulation adoption, 
timing of resource data collection, timelines do not allow, etc.) or changes made to be responsive to 
public recommendation and comments during the regulatory process may preclude full compliance 
with the 15-day comment period, and the Commission will exercise its powers under Section 265 of 
the Fish and Game Code. Regulations adopted pursuant to this section are not subject to the time 
periods for adoption, amendment or repeal of regulations prescribed in sections 11343.4, 11346.4, 
11346.8 and 11347.1 of the Government Code. Any person interested may obtain a copy of said 
regulations prior to the date of adoption by contacting the agency representative named herein. 

If the regulatory proposal is adopted, the final statement of reasons may be obtained from the 
address above when it has been received from the agency program staff. 

Impact of Regulatory Action/Results of the Economic Impact Assessment 

The potential for significant statewide adverse economic impacts that might result from the proposed 
regulatory action has been assessed, and the following initial determinations relative to the required 
statutory categories have been made: 

(a) Significant Statewide Adverse Economic Impact Directly Affecting Business, Including the 
Ability of California Businesses to Compete with Businesses in Other States:  

The proposed action will not have a significant statewide adverse economic impact directly 
affecting business, including the ability of California businesses to compete with businesses in 
other states. The proposed action adjusts tag quotas for existing hunts. Given the number of 
tags available and the area over which they are distributed, these proposals are economically 
neutral to business. 

(b) Impact on the Creation or Elimination of Jobs Within the State, the Creation of New 
Businesses or the Elimination of Existing Businesses, or the Expansion of Businesses in 
California; Benefits of the Regulation to the Health and Welfare of California Residents, Worker 
Safety, and the State’s Environment:  

http://www.fgc.ca.gov/
mailto:FGC@fgc.ca.gov
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The Commission does not anticipate impacts on the creation or elimination of jobs within the 
State, the creation of new businesses, the elimination of existing businesses, or the expansion 
of businesses in California because the expected economic impacts of the proposed 
regulations are unlikely to be substantial enough to significantly stimulate demand for goods or 
services related to pronghorn antelope hunting. The Commission anticipates benefits to the 
environment including, but not limited to, the maintenance of populations of pronghorn 
antelope to ensure their continued existence and supporting recreational opportunity, and 
funding wildlife conservation through the fees that hunters pay for licenses and tags. While 
there are no anticipated benefits to worker safety, hunting is an outdoor activity that can 
provide several health and welfare benefits to California residents, including the benefits of 
fresh game to eat and exercise from outdoor recreation. 

(c) Cost Impacts on a Representative Private Person or Business:  

The Commission is not aware of any cost impacts that a representative private person or 
business would necessarily incur in reasonable compliance with the proposed action. 

(d) Costs or Savings to State Agencies or Costs/Savings in Federal Funding to the State:  

The Commission does not anticipate any new costs or savings to state agencies or 
costs/savings in federal funding to the state. However, Department revenue is expected to 
decline if a reduced number of pronghorn antelope tags are made available after the February 
2026 survey results. 

(e) Nondiscretionary Costs/Savings to Local Agencies: None. 

(f) Programs Mandated on Local Agencies or School Districts: None. 

(g) Costs Imposed on any Local Agency or School District that is Required to be Reimbursed 
Under Part 7 (commencing with Section 17500) of Division 4, Government Code: None. 

(h) Effect on Housing Costs: None. 

(i) Business Reporting Requirements:  

The proposed action does not impose a business reporting requirement. 

Effect on Small Business 

It has been determined that the adoption of these regulations may affect small business. The 
Commission has drafted the regulations in Plain English pursuant to Government Code 
Sections 11342.580 and 11346.2(a)(1). 
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Consideration of Alternatives 

The Commission must determine that no reasonable alternative considered by the Commission, or 
that has otherwise been identified and brought to the attention of the Commission, would be more 
effective in carrying out the purpose for which the action is proposed, would be as effective and less 
burdensome to affected private persons than the proposed action, or would be more cost effective to 
affected private persons and equally effective in implementing the statutory policy or other provision 
of law. 

FISH AND GAME COMMISSION 

Dated: January 13, 2026 
Melissa Miller-Henson 
Executive Director 
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State of California  

Fish and Game Commission 

Initial Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action 

 

Amend Sections 363 

Title 14, California Code of Regulations  

Re: Pronghorn Antelope Hunting 

I. Date of Initial Statement of Reasons: January 8, 2026 

II. Dates and Locations of Scheduled Hearings 

(a) Notice Hearing: 

Date: December 10, 2025 Location: Sacramento 

(b) Discussion Hearing: 

Date: February 12, 2026 Location: Sacramento 

(c) Adoption Hearing: 

Date: April 16, 2026 Location: Sacramento 

III. Description of Regulatory Action 

(a) Statement of Specific Purpose of Regulatory Change and Factual Basis for Determining 

that Regulation Change is Reasonably Necessary 

Unless otherwise specified, all section references in this document are to Title 14 of the 

California Code of Regulations (CCR). 

The California Fish and Game Commission (Commission) periodically considers 

recommendations from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) to 

amend pronghorn antelope hunting regulations. Considerations include recommendations 

for adjusting tag quotas (total number of hunting tags to be made available), setting hunt 

periods, modifying zone boundaries, and authorizing methods of take, among others, to 

help achieve management goals and objectives for pronghorn antelope. To maintain 

appropriate harvest levels and hunting quality, tags must be adjusted periodically in 

response to dynamic environmental and biological conditions.  

The proposed changes focus on pronghorn antelope tag quotas under subsection 363(m). 

The last time these regulations were subject to amendment was April 2025. The proposed 

amendments here represent the culmination of the Department’s internal discussion 

regarding pronghorn antelope population status. The proposed changes are necessary to 

manage harvest for the population size.  
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Background 

The goal of the Department’s pronghorn antelope program is to maintain viable, healthy 

pronghorn antelope populations, and to provide a variety of recreational activities, including 

harvest opportunity. A limited number of pronghorn antelope hunting tags are offered 

annually via the Big Game Drawing, and public demand for pronghorn antelope hunting 

tags has annually exceeded tag availability for the last ten years. In addition to harvest 

opportunity, public pronghorn antelope hunting also provides data that enhances the 

Department’s ability to monitor pronghorn antelope populations including spatial, age, 

genetic, and disease information. 

Current Regulations 

Section 363 provides descriptions of hunt zone boundaries, season opening and closing 

dates, methods of take (e.g., general methods, archery only), tag designations (buck, doe), 

tag quotas, bag and possession limits, and special conditions for pronghorn antelope. 

Proposed Regulations 

The proposed regulations amend subsection 363(m) to potentially adjust hunting tag 

numbers across all six hunt zones. Previous surveys have suggested declines in population 

of pronghorn antelope, and the Commission adopted reduced tag allocations for the 2025 

hunt year in response. The Department is prioritizing additional surveys in February 2026 to 

continue to assess pronghorn antelope population status, and will make a final 

recommendation following the completion of surveys and data analysis. Administrative 

regulatory procedures require the notice of proposed changes to the regulations prior to 

completing the population surveys and data analysis. 

Section 363 Pronghorn Antelope 

Amend subsection 363(m) to modify tag quotas for archery-only season buck, 

general season period 1 buck and period 2 buck, and general season period 1 

apprentice either-sex hunts. Tag allocations may need to be adjusted to manage 

harvest following the completion of population surveys. Tag quotas are shown in 

Table 1 below in a bracketed range. The Department will recommend final tag 

quotas to the Commission at the adoption hearing.   



3 

Table 1. Proposed Pronghorn Antelope Tag Allocations (Subsection 363 (m))  

Hunt 

Area 

Archery-

Only 

Season 

Buck 

Archery-

Only 

Season 

Doe 

General 

Season 

Period 1 

Buck 

General 

Season 

Period 1 

Doe 

General 

Season 

Period 1 

Apprentice 

Either-Sex 

General 

Season 

Period 

2 Buck 

General 

Season 

Period 2 

Doe 

Fundraising 

Zone 1 -- 

Mount 

Dome 

0 0 
2 

[0-2] 
0 N/A 0 0 0 

Zone 2 -- 

Clear 

Lake 

1 

[0-1] 
0 

6 

[0-6] 
0 N/A 0 0 0 

Zone 3 -- 

Likely 

Tables 

0 0 
5 

[0-5] 
0 0 0 0 0 

Zone 4 -- 

Lassen 

5 

[0-5] 
0 

35 

[0-35] 
0 

5 

[0-5] 

35 

[0-35] 
0 0 

Zone 5 – 

Big Valley 

1 

[0-1] 
0 

5 

[0-5] 
0 

1 

[0-1] 
0 0 0 

Zone 6 -- 

Surprise 

Valley 

1 

[0-1] 
0 

10 

[0-10] 
0 

 4  

[0-4] 
0 0 0 

Zones 1-6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

(b) Goals and Benefit of the Regulation 

It is the policy of the state to encourage the preservation, conservation, and maintenance of 

wildlife resources under the jurisdiction and influence of the state. This policy shall include, 

but is not limited to, the following objectives:  

The maintenance of sufficient populations of all species of wildlife and the habitat 

necessary to provide for the beneficial use and enjoyment of wildlife by all citizens of the 

state, to perpetuate all species of wildlife for their intrinsic and ecological values, as well as 

for their direct benefits to all persons, to provide for aesthetic, educational, and non-

appropriative uses of the various wildlife species, to maintain diversified recreational uses 

of wildlife, including sport hunting, as proper uses of certain designated species of wildlife, 

consistent with the maintenance of healthy, viable wildlife resources, the public safety, and 

a quality outdoor experience, to alleviate economic losses or public health or safety 

problems caused by wildlife to the people of the state either individually or collectively in a 
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manner designed to bring the problem within tolerable limits consistent with economic and 

public health considerations and the objectives.  

The proposed regulations will contribute to the sustainable management of pronghorn 

antelope populations in California. Population objectives are maintained and managed in 

part by periodically modifying the number of hunting tags distributed. The proposed tag 

quota changes will help conserve pronghorn antelope populations. 

(c) Authority and Reference Sections from Fish and Game Code for Regulation 

Authority: Sections 219, 265, 331 and 1050, Fish and Game Code.  

Reference: Sections 331, 713 and 1050, Fish and Game Code.  

(d) Specific Technology or Equipment Required by Regulatory Change: None. 

(e) Identification of Reports or Documents Supporting Regulation Change 

Report to follow completion of winter surveys in February 2026. 

(f) Public Discussions of Proposed Regulations Prior to Notice Publication 

• Wildlife Resources Committee: May 2025 

• Wildlife Resources Committee: September 2025 

IV. Description of Reasonable Alternatives to Regulatory Action 

(a) Alternatives to Regulation Change 

No alternatives were identified by or brought to the attention of Commission staff that would 

have the same desired regulatory effect. 

(b) No Change Alternative 

Without the proposed changes, the outstanding issues concerning the regulations currently 

governing pronghorn antelope hunting would remain unaddressed. Retaining the current 

number of tags for the hunts listed would not be responsive to changes in population 

status. 

V. Mitigation Measures Required by Regulatory Action 

The proposed regulatory action will have no negative impact on the environment; therefore, no 

mitigation measures are needed. The maximum number of tags available in the proposed 

range is at or below the number of tags analyzed in the 2004 Final Environmental Document 

Regarding Pronghorn Antelope Hunting. 

VI. Impact of Regulatory Action 

The potential for significant statewide adverse economic impacts that might result from the 

proposed regulatory action has been assessed, and the following initial determinations relative 

to the required statutory categories have been made: 
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(a) Significant Statewide Adverse Economic Impact Directly Affecting Businesses, Including 

the Ability of California Businesses to Compete with Businesses in Other States 

The proposed action will not have a significant statewide adverse economic impact directly 

affecting business, including the ability of California businesses to compete with businesses 

in other states. The proposed action adjusts tag quotas for existing hunts. Given the 

number of tags available and the area over which they are distributed, these proposals are 

economically neutral to business.  

(b) Impact on the Creation or Elimination of Jobs Within the State, the Creation of New 
Businesses or the Elimination of Existing Businesses, or the Expansion of Businesses in 
California; Benefits of the Regulation to the Health and Welfare of California Residents, 
Worker Safety, and the State’s Environment 

The Commission does not anticipate impacts on the creation or elimination of jobs within 

the State, the creation of new businesses, the elimination of existing businesses, or the 

expansion of businesses in California because the expected economic impacts of the 

proposed regulations are unlikely to be substantial enough to significantly stimulate 

demand for goods or services related to pronghorn antelope hunting. The Commission 

anticipates benefits to the environment including, but not limited to, the maintenance of 

populations of pronghorn antelope to ensure their continued existence and supporting 

recreational opportunity, and funding wildlife conservation through the fees that hunters pay 

for licenses and tags. While there are no anticipated benefits to worker safety, hunting is an 

outdoor activity that can provide several health and welfare benefits to California residents, 

including the benefits of fresh game to eat and exercise from outdoor recreation. 

(c) Cost Impacts on a Representative Private Person or Business: 

The Commission is not aware of any cost impacts that a representative private person or 

business would necessarily incur in reasonable compliance with the proposed action. 

(d) Costs or Savings to State Agencies or Costs/Savings in Federal Funding to the State:  

The Commission does not anticipate any new costs or savings to state agencies or 

costs/savings in federal funding to the state. However, Department revenue is expected to 

decline if a reduced number of pronghorn antelope tags are made available after the 

February 2026 survey results. 

(e) Nondiscretionary Costs/Savings to Local Agencies: None 

(f) Programs Mandated on Local Agencies or School Districts: None 

(g) Costs Imposed on Any Local Agency or School District that is Required to be Reimbursed 

Under Part 7 (commencing with Section 17500) of Division 4, Government Code: None 

(h) Effect on Housing Costs: None  
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VII. Economic Impact Assessment 

(a) Effects of the Regulation on the Creation or Elimination of Jobs Within the State 

The Commission does not anticipate impacts on the creation or elimination of jobs within 

the state. 

(b) Effects of the Regulation on the Creation of New Businesses or the Elimination of Existing 

Businesses Within the State 

The Commission does not anticipate impacts on the creation of new businesses or the 

elimination of existing businesses within the state because the potential economic impacts 

of the proposed regulations vary annually as tag quotas change and are unlikely to be 

substantial enough to stimulate demand for goods or services related to pronghorn 

antelope hunting in the long run due to annual variability. 

(c) Effects of the Regulation on the Expansion of Businesses Currently Doing Business Within 

the State 

The Commission does not anticipate impacts on the expansion of businesses currently 

doing business within the state because the potential economic impacts of the proposed 

regulations vary annually as tag quotas change and are unlikely to be substantial enough to 

stimulate demand for goods or services related to pronghorn antelope hunting in the long 

run due to annual variability. 

(d) Benefits of the Regulation to the Health and Welfare of California Residents 

Hunting is an outdoor activity that can provide several health and welfare benefits to 

California residents. Hunters and their families benefit from fresh game to eat, and from the 

benefits of outdoor recreation, including exercise. People who hunt have a special 

connection with the outdoors and an awareness of the relationships between wildlife, 

habitat, and humans, and hunting can be a family tradition and a bonding activity. 

(e) Benefits of the Regulation to Worker Safety 

The Commission does not anticipate impacts on worker safety. 

(f) Benefits of the Regulation to the State’s Environment 

The proposed regulations will contribute to the sustainable management of pronghorn 

antelope populations in California. Population objectives are maintained and managed in 

part by periodically modifying the number of hunting tags distributed. The proposed tag 

quota changes will help conserve pronghorn antelope populations. 

(g) Other Benefits of the Regulation:  

The Commission does not anticipate other benefits from the proposed regulation.   
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Informative Digest/Policy Statement Overview 

Unless otherwise specified, all section references in this document are to Title 14 of the 

California Code of Regulations (CCR). 

Background 

The California Fish and Game Commission (Commission) periodically considers 

recommendations from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department) to amend 

pronghorn antelope hunting regulations. Considerations include recommendations for 

adjusting tag quotas, setting hunt periods, modifying zone boundaries, and authorizing 

methods of take, among others, to help achieve management goals and objectives for 

pronghorn antelope. To maintain appropriate harvest levels and hunting quality, tags must be 

adjusted periodically in response to dynamic environmental and biological conditions.  

Section 363 provides descriptions of pronghorn antelope hunt zone boundaries, season 

opening and closing dates, methods of take (e.g., general methods, archery only), tag 

designations (buck, doe), tag quotas (total number of hunting tags to be made available), bag 

and possession limits, and special conditions for pronghorn antelope. 

Proposed Changes 

The proposed changes amend subsection 363(m) to potentially adjust hunting tag numbers 

across all six hunt zones. Previous surveys have suggested declines in population of 

pronghorn antelope and the Commission adopted reduced tag allocations for the 2025 hunt 

year in response. The Department is prioritizing additional surveys in February 2026 to 

continue to assess pronghorn antelope population status and will make a final 

recommendation following the completion of surveys and data analysis. Administrative 

regulatory procedures require the notice of proposed changes to the regulations prior to 

completing the surveys and data analysis.  

The Department recommends that the Commission consider proposed changes to subsection 

363(m) to modify tag quotas for general season period 1 buck and period 2 buck, archery-only 

season buck, and general season period 1 apprentice either-sex hunts. No changes are 

proposed to tag quotas for archery only doe or general season doe hunts. Tag allocations may 

need to be adjusted to manage harvest following the completion of population surveys. 

Benefits of the Regulations 

The proposed regulations will contribute to the sustainable management of pronghorn antelope 

populations in California. Population objectives are maintained and managed in part by 

periodically modifying the number of hunting tags distributed. The proposed tag quota changes 

will help conserve pronghorn antelope populations. 

Consistency and Compatibility with Existing Regulations 

The proposed regulations are neither inconsistent nor incompatible with existing state 

regulations. Section 20, Article IV, of the state Constitution specifies that the Legislature may 

delegate to the Commission such powers relating to the protection and propagation of fish and 

game as the Legislature sees fit. The Legislature has delegated to the Commission the power 

to adopt regulations governing pronghorn antelope hunting. No other state agency has the 
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authority to adopt regulations governing pronghorn antelope hunting. The Commission has 

reviewed its own regulations and finds that the proposed regulations are neither inconsistent 

nor incompatible with existing state regulations. The Commission has searched the CCR for 

any regulations regarding pronghorn antelope hunting; therefore, the Commission has 

concluded that the proposed pronghorn antelope hunting regulations are neither inconsistent 

nor incompatible with existing state regulations. 



Proposed Regulatory Language 

Section 363, Title 14, CCR, is amended to read: 

§ 363. Pronghorn Antelope.  

… [No changes to the unnumbered first paragraph of Section 363 and 

subsections (a) through (l)(7)] … 

(m) Pronghorn Antelope Tag Allocations Table. 

Hunt Area Archery-

Only 

Season 

Buck 

Archery-

Only 

Season 

Doe 

General 

Season 

Period 1 

Buck 

General 

Season 

Period 1 

Doe 

General 

Season 

Period 1 

Apprentice 

Either-Sex 

General 

Season 

Period 2 

Buck 

General 

Season 

Period 2 

Doe 

Fundraising 

Zone 1 -- 

Mount 

Dome 
0 0 

2 

[0-2] 
0 N/A 0 0 0 

Zone 2 -- 

Clear 

Lake 

1 

[0-1] 
0 

6 

[0-6] 
0 N/A 0 0 0 

Zone 3 -- 

Likely 

Tables 
0 0 

5 

[0-5] 
0 0 0 0 0 

Zone 4 -- 

Lassen 
5 

[0-5] 
0 

35 

[0-35] 
0 

5 

[0-5] 

35 

[0-35] 
0 0 

Zone 5 – 

Big Valley 
1 

[0-1] 
0 

5 

[0-5] 
0 

1 

[0-1] 
0 0 0 

Zone 6 -- 

Surprise 

Valley 

1 

[0-1] 
0 

10 

[0-10] 
0 

4 

[0-4] 
0 0 0 

Zones 1-

6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 

NOTE: Authority cited: Sections 219, 265, 331 and 1050, Fish and Game Code.  

Reference: Sections 331, 713 and 1050, Fish and Game Code. 



BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Communication Received and Filed
(Board Non-Action Item)

Agenda: February 10, 2026

From: State Of California Department Of Parks And Recreation Office Of 
Historic Preservation

Subject: Notice Of Placing James C. Dodd & Associates Offices In The 
National Register Of Historic Places And The California Register 
Of Historical Resources

Copies routed:

 Each Supervisor  County Executive

 Assistant County Executive  County Counsel

 Administrative Services  Municipal Services

 Social Services  Public Works & Infrastructure

 Other: 

Copies/referral sent on February 6, 2026 by Amanda Lingelbach
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Communication Received and Filed 
(Board Non-Action Item)

AGENDA:  February 10, 2026

FROM: Amazon

SUBJECT:  Notice Of Business Closures Affecting 225 Employees At Sacramento 
Area Worksites Located At 7530 Elk Grove Boulevard, Elk Grove and 
5425 Sunrise Boulevard, Citrus Heights

Copies routed:

 Each Supervisor  County Executive

 Assistant County Executive  County Counsel

 Administrative Services  Municipal Services

 Social Services  Public Works & Infrastructure

 Other: Economic Development

Copies/referral sent on February 6, 2026 by Amanda Lingelbach
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January 28, 2026

County Executive David Villanueva
700 H Street, Room 7650
Sacramento, CA 95814
CountyExecutive@SacCounty.gov 

To the above Recipient(s):

This letter is being issued in accordance with any possible obligation under the federal and California Worker Adjustment 
and Retraining Notification Acts and Chapter 42 of the California Business and Professions Code (collectively, “WARN”) to 
notify you that Amazon will be shutting down operations at the following California locations (the “Facilities”):  

 The MAM9 facility at 7530 Elk Grove Blvd, Elk Grove, CA 95757 (approx. 179 employees affected)
 The MAQ8 facility at 5425 Sunrise Blvd, Citrus Heights, CA 95610 (approx. 163 employees affected)

Public-facing operations at the Facilities are expected to cease effective March 13, 2026.  Employee separations resulting 
from this action are expected to commence effective April 28, 2026.  While WARN requires only 60 days’ advance notice, 
Amazon is providing at least 90 days’ notice to all affected employees at the Facilities – as well as to requisite state and 
local government recipients (including the relevant Local Workforce Development Boards) – before employee separations 
are scheduled to occur. Affected employees who accept internal transfer opportunities at Amazon prior to their separation 
date will not be separated as a result of this action.  While as of this writing Amazon is not planning to coordinate services 
with any particular Local Workforce Development Board(s) or other entity, all affected employees at the Facilities are being 
or have been provided descriptions of and contact information for CalFresh and relevant Local Workforce Development 
Board(s) as enclosed herewith.

Employee separations resulting from this action are expected to be permanent.  The affected employees are not represented 
by a union or any other collective bargaining representative.  Amazon and its affiliates do not allow separated employees 
to displace any other employee based on seniority or any other factor (i.e., no “bumping rights” exist).  Affected employees 
who are separated as a result of this action will be paid all wages and other benefits to which they are entitled (if any) 
through their date of separation, provided they do not resign from their employment with Amazon prior to that date. On or 
before the effective date of each employee’s separation, Amazon will provide information concerning benefits and (as 
applicable) severance under separate cover to eligible affected employees. A list of the job titles held by the above-
referenced affected employees, and the number of affected employees holding each such job title, is attached hereto.  
 
We are providing you with this notice based upon the best information available to us at this time and do not plan to provide 
future notices with respect to this action. We wish to provide you with notices that are helpful, rather than inundate you with 
repeated or intermittent updates. However, please let us know if you would like us to provide you with future notices or 
additional information. 

This notice is given based upon the best information available to Amazon at this time.  For further information regarding this 
matter, please contact Sally Kay, Public Policy, at sallykay@amazon.com or by phone at (925) 360-0613.  
 
Sincerely,

Vani Appukkutty
Senior Manager, Software Development, PXT Departures
Enclosures

mailto:CountyExecutive@saccounty.gov
mailto:sallykay@amazon.com


FURTHER INFORMATION PROVIDED TO AFFECTED CALIFORNIA STATE EMPLOYEES

Please be advised (based upon the best information available to Amazon at this time) that:

1. You may be eligible for CalFresh food assistance benefits. CalFresh is a program that provides monthly electronic benefits 
to low-income individuals and families to help them buy nutritious food. To apply for CalFresh benefits, visit 
www.getcalfresh.org or call 1-877-847-3663.

2. Below is a list of California Local Workforce Development Boards by geographic area served.  While as of this writing 
Amazon is not planning to coordinate services with any particular Local Workforce Development Board or other entity, 
please be advised that:  Local Workforce Development Boards and their partners help laid off workers find new jobs.  Visit 
an America’s Job Center of California location near you.  You can get help with your resume, practice interviewing, search 
for jobs, and more.  You can also learn about training programs to help start a new career.  

Local Workforce Development Board Geographic Area Served
Alameda County Workforce Development Board
Rhonda Boykin, Director
24100 Amador Street, 6th Floor
Hayward, CA 94544-1203
Phone: 1-510-259-3843
RBoykin@acgov.org

All cities in the County of Alameda, excluding the City of 
Oakland, and all unincorporated areas of the county.

City of Anaheim - Workforce Development Division
Marco Lucero, Workforce Development Manager
201 South Anaheim Boulevard, Suite 1001
Anaheim, CA 92805
Phone: 1-714-765-4342
Fax: 1-714-765-4363
WDStaff@anaheim.net

City of Anaheim in the County of Orange.

Workforce Development Board of Contra Costa County
Tamia Brown, Executive Director
4071 Port Chicago Highway, Suite 250
Concord, CA 94520
Phone: 1-925-641-4514
Fax: 1-925-228-0238
wdb@ehsd.cccounty.us

All cities in the County of Contra Costa, excluding the City of 
Richmond, and all unincorporated areas of the county.

Foothill Employment and Training Consortium
Michael Trogan, Acting Administrator
1207 East Green Street
Pasadena, CA 91106
Phone: 1-626-584-8395
Fax: 1-626-585-6782
info@fwdbworks.org

The cities of Arcadia, Duarte, Monrovia, Pasadena, Sierra 
Madre, and South Pasadena in the County of Los Angeles.

Fresno Regional Workforce Development Board
Blake G. Konczal, Executive Officer
Fresno Area Workforce Development Board
2125 Kern Street, Suite 208
Fresno, CA 93721
Phone: 1-559-490-7101
Fax: 1-559-490-7199
WFCinterest@workforce-connection.com

All cities in the County of Fresno and all unincorporated areas 
of the county.

http://www.getcalfresh.org/
http://www.acwdb.org/
https://www.acgov.org/
http://www.anaheimjobs.com/
https://www.ocgov.com/
http://www.wdbccc.com/
http://www.co.contra-costa.ca.us/
http://www.fwibworks.org/
https://lacounty.gov/
http://www.workforce-connection.com/
https://www.co.fresno.ca.us/


Local Workforce Development Board Geographic Area Served
Golden Sierra Job Training Agency
Jason Buckingham, Executive Director
Golden Sierra Job Training Agency
115 Ascot Drive, Suite 100
Roseville, CA 95661
Phone: 1-916-773-8540 ext. 204
Fax: 1-916-771-2144
info@goldensierra.com

All cities in the counties of Alpine, El Dorado, Placer, and all 
unincorporated areas of these counties.

Humboldt County
Peggy Murphy, Program Manager
825 5th Street
Suite 112
Eureka, CA 95501
Phone: 1-707-476-4803
gohumco@co.humboldt.ca.us

All cities in the County of Humboldt and all unincorporated 
areas of the county.

Imperial County Workforce and Economic Development
Priscilla Lopez, Director
Imperial County Workforce and Economic Development Office
2799 South 4th Street
El Centro, CA 92243
Phone: 1-442-265-4968
Fax: 1-760-337-5005
priscillalopez@co.imperial.ca.us

All cities in the County of Imperial and all unincorporated 
areas of the county.

Kern/Inyo/Mono Consortium
Brandon Evans, Chief Workforce Development Officer
1600 East Belle Terrace
Bakersfield, CA 93307
Phone: 1-661-336-6957
Fax: 1-661-336-6858
brandone@kerncounty.com

All cities in the counties of Kern, Inyo, and Mono and all 
unincorporated areas of these counties.

Kings County Job Training Office
Julieta Martinez, Director
Kings County Job Training Office
124 North Irwin Street
Hanford, CA 93230
Phone: 1-559-852-4960
Fax: 1-559-585-7395
info.KingsJTO@co.kings.ca.us

All cities in the County of Kings and all unincorporated areas of 
the county.

Economic and Workforce Development Department City of Los 
Angeles
Gerardo Ruvalcaba, Assistant General Manager
Economic & Workforce Development Department
444 South Flower Street, 14th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90017
Phone: 1-213-281-2404
Gerardo.Ruvalcaba@lacity.org

Los Angeles City in the County of Los Angeles

https://goldensierra.com/
http://www.alpinecountyca.gov/
https://www.edcgov.us/
http://www.placer.ca.gov/
https://www.gohumco.com/168/Humboldt-County-Workforce-Development
https://humboldtgov.org/
http://www.ivworkforce.com/
https://imperialcounty.org/
http://www.etronline.com/
http://www.co.kern.ca.us/
https://www.inyocounty.us/
http://www.monocounty.ca.gov/
http://www.kingsworkforce.org/
http://www.countyofkings.com/
http://ewddlacity.com/
http://ewddlacity.com/
https://lacounty.gov/


Local Workforce Development Board Geographic Area Served
County of Los Angeles Department of Economic Opportunity
Kelly LoBianco, Director
Workforce Development Branch
510 South Vermont Avenue, 11th Floor
Los Angeles, CA 90020
Phone: 1-213-738-2496
deo@opportunity.lacounty.gov

All cities and unincorporated areas of the County of Los 
Angeles, excluding the cities of Arcadia, Artesia, Bellflower, 
Burbank, Carson, Cerritos, Downey, Duarte, El Segundo, 
Gardena, Glendale, Hawaiian Gardens, Hawthorne, Hermosa 
Beach, Inglewood, La Canada-Flintridge, Lakewood, Lawndale, 
Lomita, Long Beach, Los Angeles, Manhattan Beach, 
Monrovia, Norwalk, Pasadena, Redondo Beach, Sierra Madre, 
South Pasadena, and Torrance.

Madera County Workforce Investment Corporation
Maiknue Vang, Executive Director
Madera County Workforce Investment Corporation
2037 West Cleveland Avenue
Madera, CA 93637
Phone: 1-559-662-4503
Fax: 1-559-673-1794
mworkforce@maderaworkforce.org

All cities in the County of Madera and all unincorporated areas 
of the county.

Merced County Department of Workforce Investment
Erick Serrato, Director
1900 Airdrome Entry
Atwater, CA 95301
Phone: 1-209-724-2041
Fax: 1-209-725-3592
outreach@worknetmerced.com

All cities in the County of Merced and all unincorporated areas 
of the county.

Monterey County Workforce Development Board
Chris Donnelly, Executive Director
344 Salinas Street, Suite 101
Salinas, CA 93901
Phone: 1-831-759-6644
Fax: 1-831-796-3321
donnellyc@co.monterey.ca.us

All cities in the County of Monterey and all unincorporated 
areas of the county.

Mother Lode Consortium (MLC) dba Mother Lode Job Training
David Thoeny, Executive Director
197 Mono Way, Suite B
Sonora, CA 95370
Phone: 1-209-533-3396
Fax: 1-209-533-1079
dthoeny@mljt.org

All cities in the counties of Amador, Calaveras, Mariposa, 
and Tuolumne and all unincorporated areas of these counties.

NoRTEC (Northern Rural Training and Employment Consortium)
Andrea Campos, Interim Executive Director
11 Ilahee Lane
Chico, CA 95973
Phone: 1-530-892-9600
Fax: 1-530-892-9609
acampos@ncen.org

All cities in the counties of Butte, Del 
Norte, Lassen, Modoc, Nevada, Plumas, Shasta, Sierra, Siskiyo
u, Tehama, and Trinity and all unincorporated areas of these 
counties.

North Central Counties Consortium
Cindy Newton, Executive Director
1110 Civic Center Boulevard, Suite 402A
Yuba City, CA 95993
Phone: 1-530-751-8202
Fax: 1-530-822-7150
newton@ncen.org

All cities in the counties of Colusa, Glenn, Sutter, and Yuba and 
all unincorporated areas of these counties.

https://wdacs.lacounty.gov/
https://lacounty.gov/
https://lacounty.gov/
https://www.maderaworkforce.org/
http://www.madera-county.com/
https://worknetmerced.com/
https://www.co.merced.ca.us/
https://montereycountyworks.com/
http://www.co.monterey.ca.us/
http://www.mljt.org/
https://www.amadorcounty.gov/
https://calaverasgov.us/
http://www.mariposacounty.org/
https://www.tuolumnecounty.ca.gov/
https://www.ncen.org/
http://www.buttecounty.net/
http://co.del-norte.ca.us/
http://co.del-norte.ca.us/
http://www.co.lassen.ca.us/
http://www.co.modoc.ca.us/
https://www.mynevadacounty.com/
http://www.countyofplumas.com/
https://www.shastacounty.gov/
https://www.sierracounty.ca.gov/
http://www.co.siskiyou.ca.us/
http://www.co.siskiyou.ca.us/
https://www.co.tehama.ca.us/
http://www.trinitycounty.org/
http://www.northcentralcounties.com/
https://www.countyofcolusa.org/
https://www.countyofglenn.net/
http://www.co.sutter.ca.us/
http://www.co.yuba.ca.us/


Local Workforce Development Board Geographic Area Served
Workforce Alliance of the North Bay
Bruce Wilson, Executive Director
1546 First Street
Napa, CA 94559
Phone: 1-707-247-829
info@workforcealliancenorthbay.org

All cities in Marin, Mendocino, Napa, and Lake Counties.

NOVA
Marlena Sessions, Director
456 West Olive Avenue
Suite 550
Sunnyvale, CA 94086
Phone: 1-408-730-7237
Fax: 1-408-730-7643
info@novaworks.org

All cities in the counties of San Mateo and Santa Clara and all 
unincorporated areas of the counties, including the cities of 
Cupertino, Los Altos, Milpitas, Mountain View, Palo Alto, and 
Sunnyvale.

City of Oakland
Sofia Navarro, Executive Director
Oakland Workforce Development Board
Community and Economic Development Agency
250 Frank H. Ogawa Plaza, Suite 3315
Oakland, CA 94612
Phone: 1-510-238-3474
SNavarro@oaklandca.gov

City of Oakland in the County of Alameda.

County of Orange, Orange County Workforce Development Board
Nancy Cook, Director
Orange County Workforce Development Board
1300 South Grand Avenue
Building B, 3rd Floor
Santa Ana, CA 92705
Phone: 1-714-480-6420
Fax: 1-714-834-7132
Nancy.Cook@occr.ocgov.com

All cities in the County of Orange, excluding the cities of 
Anaheim and Santa Ana, and all unincorporated areas of the 
county.

City of Long Beach, Pacific Gateway Workforce Innovation Network
Jaime Gutierrez, Executive Director
City of Long Beach, Eco. Dev. Dept., Long Beach Workforce Innov. 
Network (LBWIN)
4811 Airport Plaza Drive, Suite 200
Long Beach, CA 90815
Phone: 1-562-570-3701
Fax: 1-562-570-3704
Jaime.Gutierrez@longbeach.gov

Cities of Lomita, Long Beach, Signal Hill, and Torrance in 
the County of Los Angeles.

Richmond Workforce Development Board
Tamara Walker, Deputy Director of Community Services
City of Richmond Employment and Training
330 25th Street
Richmond, CA 94804
Phone: 1-510 307-8006
Fax: 1-510-307-8072
TWalker@richmondworks.org

City of Richmond in the County of Contra Costa.

https://workforcealliancenorthbay.org/
https://www.marincounty.gov/
https://www.mendocinocounty.org/
https://www.countyofnapa.org/
https://www.lakecountyca.gov/
https://www.sunnyvale.ca.gov/your-government/departments/nova-workforce-services
http://www.smcgov.org/
http://www.sccgov.org/portal/site/scc
https://www.oaklandca.gov/
https://www.acgov.org/
https://www.ocgov.com/
https://www.ocgov.com/
https://www.pacific-gateway.org/
https://lacounty.gov/
http://www.ci.richmond.ca.us/275/Employment-Training
http://www.co.contra-costa.ca.us/


Local Workforce Development Board Geographic Area Served
Riverside County Workforce Development Division
Stephanie Adams, Deputy Director
Workforce Development
Agency/Workforce Development Division
1325 Spruce Street, Suite 400
Riverside, CA 92507
Phone: 1-951-955-3075
Fax: 1-951-955-3310
sjadams@rivco.org

All cities in the County of Riverside and all unincorporated 
areas of the county.

Sacramento Employment and Training Agency
Sacramento Employment and Training Agency
Anita Maldonado, Executive Director
925 Del Paso Blvd., Suite 100
Sacramento, CA 95815
Phone: 1-916-263-3810
anita.maldonado@seta.net

All cities in the County of Sacramento and all unincorporated 
areas of the county.

San Benito County Workforce Development Board
Enrique Arreola, Deputy Director
1111 San Felipe Road, Suite 108
Hollister, CA 95023
Phone: 1-831-634-4918
Fax: 1-831-637-0996
earreola@sanbenitocountyca.gov

All cities in the County of San Benito and all unincorporated 
areas of the county.

San Bernardino County Workforce Development Department, 
Workforce Development Board
Bradley Gates, Director
290 North D Street
6th Floor, Suite 600
San Bernardino, CA 92415
Phone: 1-909-387-9862
Fax: 1-909-889-2460
Brad.gates@wdd.sbcounty.gov

All cities in the County of San Bernardino, excluding the City of 
San Bernardino and all unincorporated areas of the county.

San Diego Workforce Partnership Inc.
Rachel Bereza, President and CEO
9246 Lightwave Avenue, Suite 210
San Diego, CA 92123
Phone: 1-619-228-2900
hello@workforce.org

All cities in the County of San Diego and all unincorporated 
areas of the county.

Office of Economic and Workforce Development
Anne Taupier, Executive Director, OEWD
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 1-415-554-6969
Fax: 1-415-554-6018
oewd@sfgov.org

The city and the County of San Francisco.

https://rivcoworkforce.com/
https://rivco.org/
http://www.seta.net/
http://www.saccounty.net/
http://www.sbcjobs.org/
http://cosb.us/
https://workforce.sbcounty.gov/
https://workforce.sbcounty.gov/
http://www.sbcounty.gov/
http://www.workforce.org/
http://www.co.san-diego.ca.us/
https://sf.gov/departments/office-economic-and-workforce-development
https://sf.gov/


Local Workforce Development Board Geographic Area Served
San Joaquin County Employment and Economic Development 
Department
Tina LaBounty, Deputy Director
Employment and Economic Development Department
6221 West Lane
Suite 105
Stockton, CA 95210
Phone: 1-209-468-3537
Fax: 1-209-462-9063
info@sjcworknet.org

All cities in the County of San Joaquin and all unincorporated 
areas of the county.

San Jose Silicon Valley Workforce Development Board
Sangeeta Durral, Director
San Jose Silicon Valley - work2future
5730 Chambertin Drive
San Jose, CA 95118
Phone: 1-408-314-9444
Fax: 1-408-979-0398
work2future@sanjoseca.gov

Cities of San José, Campbell, Morgan Hill, Los Altos Hills, 
Gilroy, Los Gatos, Saratoga, and Monte Sereno in the County 
of Santa Clara.

Workforce Development Board of San Luis Obispo County
Devin Drake, Social Services Director
San Luis Obispo County
Department of Social Services
3433 South Higuera Street
PO Box 8119
San Luis Obispo, CA 93403-8119
Phone: 1-805-781-1825
Fax: 1-805-781-1846
wibadmin@co.slo.ca.us

All cities in the County of San Luis Obispo and all 
unincorporated areas of the county.

City of Santa Ana
Deborah Sanchez, Economic Development Specialist III
Santa Ana Workforce Development Board
801 W. Civic Center Drive, Suite 200
Santa Ana, CA 92701
Phone: 1-714-565-2621
Fax: 1-714-565-2602
dsanchez@santa-ana.org

City of Santa Ana in the County of Orange.

County of Santa Barbara
Luis Servin, Director
234 Camino del Remedio
Santa Barbara, CA 93110
Phone: 1-805-614-1543
Fax: 1-805-681-4403
lservin@countyofsb.org

All cities in the County of Santa Barbara and all 
unincorporated areas of the county.

Santa Cruz County Workforce Development Board
Andy Stone, WDB Director
500 Westridge Drive
Watsonville, CA 95076
Phone: 1-831-763-8824
Fax: 1-831-763-8703
andy.stone@santacruzcountyca.gov

All cities in the County of Santa Cruz and all unincorporated 
areas of the county.

http://www.sjcworknet.org/
http://www.sjcworknet.org/
https://www.sjgov.org/
https://www.work2future.org/
http://www.sccgov.org/portal/site/scc
http://www.sccgov.org/portal/site/scc
https://www.slocounty.ca.gov/Departments/Social-Services/Workforce-Development-Board/Board/Workforce-Development-Board.aspx
https://www.slocounty.ca.gov/
https://www.santa-ana.org/work-center
https://www.ocgov.com/
http://www.countyofsb.org/
https://www.countyofsb.org/
https://workforcescc.com/
https://www.santacruzcountyca.gov/


Local Workforce Development Board Geographic Area Served
South Bay Workforce Investment Board, Inc.
Jan Vogel, Chief Executive Officer
11539 Hawthorne Boulevard, Suite 500
Hawthorne, CA 90250
Phone: 1-310-970-7700
Fax: 1-310-970-7711
info@sbwib.org

Cities of Carson, El Segundo, Gardena, Hawthorne, Hermosa 
Beach, Inglewood, Lawndale, Manhattan Beach, and Redondo 
Beach in the County of Los Angeles.

Workforce Development Board of Solano County
Marion Aiken, Interim Executive Director
500 Chadbourne Road, Suite A
Fairfield, CA 94534
Phone: 1-707-863-3594
Fax: 1-707-864-3386
info@solanowdb.org

All cities in the County of Solano and all unincorporated areas 
of the county.

Sonoma County Workforce Investment Board
Charity Doronila, WIB Director
2227 Capricorn Way, Suite 100
Santa Rosa, CA 95407
Phone: 1-707-565-4378
Fax: 1-619-565-5544
joblink@schsd.org

All cities in the County of Sonoma and all unincorporated 
areas of the county.

Southeast Los Angeles County Workforce Development Board 
(SELACO WDB)
Yolanda Castro, Executive Director
10900 East 183rd Street, Suite 350
Cerritos, CA 90703
Phone: 1-562-402-9336
Fax: 1-562-860-4701
yolanda.castro@selaco.com

Cities of Artesia, Bellflower, Cerritos, Downey, Hawaiian 
Gardens, Lakewood, and Norwalk in the County of Los 
Angeles.

Stanislaus County Workforce Development
Doris Foster, Director
251 East Hackett Road, C-2
Modesto, CA 95358
Phone: 1-209-652-2458
Fax: 1-209-558-2164
fosterd@stanworkforce.com

All cities in the County of Stanislaus and all unincorporated 
areas of the county.

Workforce Investment Board Tulare County
Jennie Bautista, Interim Executive Director
309 West Main Street, Suite 120
Visalia, CA 93291
Phone: 1-559-713-5207
Fax: 1-559-713-5263
jbautista@tularewib.org

All cities in the County of Tulare and all unincorporated areas 
of the county.

Workforce Development Board of Ventura County
Rebecca Evans, Executive Director
2901 N. Ventura Road, 3rd Floor
Oxnard, CA 93036
Phone: 1-805-477-8306
Fax: 1-805-477-5380
WDBVC@venturacounty.gov

All cities in the County of Ventura and all unincorporated 
areas of the county.

http://www.sbwib.org/
https://lacounty.gov/
https://solanoemployment.org/
http://www.solanocounty.com/
http://www.sonomawib.org/
http://www.sonoma-county.org/
http://www.selaco.com/
http://www.selaco.com/
https://lacounty.gov/
https://lacounty.gov/
http://www.stanworkforce.com/
http://www.co.stanislaus.ca.us/
http://www.employmentconnect.org/
https://tularecounty.ca.gov/county/
http://workforceventuracounty.org/
https://www.ventura.org/


Local Workforce Development Board Geographic Area Served
Verdugo Workforce Development Board
Judith Velasco, Executive Director
1255 South Central Avenue
Glendale, CA 91204
Phone: 1-818-937-8031
Fax: 1-818-409-0463
AskVJC@glendaleca.gov

Cities of Burbank, Glendale, and La Canada-Flintridge in 
the County of Los Angeles.

County of Yolo
Deanna Sverdlov, Health & Human Services Agency
Employment Services Manager
25 North Cottonwood Street
Woodland, CA 95695
Phone: 1-530-661-2289
deanna.sverdlov@yolocounty.gov

All cities in the County of Yolo and all unincorporated areas of 
the county.

https://www.glendaleca.gov/government/departments/community-services-parks/verdugo-jobs-center
https://lacounty.gov/
https://www.yoloworks.org/vosnet/default.aspx
http://www.yolocounty.org/


LIST OF AFFECTED JOB TITLES AT THE FACILITIES

Facility Name Job Title Number of Affected 
Employees Holding Job Title

MAM9 Food Production Associate I 28
MAM9 Manager I, Retail Store 3
MAM9 Manager II, Retail Store 3
MAM9 Manager III, Retail Store 1
MAM9 Retail Store Associate I 144
MAQ8 Food Production Associate I 39
MAQ8 Manager I, Retail Store 3
MAQ8 Manager II, Retail Store 2
MAQ8 Manager III, Retail Store 1
MAQ8 Retail Store Associate I 118



BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Communication Received and Filed 
(Board Non-Action Item)

AGENDA:  February 10, 2026

FROM: Foods Co #371

SUBJECT:  Notice Of Business Closure Affecting 58 Employees At A Sacramento 
Area Worksite Located At 8122 Gerber Road, Sacramento

Copies routed:

 Each Supervisor  County Executive

 Assistant County Executive  County Counsel

 Administrative Services  Municipal Services

 Social Services  Public Works & Infrastructure

 Other: Economic Development

Copies/referral sent on February 6, 2026 by Amanda Lingelbach
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