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Fish and Wildlife Board Meeting Minutes 
Wednesday, April 5, 2023 

 
The Vermont Fish and Wildlife Board held an in-person meeting at 5:00 pm on Wednesday, 
April 5, 2023, at the Dill Building, Room 135, 2178 Airport Rd, Berlin, VT 05641. A recording 
of the meeting is available on the department’s YouTube channel. 
 
Agenda 
 

1. Approval of Previous Meeting Minutes (March 15, 2023) 
2. Public Comments (Limited to 2-minutes per speaker) 
3. Migratory Game Bird Hunting Seasons – Final Vote 
4. 2023 Moose Hunting Season – Final Vote 
5. Review of Amendments to the Furbearing Species Rule 
6. Board Votes on Petitions Relating to Furbearing Species 
7. Amendments to the Furbearing Species Rule – Tentative First Vote 
8. Commissioner’s Update 

 
Board Members Present: Michael Bancroft (Acting Chair), Brian Bailey, Nicholas Burnham, 
David Deen, Jamie Dragon, Neal Hogan, Michael Kolsun, Paul Noel, Robert Patterson, Martin 
Van Buren 

Virtual: Brad Ferland, Allison Frazier, Bryan McCarthy, Jay Sweeny 
 
Department Staff Present: Commissioner Christopher Herrick, Wildlife Director Mark Scott, 
Game Warden Colonel Justin Stedman, Counsel Catherine Gjessing, Game Warden Major Sean 
Fowler, Deer & Moose Project Leader Nick Fortin, Project Coordinator Christopher Saunders, 
Wildlife Management Program Manager David Sausville, Retired Furbearer Biologist and Part-
Time Fish & Wildlife Employee Kim Royar, Public Information Officer Joshua Morse, Principal 
Assistant Abigail Connolly 

Virtual: Wildlife Technician Mary Beth Adler, Game Warden John Truong, Outreach 
Coordinator Megan Duni, Information Specialist John Hall 

 
Members of the Public Present: Bob Galvin, Butch Spear, Ann Smith, Bill Pickens 

Virtual: Jane Fitzwilliam, Sarah Gorsline, Tupper, Michael Quinn, Tyler B., Abagael 
Giles, Renee Seacor, Randy Barrows, Bubba, Anne Jameson, Anne McKinsey, Anne 
Donna 

 
 

The meeting was called to order at 5:00 pm 
 
 

APPROVAL OF PREVIOUS MEETING MINUTES 
 
Board Member Kolsun said that Board Member Noel’s comment about the use of drags on traps 
was missing in the minutes and should be added. Board Member Bailey moved to approve the 
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minutes from March 15, 2023 as amended. Board Member Van Buren seconded the motion. The 
Board voted to approve the minutes unanimously.  
 
 

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 
 
Bob Galvin, Richmond 
Ann Smith, Westminster 
Sarah Gorsline, Grand Isle 
Renee Seacor, Project Coyote & Rewilding Inst. 
Jane Fitzwilliam, Vermont Coyote Coexistence Coalition 
 
The recording of the public comments can be viewed here. 
 

 
 
Migratory Game Bird Hunting Seasons – Final Vote 
 
Mark Scott discussed the public comments received regarding the 2023-2024 waterfowl season 
recommendations and asked David Sausville to detail subsequent revisions. David Sausville 
presented the details of the twelve waterfowl season recommendations, which are included 
below. Board Members asked questions on the federal guidelines, the conservation method of a 
three-shot limit for woodcock, the difference between resident and migratory geese, the rationale 
for the dates of the seasons, and the process for establishing the recommendations. Board 
Member Bailey moved to approve the migratory bird hunting season as presented by the 
department. Board Member Van Buren seconded the motion. The Board voted by roll call to 
approve the motion (13-0), with Board Member Ferland absent. 
 

 
 
2023 Moose Hunting Season – Final Vote 
 
Mark Scott discussed the public comment received regarding the 2023 moose hunting season and 
that there were no changes to the department’s recommendations. Nick Fortin reviewed the 
details of the department’s 2023 moose hunting season recommendations, which is included 
below. Acting Chair Bancroft asked Nick Fortin questions that came up in public comment. Nick 
Fortin explained that hunters are not targeting healthy moose over moose suffering from ticks. In 
the fall hunting season, there are no ticks and thus no visibly sick or infected moose to target. He 
also emphasized that bulls tend to carry significantly more ticks than cows. Moose are the 
primary host of winter ticks, so targeting other animals would not be effective. Board Members 
asked questions about why there are more cows than bulls being targeted and whether 
information is sent to hunters about winter ticks when they receive their permit. Board Member 
Deen moved to approve the 2023 moose hunting season as recommended by the department. 
Board Member Bailey seconded the motion. The Board voted by roll call to approve the motion 
(13-0), with Board Member Ferland absent. 
 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TrhBLrBZUtA
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The Board recessed the meeting at 5:58 pm. 

 

The Board resumed the meeting at 6:22 pm. 

 

Review of Amendments to the Furbearing Species Rule 
 

Catherine Gjessing reviewed the details of the draft furbearing species rule recommended by the 
department. The draft furbearing species rule is included below. Board Members asked questions 
and commented on whether lures were included in the definitions, the control of dogs with GPS 
collars, whether there are requirements for privately owned land and federal land, the 
requirement of traps including lamination, the exemption for Wildlife Management Areas 
(WMAs), the requirements of where to set a body gripping trap, the inclusion of edible meat in 
the language, that a landowner can ask to see a hounder’s permit, that there is no cap on permits 
for hunting bears with dogs, the legal means for taking a coyote, the number of four dogs 
allowed to hunt coyotes with dogs, whether you can switch collars between dogs, that the rule 
does not establish a season for hunting all coyotes just hunting coyotes with dogs, the dates of 
the hunting coyotes with dogs season and the possible effect on the training of dogs, what is 
considered a hunt, and the humane dispatch of trapped animals and input from the Association of 
Fish & Wildlife Agencies (AWFA). 

 
 

 
Board Votes on Petitions Relating to Furbearing Species 
 

Catherine Gjessing reviewed the open petitions before the Board and if and how 
recommendations from the petitions were integrated into the department’s proposal for the 
furbearer rule. The petitions were from Vermont Coyote Coexistence Coalition, Vermont 
Traditions Coalition, Northeast Wolf Recovery Alliance, Vermont Trappers Association, and 
Vermont Wildlife Coalition. Catherine Gjessing also reviewed the stakeholder and public 
comments on best management practices for trapping and hunting with dogs. The summary and 
the petitions are included below. The Board discussed accepting the petitions as a whole but not 
adopting each point of the petitions and that the department will respond to the petitioners about 
what points were adopted by the Board. 

The Board recessed the meeting at 7:59 pm. 

 

The Board resume the meeting at 8:08 pm. 
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Board Member Sweeny moved to accept the petitions (Vermont Coyote Coexistence Coalition, 
Vermont Traditions Coalition, Northeast Wolf Recovery Alliance, Vermont Trappers 
Association, Vermont Wildlife Coalition) with the understanding that changes may be made to 
the furbearer rule before it is finalized. Board Member Deen seconded the motion. The Board 
voted by roll call to approve the motion (12-0), with Board Members Frazier and Ferland not 
present. 

 

 

Amendments to the Furbearing Species Rule – Tentative First Vote 
 

Commissioner Herrick explained that the Board vote would begin the rulemaking process for 
amending the furbearer rule. The next steps for the rulemaking process are included below. The 
Board discussed whether to vote to approve the furbearer rule as presented by the Board and 
what types of amendments could be made further along in the process. 
 
Board Member Dragon moved to approve the furbearer rule as presented by the department. 
Board Member McCarthy seconded the motion. 
 
Board Member Deen moved to amend the furbearer rule by adding a section that specifies the 
methods of dispatch of trapped animals. Board Member Hogan seconded the motion. The Board 
discussed safety concerns with dispatching implements and limitations of town ordinances. 
Board Member Deen withdrew the motion. The Board discussed waiting for input from the 
Association of Fish & Wildlife Agencies (AFWA) on methods of dispatch and the timing and 
process of the rulemaking process. 
 
The Board discussed what a drag is in trapping and how it works. Board Member Kolsun moved 
to amend section 4.5 of the furbearer rule to include the use of drags in addition to anchored 
traps. Board Member Dragon seconded the motion. The Board discussed the features of drags. 
The Board voted by roll call to approve the motion (11-0), with Board Members McCarthy, 
Frazier, and Ferland absent. 
 
Board Member Deen moved to amend the furbearer rule by adding dispatch of a live trapped 
animal must be quick, final, and as respectful as possible for the animal, and the provision will 
be reviewed when recommendations are issued by AFWA. Board Member Kolsun seconded the 
motion. The Board discussed how to enforce the amendment. Board Member Deen then 
amended his motion regarding dispatch to state: that trappers shall immediately dispatch a live 
trapped animal with a gun, muzzle loader, bow and arrow, or a crossbow, and this provision will 
be reviewed when recommendations for dispatch are issued by AWFA. Board Member Kolsun 
agreed to the amendment. The Board voted by roll call to approve the motion (11-0), with Board 
Members McCarthy, Frazier, and Ferland absent. 
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Board Member Noel moved to amend the furbearer rule by including double jaw traps as an 
option to the criteria needed in laying foothold traps. Board Member Kolsun seconded the 
motion. Catherine Gjessing explained that section 4.5 already allows this trap. Board Member 
Noel withdrew his amendment. 
 
The Board voted by roll call to approve the furbearer rule as presented by the department (11-0), 
with Board Members McCarthy, Frazier, and Ferland absent. 
 

COMMISSIONER’S UPDATE 

Commissioner Herrick commended the hard work done by department staff on the furbearer rule 
amendments and the dedicated decision making based on the best available science. 
Commissioner Herrick responded to Acting Chair Bancroft’s question about if there is a 
difference between regulated and recreational trapping. 

 
 
Motion To Adjourn:  

The Board moved and approved to adjourn the meeting at approximately 9:28 pm. 



Waterfowl Season Recommendations 2023 - 2024

Recommendation 1 - 2023 Lake Champlain Zone Duck, Merganser and Coot Seasons:  That the 2023-2024 duck, mergansers, and coot seasons of the Lake Champlain zone run from October 7 to October 11 
and November 4 to December 28, 2023.  Within the chosen dates, we recommend the 60-day season with a daily bag limit of no more than 6 ducks (with species restrictions) and 15 coots.

Recommendation 2 – 2023 Interior Vermont Zone Duck, Merganser and Coot Seasons: That the 2023-2024 duck, mergansers, and coot seasons of the Interior Vermont zone run from October 7 to December 
5, 2023.  Within the chosen dates, we recommend the 60-day season with a daily bag limit of no more than 6 -ducks (with species restrictions) and 15 coots.  

Recommendation 3 – 2023 September Resident Canada Goose Season:  That the September resident Canada goose season run from September 1-25, 2023, with a daily bag limit of 8 birds per day and a 
possession limit of 24 birds within the Lake Champlain and Interior Vermont zones.  New Hampshire plans to offer the same dates within the Connecticut River zone, but with a daily bag limit of 5 birds per 
day and a possession limit of 15 birds.

Recommendation 4 – 2023 Lake Champlain and Interior Vermont Zones Migrant Canada Goose Season: That the Lake Champlain and Interior Vermont zones be set for the migrant Canada goose season to 
run from October 14 to November 27, 2023, with a daily bag limit of 3 bird per day and a possession limit of 9 birds.

Recommendation 5 – 2023 Lake Champlain and Interior Vermont Zones Snow Goose Season: That the Lake Champlain and Interior Vermont zones be set for the snow goose season to run from October 1st

to December 31, 2023 and February 24 to March 10, 2024, with a daily bag limit of 25 birds per day and no possession limit. 

Recommendation 6 – 2023 Lake Champlain and Interior Vermont Zones Brant Season: That the Lake Champlain and Interior Vermont zones be set for the brant season to run from October 14 to November 
12, 2023, with a daily bag limit of 1 bird per day and a possession limit of 3 birds.

Recommendation 7 - 2023 Youth Waterfowl Hunting Days: That the youth waterfowl hunting weekend occur on Saturday and Sunday, September 23 & 24, 2023, within all Vermont zones.

Recommendation 8- 2023 Falconry Season: A person possessing a valid falconry permit may take migratory game birds only during open seasons and within designated shooting times.  The daily bag limit 
shall be a maximum of three legal migratory game birds, singly or in the aggregate, not to exceed restrictive daily bag limits for certain species as listed herein.  Possession limit shall be equal to three times 
the daily limit.

Recommendation 9 – 2023 Woodcock Season: That the woodcock season run from September 30 to November 13, 2023, with a daily bag limit of 3 birds per day and a possession limit of 9 birds, statewide.

Recommendation 10 – 2023 Snipe Season: That the snipe season run from September 30 to November 13, 2023, with a daily bag limit of 8 birds per day and a possession limit of 24 birds, statewide.

Recommendation 11 – Hybrid Scaup Season: Provide a hybrid season on scaup that allows for a 20-day segment with a two-bird daily bag limit and a 40-day segment that allows for a one bird daily bag 
limit.  The 20-day and two bird daily limit should be placed on the last twenty days within the Lake Champlain and Interior Zone seasons of Vermont.  All remaining days of the seasons will be a one bird 
daily limit.

Recommendation 12 – December Resident Canada Goose Season: That the December resident Canada goose season run from December 1, 2023 to January 6, 2024, with a daily bag limit of 5 birds per day 
and a possession limit of 15 birds, statewide.



2023 WATERFOWL SEASON RECOMMENDATION

LAKE CHAMPLAIN ZONE

SEASON SEASON INCLUSIVE DAILY POSSESSION
TYPE LENGTH DATES   LIMIT ___LIMIT____

DUCKS Split 60 Days        Oct. 7 – Oct. 11 6 18
& Nov. 4 – Dec. 28

MERGANSERS Split 60 Days       Oct. 7 – Oct. 11 5 15
& Nov. 4 – Dec. 28

Scaup Split 40 Days       Oct. 7 – Oct. 11 & Nov. 4 – Dec. 8 1 3
Hybrid 20 Days       Dec. 9 – Dec. 28 2 6

COOTS Split 60 Days      Oct. 7 – Oct. 11 15 45
& Nov. 4 – Dec. 28

GEESE

Canada Geese Straight 25 Days      Sept. 1 – Sept. 25 8 24
Straight 45 Days      Oct. 14 – Nov. 27 3 9
Straight 37 Days      Dec. 1, 2023 – Jan. 6, 2024 5 15

Snow Geese Split                 107 Days     Oct. 1 – Dec.31, 2023 25 NONE
Feb. 24 – Mar. 10, 2024 25                          NONE

(CO)Mar. 11 – Apr. 26, 2024 15                          NONE

Brant Straight 30 Days      Oct. 14 – Nov. 12 1 3



2023 WATERFOWL SEASON RECOMMENDATION

VERMONT INTERIOR ZONE

SEASON SEASON INCLUSIVE DAILY POSSESSION
TYPE LENGTH DATES   LIMIT ___LIMIT____

DUCKS Straight 60 Days        Oct. 7 – Dec. 5 6 18

MERGANSERS Straight 60 Days       Oct. 7 – Dec. 5 5 15

Scaup Split 40 Days       Oct. 7 – Nov. 15 1 3
Hybrid 20 Days       Nov. 16 – Dec. 5 2 6

COOTS Straight 60 Days      Oct. 7 – Dec. 5 15 45

GEESE

Canada Geese Straight 25 Days      Sept. 1 – Sept. 25 8 24
Straight 45 Days      Oct. 14 – Nov. 27 3 9
Straight 37 Days      Dec. 1, 2023 – Jan. 6, 2024 5 15

Snow Geese Split                 107 Days     Oct. 1 – Dec.31, 2023 25 NONE
Feb. 24 – Mar. 10, 2024 25                          NONE

(CO)Mar. 11 – Apr. 26, 2024 15                          NONE

Brant Straight 30 Days      Oct. 14 – Nov. 12 1 3



2023 Moose Permit Recommendation
E1 E2 Total

Archery Season
Either-sex 11 9 20

Regular Season
Either-sex 29 25 54

Antlerless-only 55 45 100

Auction choice 3
Special Opportunity choice 3

TOTAL 180
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§ 44. Furbearing species    

 

1.0 Authority 

 

1.1 This rule is promulgated pursuant to 10 V.S.A. §§ 4081, 4082, 4084, 4828, and 4861. In 

promulgating this rule, the Fish and Wildlife Board is following the policy established by the 

General Assembly that the protection, propagation, control, management, and conservation of 

fish, wildlife, and fur-bearing animals in this State is in the interest of the public welfare and that 

the safeguarding of these valuable resources for the people of the State requires a constant and 

continual vigilance.  

 

1.2 In accordance with 10 V.S.A. §§ 4082 and 4084, this rule is designed to maintain the best 

health, population, and utilization levels of the regulated species.  

 

1.3 This rule shall apply to all persons who take or attempt to take fur-bearing animals by 

trapping or hunting any method.  

 

2.0 Purpose  

 

The purpose of this rule is to regulate the taking of fur-bearing animals.  

 

3.0 Definitions  

 

3.1 “Accompany” for the purpose of pursuing coyote with hounds means that:  

 

a)  Any person engaged in the control, handling, transporting, or intercepting of dogs used 

for taking coyote with the aid of dogs shall be under the direct supervision of the permit 

holder and shall be considered a “Sub-permittee”, and 

 

b)  A Sub-permittee who is in any way involved in the use or handling of taking coyotes with 

the aid of dogs shall be under the direct control and supervision of the coyote dog permit 

holder, including the ability to see and communicate with each other without the aid of 

artificial devices such as radios or binoculars, except for medically necessary devices 

such as hearing aids or eyeglasses. 

 

3.2 “Bait” means any animal, vegetable, fruit, mineral matter, or any other substance capable of 

luring or attracting coyotes or any other wildlife.  

 

3.3  "Board" means the Vermont Fish and Wildlife Board.  

 

3.4  “Commissioner” shall mean the Commissioner of the Vermont Department of Fish and 

Wildlife.  

 

3.5  “Compensation” shall mean money.   
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3.6  “Control of dog/dogs” means the transportation, loading, or unloading of dogs from 

vehicle(s); and the handling, catching, restraining, or releasing dogs to take coyote with the aid 

of dogs. GPS collars with track log and training/control functions or separate GPS and 

training/control collars shall be required to locate and track dogs at all times while taking coyote 

with the aid of dogs. At no time shall dogs be in pursuit of coyote without a GPS track log being 

maintained by the permit holder.  

 

3.7  “Coyote Dog Permit” means a permit issued by the Commissioner to a person who wishes to  

hunt, pursue or take coyote with the aid of dogs. 

 

3.8  "Department" means the Vermont Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

 

3.9 “Department Registered Dog” means a dog bearing a numbered identification dog-tag 

(Department Registration Dog-Tag) approved or issued by the Vermont Fish and Wildlife 

Department, with the permit holder's coyote dog permit number and a number one through four. 

 

3.10 "Fur-bearing animal" means beaver, otter, marten, mink, raccoon, fisher, fox, skunk, coyote, 

bobcat, weasel, opossum, lynx, wolf, and muskrat or as amended pursuant to 10 V.S.A. § 4001. 

 

3.11 “Pack of dogs” means one to four dogs, acting as a unit during taking coyote with the aid of 

dogs. 

 

3.12  “Public Highway for the purposes of this rule, means roads, including Class 4 roads, shown 

on the highway maps of the respective towns, made by the Agency of Transportation, but does 

not include foot trails or private roads.   

 

3.13  “Public Trail” for the purposes of this rule, means a pedestrian foot path on Vermont state-

owned public land, open to the public, and designated and mapped by the managing agency or 

department.  

 

3.14 “Relaying packs and dogs” means the removal and replacement of one or more dog or dogs, 

during taking coyote with the aid of dogs, to the original pack of dogs once the pursuit has 

begun.  

 

3.15 “Taking Coyote with the aid of dogs” for the purposes of this rule means that one or more 

dog(s) with Department Registered Dog-Tags are on the ground whether in pursuit of a coyote or 

not. 

 

3.16 Training/control” collar is any family of collars that deliver electrical stimulation of varying 

intensity and duration to the neck of a dog via a radio-controlled electronic device incorporated 

into the collar. 

 

3.17  “Sub-Permittee” means any person with a valid Vermont hunting license designated by the 

coyote dog permit holder to assist or take coyote with the aid of dogs, in accordance with the 

permit issued by the Commissioner. 
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3.18 A "tanned" pelt is one that has been treated to turn the skin into leather.  

 

3.19 "Trapping" means to hunt, take or attempt to take fur-bearing animals with traps including 

the dispatching of such lawfully trapped fur-bearing animals. 

 

3.20 A "trap" means a mechanical device used to capture, kill and/or restrain fur-bearing animals 

excluding firearms, muzzleloaders and archery equipment. 

 

3.21 “Unregistered dog” means a dog that does not have a valid numbered Department 

Registration dog tag as described in 3.9  

 

4.0 Restrictions 

 

4.1 A person trapping for fur-bearing animals under this rule shall visit his/her traps at least once 

every calendar day, except as provided in paragraph 4.2, and dispatch or release any animal 

caught therein. 

 

4.2 A person who sets body gripping traps in the water or under the ice, colony/cage traps 

underwater or foothold traps under the ice shall visit his/her traps at least once every three 

calendar days and remove any animal caught therein. 

 

4.3 A person shall not set a trap on lands other than his/her own which does not have his/her 

name and address permanently and legibly stamped or engraved thereon, or on a tag of rustless 

material securely attached thereto. 

 

4.4 All traps under ice will be marked with a tag visible above the ice. 

 

4.5  All foothold traps set on land must:  

 

a)  Have base plates that feature a center chain mount with swivel, with free moving chain 

and at least one additional swivel that allow mobility for a captured animal;  

 

b)  Be anchored with a maximum of 18” chain length. Extra swivels and/or shock springs 

can be added to the chaining system;  

 

c)  Be padded or offset and laminated with a minimum jaw thickness of 5/16th of an inch or 

fully encapsulate the foot;  

 

d)  Have a spread of no more than 6¼ inches measured inside the widest expanse of the 

jaws; and 

 

e)  If a foothold trap is triggered by downward pressure, it must be adjustable for pan 

tension.  

 



4 

 

4.6  A person shall not set a body gripping trap with a jaw spread opening greater than 60 square 

over eight inches measured inside the widest expanse of the jaws unless the trap is set five feet or 

more above the ground, or in the water. 

 

4.7  No meat-based baited, body-gripping traps shall be set on the ground unless placed within an 

anchored enclosure with openings no greater than 60 square inches and with a trap trigger that is 

recessed at least 12” from all openings.   

 

4.8  Meat based baited body-gripping traps with a jaw spread up to and including 60 square 

inches can be used on land if the trap is placed at least 5’ above the ground. 

 

4.9 All meat-based bait shall be covered at the time that a trap is set.  Coverings shall include, 

but are not limited to, brush, branches, leaves, soil, snow, water, or enclosures constructed of 

wood, metal, wire, plastic, or natural materials. 

 

4.10 A person shall not use toothed foothold traps or snares when trapping under this section. 

 

4.11 A person shall not set a trap between December 31 and the following fourth Saturday in 

October unless the trap is in the water, under the ice, or on a float in the water. 

 

4.12 A person shall not possess a living fur-bearing animal, except as provided by rules of the 

board or 10 V.S.A. part 4. 

 

4.13 A person shall not possess a fur-bearing animal trapped outside of its legal season without 

the written authorization of the Department, not to include animals taken pursuant to 10 V.S.A. § 

4828. 

 

4.14 A person shall not possess fur or skin of a fur-bearing animal unlawfully taken. 

 

4.15 A person shall not take a fur-bearing animal by use of any poisonous mixture. 

 

4.16 A person shall not take a fur-bearing animal from dens by cutting, digging, smoking, by the 

use of chemicals, explosives, or by the use of mechanical devices. 

 

4.17  Trapping Set-backs 

 

a) No foothold traps can be set on or within 25’ of the traveled portion of a public trail or 

highway, unless set in a culvert, in the water, or at least 5’ above the ground. This setback 

requirement shall not apply to public trails and Class IV highways located in Wildlife 

Management Areas.  

 

b) No body-gripping traps can be set on or within 50’ of the traveled portion of a public trail 

or highway, unless set in a culvert, in the water, at least 5’ above the ground, or in a set  

as described above in 4.7. This setback requirement shall not apply to public trails and 

Class IV highways located in Wildlife Management Areas.  
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4.18 Beaver Muskrat 

 

a)  When trapping muskrat between March 1 and March 31, body gripping traps are 

restricted to 5 inches or less. 

 

b)  A person shall not disturb or destroy a beaver or muskrat house or den or place a trap 

therein, thereon, or in the entrance thereof. 

 

c)  A person may set a trap within 10 feet of the nearest point, above the water, of a beaver 

house or dam only from the 4th Saturday in October through the last day of February, all 

dates inclusive. A person shall not set a trap within 10 feet of the nearest point, above the 

water, of a beaver house or dam during the month of March. 

 

d)  Except for the setting of traps as provided under 4.183b and 4.18c, a A person shall not 

interfere in any manner with dams, dens, or houses of beaver except upon prior written 

approval from the Commissioner.  

 

4.19 Bobcat; Otter; Fisher. 

 

a) From December 17 to December 31, both dates inclusive, in order to minimize incidental 

bobcat harvest during the remainder of the fisher season, a person shall not set a body 

gripping trap with a jaw spread opening greater than over 36 square inches measured 

inside the widest expanse of the jaws unless the trap is set 5 or more feet above the 

ground, or in the water. 

 

b)  The skins of bobcat, otter, and fisher legally taken may be possessed, transported, bought 

and sold only when tagged and marked as hereinafter provided. 

 

c)  A person who takes bobcats, otter, or fisher during these seasons shall notify authorized 

Department staff within 48 hours of the close of the season. Pelts shall be presented to 

authorized Department staff for tagging. Such tags shall remain affixed to the pelts until 

tanned. Carcasses shall be surrendered to authorized Department staff at the time of 

tagging. 

 

d) A person who legally takes bobcat, otter, or fisher may keep the edible meat.   

 

e)  No bobcat, otter, or fisher pelts or carcasses taken during these seasons shall be 

transported out of the State of Vermont prior to being tagged by authorized Department 

staff.   

 

f)  A person who takes bobcat, fisher, and otter pursuant to 10 V.S.A. § 4828 and who 

desires to keep the pelt shall notify authorized Department staff with 84 hours of the 

taking. Pelts shall be presented to authorized Department staff for tagging. Such tags 

shall remain affixed to the pelts until tanned. Carcasses shall be surrendered to authorized 

Department staff at the time of tagging. 
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4.20 Raccoons 

 

a)  A person shooting raccoons during the raccoon hunting season shall use a 0.22 caliber 

rimfire firearm or a shotgun with #2 shot or smaller. 

 

b) A light may be used to illuminate and shoot a raccoon once treed by a dog, or dogs, 

during the raccoon hunting season. A light may also be used to illuminate a raccoon once 

treed by a dog, or dogs, during the training season. 

 

4.21  Taking Coyote with the Aid of Dogs 

 

4.21.1 Authority - In accordance with 10 V.S.A. § 5008 and § 5009 (b), this rule establishes a 

process and standards for the issuance of a permit to take coyote with the aid of dogs, either for 

the training of dogs or for the taking of coyote.  

 

4.21.2 Purpose.  The purpose of this subsection is to establish a process and standards for the 

issuance of permits to pursue coyote with dogs, establish training and hunting seasons for the 

taking of coyote with the aid of dogs, and to define legal methods of take. 

 

4.21.3 The Taking of Coyote with Aid of Dogs. 

 

a) Licenses and permits.  

 

(1) Any person who intends to train, hunt, pursue, harvest, or in any manner take a 

coyote with the aid of dogs shall apply for a permit from the Commissioner on an 

application form provided by the Commissioner.   

 

(2) Only applications received by the Department’s central office during the official 

application period will be considered. Applications must be received prior to the 

deadline established by the Commissioner. 

 

(3) The Commissioner will consider only complete applications. For an application to 

be complete it must be legible, must contain all the information requested by the 

Department, must bear the applicant’s original signature, or, in the case of 

electronic or facsimile applications, attestation under the pains and penalties of 

perjury. To be considered complete the form must be accompanied by any 

required application fee, or means of payment, such as a valid credit card 

payment. 

 

(4) The Commissioner may deny any person a permit in their sole discretion. 

 

(5)  Any person training, hunting, pursuing, harvesting, or in any manner involved in 

the taking of a coyote with the aid of dogs must hold a valid Coyote Dog Permit 

issued by the Department, or accompany a Coyote Dog Permit holder. The Permit 
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shall be carried at all times by the permittee while taking coyote with the aid of 

dogs, and exhibited to a game warden, landowner, or law enforcement officer 

upon demand.   

 

(6) Any person hunting, pursuing, harvesting, or in any manner involved in the taking 

of a coyote with the aid of dogs must hold a valid Vermont Hunting License, and 

use only Department Registered Dogs. 

 

(7) Ten (10) percent of the Coyote Dog Permits issued annually may be issued to 

non-resident hunters. In any given year, the number of permits available to non-

resident hunters shall not exceed ten (10) percent of the total number of permits 

issued to resident hunters the previous year.  

 

b) Lottery – In the event that more than 100 permit applications are received, the 

Department shall also hold a transparent, random drawing to ensure that up to 10% of 

permits issued by the Department are issued to Vermont residents who either have served 

on active duty in any branch of the U.S. Armed Forces provided that they have not 

received a dishonorable discharge (eligible veterans) or, are certified citizens of a Native 

American Indian tribe and any that has been recognized by the State pursuant to 1 V.S.A. 

chapter 23.  

 

c) Legal Methods 

 

(1) A person shall not take a coyote into their possession except by killing the coyote by 

legal means or methods. Legal means includes utilizing a muzzleloader, gun, bow and 

arrow or crossbow. 

 

(2) A person taking coyote with the use of a bow and arrow or crossbow shall, upon 

demand of a game warden or other law enforcement personnel, show proof of having 

a prior archery license, or of having passed a bow hunter education course in 

Vermont, another state or a province of Canada approved by the Commissioner. 

 

d)  Dogs and Packs 

 

(1) A person shall not take coyote with the aid of dogs unless the person is in control of 

the dog or dogs. 

 

(2) No person shall take a coyote with the aid of dogs by using any Unregistered Dog. No 

person shall have an Unregistered Dog in their possession while hunting, pursuing, or 

taking a coyote. 
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(3) A person hunting with dogs, pursuing, and taking coyote with the aid of dogs shall 

attach a Department Registration Dog-Tag and a metal identification name plate with the 

person's name, address and telephone number to the dog's collar. 

 

(4) A person taking a coyote with the aid of dogs shall only take a coyote with a Pack of 

Dogs as defined in this rule. No person shall pursue, hunt, or take coyote by Relaying any 

Dog or Pack of Dogs. 

 

(5) Two or more permit holders may hunt together and combine Department Registered 

dog(s) to form a Pack of Dogs. The combined Coyote Dog Permit holders shall not take 

coyote with the aid of more than four dogs combined forming a single pack of dogs. 

Once hunting with dogs commences, dogs not on the hunt shall be restrained in the dog 

box or inside the vehicle. The combined Coyote Dog Permit holders shall not possess any 

Unregistered Dogs while hunting, pursuing, or taking coyote with the aid of dogs. 

 

4.21.4  Seasons and Shooting Hours for Taking Coyote with the Aid of Dogs. 

 

a) Coyote Dog Training Season: For Vermont Resident and Nonresident Permit Holder: 

June 1 through September 15, all dates inclusive, except that a nonresident may train 

dogs to pursue coyote only while the training season is in effect in the nonresident’s 

home state and subject to the requirements of these rules. 

 

b) Coyote Dog Hunting Season December 15 through March 31, all dates inclusive. 

 

c) Legal hours for taking coyote with the aid of dogs: One half hour before sunrise until one 

half hour after sunset. 

 

4.21.5 Prohibitions applicable to Taking Coyote with the Aid of Dogs 

 

a) A person shall not advertise, barter, exchange goods or services, or otherwise sell the use 

of a dog or dogs for the purpose of taking coyote with the aid of dogs. 

 

b) While taking coyote with the aid of dogs, no person shall have in their possession an 

Unregistered Dog while possessing Department Registered dogs. 

 

c) It shall be a violation for a Vermont resident to apply for a coyote dog permit for the 

purpose of allowing a nonresident coyote dog owner to take coyote in Vermont with the 

aid of dogs. 

 

4.21.6 Reporting - A person taking coyote with the aid of dogs shall, no later than 48 hours after 

the close of season, report the taking of all coyotes during the season in a manner 

required by the Commissioner.   
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4.22  Taking Coyote by Bow and Arrow and Crossbow 

4.22.1 No person shall take coyote with or without the aid of dogs, with a bow and arrow or 

crossbow if the arrow or bolt has an arrowhead that measures less than seven-eighths of 

an inch at its widest point or that has less than two sharp cutting edges.   

 

4.23  Lynx 

 

a) This subsection shall be effective on January 1, 2014.   

 

a) Any person who incidentally captures a lynx shall notify the Department immediately. 

 

b) The following regulations on traps and trapping shall apply within the Wildlife 

Management Unit E.    

 

(1) Foothold traps set on land must be anchored using a chain or cable no longer than 

18” that is center-mounted to the trap using a swivel connection and must have at 

least one in-line swivel along the chain or cable. 

 

(2) From the fourth Saturday in October to December 31, both dates inclusive, all 

body gripping traps must be set:  

 

i. In the water, or; 

 

ii. Within a Canada lynx exclusion device as described below and as 

depicted in Diagram 1: 

 

a. the trap jaws shall be completely within the device; 

 

b. the trap springs may extend outside of device through openings no 

larger than 7.5” wide by 1.5” high; 

 

c. the device shall not have an opening greater than 6” by 8”; 

 

d. the opening shall not be directly in front of the trap but shall instead 

be either on the top or side of the device; 

 

e. the trap set within the device shall be a minimum of 18” from the 

closest edge of the opening to the trap; 

 

f. there shall be at least two attachment points for each side of the 

device where there is a joint or where panels come together; 

 

g. the device shall be constructed of wood or of wire mesh of 16 gauge 

or less wire (.05” diameter wire or greater) and having a mesh size 

with openings no greater than 1.5” X 1.5” or 1” X 2”; and, 
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h. the trap shall be anchored outside of the device; or 

 

iii. Off the ground as described below and as depicted in Diagram 2:  

 

a. at least 5’ above the ground or if snow is on the ground at least 5 feet 

above snow level with the exception of the 24-hour period 

immediately following a snowstorm; 

 

b. affixed to a standing tree which is free of branches below the trap or 

to a leaning section of pole that has not been planed or otherwise 

altered except for the removal of branches and is less than 4” in 

diameter at the trap and is angled at least 45° along its entire length 

from the ground to the trap; and 

 

c. in an area that is free of any object within 4’ of the trap. 

(3) From the fourth Saturday in October to December 31, both dates inclusive, body 

gripping traps no larger than a typical 160 (inside jaw spread up to 6.5”) may also 

be set on the ground if placed: 

 

i. Under overhanging stream banks, or; 

 

ii. In blind sets without the aid of bait, lure or visual attractants, or; 

 

iii. Within a cubby constructed of artificial materials with the trap inserted 

at least 7” from the front and with an opening no greater than 50 square 

inches as depicted in Diagram 3.  

(d) The establishment of a ten-year “Lynx Study Period” shall commence on the effective 

date of this subsection. The Department will assess the status of lynx in Vermont, identify 

and evaluate additional techniques and devices for avoiding incidental capture of lynx, 

and develop revisions to these rules in accordance with the findings of such studies and 

all current information. The rules set forth in this subsection 4.22 shall expire on January 

1, 2027 2024 unless such rules are either extended or amended by the Fish and Wildlife 

Board. The decision to extend or amend these rules shall be based on an evaluation of the 

following key criteria: 

 

(1) Reliable evidence of the presence or absence of a resident, breeding population of 

Canada lynx; 

 

(2) The availability of more effective and/or practical alternatives for avoiding the 

incidental capture of lynx; and 

 

(3) The outcome of Maine’s Incidental Take Permit application process. 
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Diagram 1.  Canada lynx exclusion device for body gripping traps. 
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Diagram 2.  Off the ground sets for body gripping traps. 

 

Not drawn to scale 
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Diagram 3.  Cubby sets for body gripping traps no larger than a typical 160. 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4.24  Biological Collection 

 

a) Any person who obtains a trapping license shall complete and submit an annual 

biological collection trapper survey for the license season to the Department, within the 

timeline specified by the Commissioner. 

b) The failure to complete and submit a biological collection survey to the Department shall 

be a nonpoint violation under 10 V.S.A. § 4502.  

 

 

5.0 Seasons, Bag Limits 

 

The following seasons, methods and bag limits are hereby established for the species listed. All 

hunting seasons will be with or without dogs, except as otherwise provided. Below is the 

exclusive, exhaustive list of season and means of take of fur-bearing animals. The taking of fur-

bearing animals at other times or by other means, except where otherwise provided by law, is 

prohibited. All dates are inclusive. 

 

Seasons                         Dates                                          Bag Limit        

 

5.1    Beaver  

 By trapping                 Fourth Sat. in Oct. through March 31     No Limit        

 By hunting   No open season                          Zero  

 

 

Opening not to exceed 50 square inches 
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5.2    Otter 

 By trapping                 Fourth Sat. in Oct.- last day of March  No limit  

 By hunting                  No open season                          Zero  

 

5.3    Marten                         No open season                          Zero  

 

5.4    Mink  

 By trapping                 Fourth Sat in Oct.-Dec. 31         No limit  

 By hunting                  No open season                          Zero  

 

5.5    Raccoon  

 By trapping                 Fourth Sat. in Oct.-Dec. 31        No limit  

 By hunting                  Second Sat. in Oct.-Dec. 31       No limit  

 

5.6    Bobcat     

By trapping                 December 1-December 16         No limit  

 By hunting                  January 10-February 7               No limit  

 

5.7    Fox (red or grey)  

 By trapping                 Fourth Sat. in Oct.-Dec. 31        No limit  

 By hunting                  Fourth Sat. in Oct. through the second Sun. in Feb. No limit  

 

5.8    Skunk                            

By trapping   Fourth Sat. in Oct.-Dec. 31        No limit  

 By hunting                  No closed Season                       No limit  

 

5.9    Muskrat  

 By trapping                 Fourth Sat. in Oct.-March 31     No limit  

 By hunting                  March 20-April 19                     No limit  

 

5.10 Coyote  

 By trapping                 Fourth Sat. in Oct.-Dec. 31        No limit 

  

Hunting/Taking 

Coyote without the  

Aid of Dogs  No closed season                        No limit  

  

Hunting/Taking 

with the Aid of Dogs December 15 through March 31   No limit 

 

 5.14 Fisher  

 By trapping                 December 1-December 31         No limit  

 By hunting                  No open season                          Zero  

 

5.15 Weasel  

 By trapping                 Fourth Sat. in Oct.-Dec. 31        No limit  
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 By hunting                  No closed season                        No limit  

 

5.16 Opossum  

 By trapping                 Fourth Sat. in Oct.-Dec. 31        No limit  

 By hunting                  No closed season                        No limit  

 

5.17 Wolf                             No open season                          Zero  

 

5.18 Lynx                             No open season                          Zero 

 

5.20  With the exception of state and federally listed threatened and endangered species, seasons 

shall not be applicable to any person, who takes a furbearing animal in defense of persons or 

property for compensation, in accordance with 10 V.S.A. § 4828. 

 

6.0 Trapping Rabbits and Furbearers in Defense of Property for a Fee 

 

6.1  In accordance with Sec. 11 of Act 170 from the 2017-2018 Adj Session, the following 

sections and subsections of Board rules set forth in Title 10, Appendix § 44 are applicable to 

trapping rabbits and fur-bearing animals in defense of property for compensation: 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, 

4.4, 4.5, 4.6, 4.7, 4.8, 4.9, 4,10, 4.121(however, possession is allowed for the purpose of moving 

the animal to a more appropriate place for dispatch), 4.10, 4.114.14, 4.15(unless the animal has 

already been trapped), 4.14 4.19 (fe), 4.2316 (ab), 4.2417 (a) and (b).  
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Green: The department incorporated concepts of the request into proposed rule. 

Yellow: The department addressed concepts but with modifications to the 

specific request into the proposed rule. 

Red: The department did not include the request into the proposed rule. 

Blue: Requests that are in progress. 

CANID PETITIONS 

Open Petition Request Department Proposal 

Vermont Coyote 
Coexistence 
Coalition (Jane 
Fitzwilliam March 
2022) 

• We request that Vermont establish a
regulated coyote hunting season from
October 1st – December 31st.

• No Seasons and
shooting hours for
taking coyote without
the aid of dogs.

• Seasons and shooting
hours set for taking
coyote with the aid of
dogs December 15 to
March 31, Page 8
Section 4.21.4 b)
(training season is
specified in a) and
runs June 1 to
September 15).
Section c) sets the
time of day – daylight
hours.  See also Page
14, Seasons Section
5.10.

Vermont 
Traditions 
Coalition (Mike 
Covey May 2022)

• Regulate the use of hounds for hunting
coyotes

• See Pages 6-8, all of
section 4.21, and
Page 14, Section 5.10
relating to taking
coyotes with the aid
of dogs

Northeast Wolf 
Recovery Alliance 
(Renee Seacor 
Dec. 2022) 

• Regulate and limit current open
season from Oct 1st-Dec. 31st

• All canids killed in Vermont should be
checked- in, similar to the check-in
requirement that currently exists for

• No Seasons and

shooting hours for

taking coyote without

the aid of dogs.

• Seasons and shooting
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deer and bear. Canids taken by 
hunting or trapping should be tagged 
and possession of untagged canids 
should be prohibited and penalized. 

• Checked-in canids that meet certain 
regulatory criteria (e.g., weight, size, 
canine spread, head, and ear size) 
should be subjected to a DNA analysis 
to assess the genetic composition of 
the animal. Work with canid experts 
to use reputable labs. 

• A two-year canid hunting moratorium 
should be imposed as soon as possible 
within the geographic area where a 
wolf kill has been documented. 

• Night hunting of “coyotes” should be 
prohibited due to the fact that hunting 
in nighttime conditions makes field 
identification of canid size 
exceptionally difficult. 

• The coyote hunting season should be 
shortened, and bag limits should be 
established. 

• Vermont’s new wanton-waste law 
should be strictly enforced for all 
canids, similar to other animals, to 
ensure that their bodies are being used 
after being checked in. 

hours set for taking 

coyote with the aid of 

dogs December 15 to 

March 31 – see 

above response to 

Vermont Coyote 

Coexistence Coalition 
• Reporting – Page 8, 

Section 4.21.6 Any 

person harvesting 

coyote with the aid of 

dogs shall report 

within 48 hours at the 

end of the season.    
• Note that 10 VSA sec 

4923 exempts 

coyotes taken by 

lawful means other 

than trapping from 

wanton waste laws 

except that a coyote 

carcass cannot be left 

along a public ROW or 

highway, private 

property without 

permission, or any 

place prohibited by 

law. The Board 

cannot change 

statutory laws.    
  

 
TRAPPING BMP PETITIONS SUMMARY 

 

Open Petition Request Department Proposal 

Vermont Trappers 
Association 
(Bruce Martin, 
~4/2022) 

• Foothold traps on land must have these 
characteristics:  

• Jaws are padded, off-set, laminated, or 
have jaws with a minimum thickness of 
5/16”. 

• See page 3, Section 
4.5 – changes are that 
base plates must have 
a center chain mount 
with swivel, with free 
moving chain and at 
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• Base plates feature a center chain 
attachment. 

• The trap can be adjusted for pan 
tension. 

• There are at least two swiveling 
devices in the chain. 

• An anchored trap has a minimum of 12” 
and a maximum of 18” of chain from the 
point where it exits the ground once an 
animal is caught. 

• No foothold trap shall be set on land 
with a spread more than 6 -1/4'” as 
measured inside the jaws. 

least one additional 
swivel to allow 
mobility for a 
captured animal; and 
a maximum of 18” 
chain length.  

Vermont Wildlife 
Coalition (Rob 
Mullen, May 
2022) 

• Eliminate drowning sets. 

• Restore the exclusion of traps within 
10 feet of beaver lodge entrances. 

• Return the end of the otter trapping 
season to February 28. [also 
addressed in 2021 petition] 

• None included in the 
Department Proposal 
 

 
 

 

PETITIONS 
DENIED BY BOARD  

Petition Request Key issues that petition 
addressing 

VT Wildlife Coalition 
Petition (2021) 

• Ban trapping • Department provided 

an in-depth 
response and the 
petition was denied. 

Vt Wildlife Coalition 
(2021) 

• Shorten the otter season from the 
end of March to the end of February 

• Department 
provided an in-depth 
response and the 
petition was 
denied. 

Protect our Wildlife 
Petition (2021) 

• Ban fisher trapping • Department 
provided an in-depth 
response and the 
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petition was denied. 

The greater good 
animal rescue 
petition (2022) 

• Ban leghold, foothold, and 
underwater pocket traps 

• The board opted not 
to act on the petition 
due to the 
comprehensive work 
done by the 
department in June. 

 

 

 

STAKEHOLDER COMMENTS 
ON TRAPPING AND BMPS 

Comments on 
Trapping & BMPs 

Requests Department Proposal 

Protect our 
Wildlife (POW), 
Green Mountain 
Animal Defenders 
(GMAD), and 
Humane Society 
of the Northeast 
(HSUS), May 2022 

• Resubmitting the 2019 Petition 
for Trail setbacks (see below for 
detail). 

• Prohibit the recreational and 
commercial trapping of bobcats, 
river otters, fisher, and coyotes. 

• VFWD must determine the maximum 
number of traps on a trapline, to 
better allow trappers to adhere to the 
daily trap check requirements and to 
properly tend to the trapped 
animal(s). 

• Gunshot should be the only allowable 
method for killing animals in leghold 
and cage traps set on land. 
Bludgeoning; stomping on the chest; 
drowning of trapped and caged 
animals; choking; strangling and other 
non-gunshot methods are prohibited. 
Special considerations may be made 
for nuisance wildlife control operators 
who sometimes kill animals offsite in 
CO2 chambers. [pending position 
statement from AFWA] 

• Page 4, Sections 4.6, 
4.7, and 4.8.  No 
body gripping trap on 
the ground, with a 
jaw spread opening 
greater than 60 
square inches 
measured inside the 
widest expanse of 
the jaws, unless 5 
feet or more above 
ground, or in water.  
No meat-based 
baited, body-gripping 
traps on the ground 
unless in an 
enclosure with 
trigger recessed at 
least 12” from all 
openings.   

• Note that section 
4861 requires the 
Department to report 
on 1/1/24 every year 
– the species and 
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• Body-gripping, or so-called “quick kill” 
Conibear™ style traps, may only be set 
underwater in order to avoid killing 
non-targeted animals like bobcats, 
dogs, and other animals. 

• Prohibit the drowning of animals in 
submersion sets, including cage traps 
and leghold traps that are attached 
with a one-way sliding lock to a cable 
anchored in deep water. 

• “Quick kill” body-gripping traps 
must be fully submerged under 
water. 

• Mandatory reporting of all incidental 
takes (e.g., black bear, bobcat, deer) 
to VFWD within 24 hours. Trapped 
animals covered under 

• the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (e.g., 
raven, owl, eagle) must be reported 
immediately upon capture and 
guidance provided by a veterinarian or 
other qualified professional on how to 
proceed if the animal is still alive. 

• Require trap sensors on all land traps. 

• We’d also like VFWD to consider the 
concern that landowners trapping in 
defense of property, under the 
dangerously broad title 10 V.S.A. 
§4828, would be exempt from any 
meaningful changes. 

number of nontarget 
animals killed or 
injured in the 
preceding year. 

• See Page 15, Section 
6.0.  Applies the new 
provisions regarding 
BMPs for foothold 
traps to trappers who 
trap in defense of 
property for 
compensation – 
Section 4.5; for meat-
based baited body 
gripping traps – 
Sections 4.7, 4.8, and 
4.9.  See Page 4 for 
these sections.    

• Note, however, that 
any further 
application of rules to 
individuals who are 
exempt from 
trapping regulations 
under 10 VSA sec 
4828 will require 
legislative action. 

 

POW – December 
6, 2019 petition 
(incorporated into 
the May 2022 
Request) 

• Set back requirements for traps (No 
traps may be set on public land): 

– Within 150 feet of any public 
trail 

– Within 500 feet of any 
trailhead that is accessible 
to vehicular traffic 

– Within 1000 feet of any 
public campground or picnic 
area) 

– Within 500 feet of the inside 

• See Page 4, Section 
4.17.  Foothold traps 
must be setback 25 
feet from a public trail 
or highway, unless set 
in a culvert, in the 
water, or at least 5’ 
above the ground. 
Does not apply to 
public trails and Class 
IV highways in WMAs. 
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or entry points of 
designated wildlife crossing 
areas 

• Standard signage erected at trailheads 
on public land warning the public that 
trapping is allowed on the land. 

• Prohibit baiting a trap with meat or 
other animal derived products if the 
bait is visible from the air on both 
public and private lands in an effort 
to reduce the incidental take of bald 
eagles and other raptors. 

• Also in same Section, 
no body-gripping traps 
50 feet from a public 
trail or highway, 
unless set in a culvert, 
in the water, or at 
least 5’ above the 
ground. Does not 
apply to public trails 
and Class IV highways 
in WMAs. 

• Page 4, Section 4.9. 
Meat-based bait shall 
be covered.  (Lures are 
not prohibited and do 
not need to be 
covered).  

 

 

 

Nov 2022 Post  
Stakeholder Mtgs 

STAKEHOLDER BMP TRAPPING COMMENTS 

POW/HSUS/VWC • No objections to VTA petition changes but changes will not improve 
animal welfare. 

• AFWA BMPs are floor for S-159. Numerous deficiencies: serious 
injuries, including death, to up to 30% of trapped animals; fail to 
consider behavioral or physiological responses, compounding effect 
of injuries, long-term impact to escaped animals, etc.; Doesn’t protect 
unintended captures; Unenforceable (i.e. warden can’t check for pan 
tension without triggering trap);   

• POW’s 2019 petition on setback requirements recommended for all 
public land including federal lands and WMAs. Legislative mandate is 
for “all public locations.” Trapping equipment does not fund Pittman 
Robertson or help pay for WMA costs and bird dog hunters and 
hunters who fund WMAs via excise tax might appreciate trap 
setbacks, especially with overlap in trapping and certain bird seasons 
(i.e. partridge).  500 foot or more setback rule for public trails, class 4 
roads, playgrounds, parks and other public locations where persons 
may reasonably be expected to recreate should be a minimum set 
back.  Department proposal does not meet legislative mandate.  

• Prohibit baiting a trap with meat or other animal-derived products if 
the bait is visible from the air to reduce the incidental takes of bald 
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eagles and other raptors, cover or bury bait 50 feet away from trap.  
Maine bait restrictions -  “Foothold or killer-type traps must not be 
set within 50 yards of bait that is visible from above. Bait may be used 
for trapping if it is completely covered to prevent it from being seen 
from above, and it must be covered in such a way as to withstand 
wind action and other normal environmental conditions. Animal 
matter (e.g., feathers, bone, and fur) meet the definition of bait and 
visible attractor and must be covered or not visible from above if less 
than 50 yards from a foothold or killer-type trap.”  

• Biden restored rolled backs to the Migratory Bird Treaty Act in 2021, 
which makes incidental take of birds illegal and USFWS may provide 
guidance to state F&W agencies on BPs under the restored MBTA 
regulations.  

• Body gripping kill traps should be fully submerged underwater 
because: hunters and hikers wouldn’t have to avoid these riparian 
areas, and trappers avoid the emotional and legal conflict of killing a 
hunting or companion dog – often with the owner struggling to 
rescue their pet without the proper equipment. No logical 
justification to allow body gripping on dryland or partially submerged. 
Their non-selectivity and “non-releasability” (of both targets and non-
targets) make them a liability that is eliminated by mandating full 
submersion underwater.   

• Department proposal regarding body gripping traps and meat-based 
bait will not prevent non-target capture.  

• Not taking away trapping opportunities–can still trap fisher, bobcat, 
raccoons etc. with leghold traps; can still use conibears underwater 
for beaver, muskrat, river otters, etc.  No more incidental kills of 
bobcats during fisher season.  

• Prohibit the drowning of animals in submersion sets, including cage 
traps and leghold traps that are attached with a one-way sliding lock 
to a cable anchored in deep water; the AVMA does not consider 
drowning a form of euthanasia.  

• Reporting of incidental takes is limited since not all reporting is 
required, especially prior to 2018, but we do have VT-specific 
examples of non-targeted animals being trapped in body gripping kills 
traps.  

• No recommendation on humane methods of killing trapped animals 
despite the legislative mandate. Gunshot only. Currently, trapped 
animals are drowned, bludgeoned, stomped on to crush the heart 
and lungs (referred to as “chest compression”) and choked. VFWD 
was unwilling to accept our recommendation and has asked for more 
time to deliberate.  American Veterinary Medical Association 
recommendation on wildlife euthanasia. 
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Vermont Wildlife 
Coalition 

• Opposed to recreational trapping. 

• Working Group Composition: polarized and overwhelmingly pro 
trapping 

• While enjoined to not use the group as a referendum on trapping, 
pro-trapping bias evident by 1st meeting presentation from AFWA 
BMP researchers, statement that most wildlife experts support 
trapping. 

• 5 bullet points proposed taken verbatim from the Vermont Trappers 
Association (VTA) - little if any improvement in trapping systems. 
Theoretical improvement, since AFWA BMPs already employed by 
80% of trappers in Vermont.  

• AFWA BMPs = inadequate, over-hyped, and totally missing the larger 
point of gratuitous cruelty.  

• Baits and Lures - The Department proposal sides completely with the 
VTA because it only requires meat-based baits to be covered from 
sight at the time a trap is set. Biologically, restricting the proposal to 
“meat-based” bait is puzzling since raptors are sight hunters and any 
other visible bait (e.g., feathers) would still put raptors at risk. 

• Except for not agreeing to try to change current law and legalize cable 
restraint snares, the FWD gave the VTA all they asked for and more.  
Currently, all body-gripping traps with up to an 8”x8” spread are 
allowed to be set on the ground (larger if 5’ above the ground or in 
water). This proposal does not allow meat-based baited body-
gripping traps on land unless 5’ off the ground or if they are in an 
enclosure with up to an opening of 60 square inches (7.75” x 7.75” – 
one quarter-inch smaller than currently allowed). All other traps, 
including scent-baited traps are allowed on ground where dogs can 
easily reach them and, many dogs and any cat can get 5’ into a tree, 
especially driven by bait. Such noodly, nibbling measures are not 
effective attempts to solve the problem of “by-catch” of non-target 
species or family pets. 

• “Department’s position that the capture of domestic pets is a 
relatively uncommon occurrence.” Minimizes the issue, is callous and 
inappropriate given the trauma and grief suffered by families, 
however, few, balanced against the lack of benefit from trapping to 
ecosystems or society at large. Bear in mind that a pet “captured” in a 
body-gripping trap will likely die if not released within minutes. The 
data for this "position" of the FWD is thin. 

• No reporting was even required until 2018 – and that, by the 
legislature, not the FWD or the FWB - not a priority issue for the 
FWD. Given the cost/benefit ratio, it should be. [As this was being 
completed, there has been tragic news of a woman’s dog dying as she 
desperately tried to release it from a body-gripping trap during a walk 
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in Corinth, Vermont. Her emotional agony and her dog's physical 
agony can only be imagined as she had to carry her dying pet, still in 
the trap, back to her car. “Relatively uncommon?” How common 
does it have to be to become a priority, and for what?] 

• The language of A.159 on this issue directs that rules be made for, “… 
the placing of traps for purposes other than nuisance trapping at a 
safe distance, from public trails, class 4 roads, playgrounds, parks, 
and other public locations where persons may reasonably be expected 
to recreate.” This is an issue of pet safety with the goal of reducing 
the chances of mainly dogs being caught in traps while recreating 
with their owners. 

• The VTA proposal was “No traps on designated hiking or walking 
trail beds on any public land.”  Contrary to A.159, these draft 
proposals, in clear violation of the legislative charge, contain no 
setback rules for foothold traps on most public trails or public areas in 
the state.  The restriction of foothold traps on or with 25 ft of a trail 
on state-owned land excluding WMAs is arbitrary and extreme to the 
point of rendering any setback useless. Applying to only 3.66% of land 
in Vermont and only 25% of public lands, becomes almost an 
“attractive nuisance” by creating a false and misleading sense of 
security by being publicized. 25 feet is insufficient. Even a well 
mannered dog will take a second or two to travel 25 feet to check out 
a scent-baited trap – some leads extend 26 feet. (Vermont has no 
leash law, though such regulations would arguably create de facto 
leash laws for hundreds of thousands of Vermonters for the sake of 
the recreation of a few hundred trappers). 

• “No body-gripping trap set 50’ from a road or trail unless it is in the 
water or more than 5’ off the ground or in a dog-proof set 
(described above).” A tenth of our proposed 500-foot setback and 5X 
the VTA’s proposed 10’ setback so there is something to dislike for 
everyone – a sure sign of a compromise in the offing! 100-foot 
setback (which is not that far; only 30 – 40 strides for a six-foot 
human). That might have flown – IF, the “…road or trail…” applies to 
all public trails, Class-4 roads, and public areas per A.159. As it is 
written, that is vague and would need to be clarified –and made to 
comply with A.159.  

• “Department agrees to develop brochures for trail kiosks and a 
video link that will address the release of dogs from a foot old or 
body–gripping trap.” VWC agrees completely. 

• “We will also recommend that this will be added to trapper 
education courses.” Fine. 

• “Humane Dispatch” Tabled. While the characterization of this action 
in the draft proposals as having been “unanimous” is technically 
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correct, it ignores the written objections/reservations made by VWC 
immediately after the meeting in which the vote on this was taken. 

• Conclusion: VWC entered this Working Group effort with guarded 
hope for some positive movement toward common ground. Meeting 
people and talking to them had some positive effects and maybe, in 
the future, some progress can yet result from those personal 
contacts. However, regarding the specific charge of A. 159, we found 
a biased structure, a biased presentation, biased meeting procedures, 
and biased draft proposals, purportedly distilled from the WG 
meetings. These biaseswere exclusively in favor of recreational 
trapping. As first steps go, this effort resulted in uselessly small baby 
steps and failed to meet the charge and intent of Act 159. 

 

 

 

COMMENTOR COMMENT  

Vermont Wildlife 
Coalition: Rob 
Mullen and Dave 
Kelley May 2022 
response to 
coyote hound 
hunting petition 

When using hounds for bear or coyote: 

• Hounders must be in control of their animals (if they are miles 
away and attack a person or pet, then a GPS or shock collar is not 
control). 

• Bait should not be used to attract hunted animals. 

• Reporting should be mandatory. 

• The hunted animal should be killed humanely (shot - not 
bludgeoned, stomped, or killed by the hounds). 

• The use of “kill dogs” should not be allowed. 

• Hounds should be identifiable, similar to any service dog. 

• There should be a limit to the number of dogs, no relaying or 
replacements 

• Impose a October – December season for all coyote hunting  

Anne McKinsey, 
Jan 2023 

• Require trappers to post signs when trapping. 

• Increase public awareness about trapping. 

• Increase penalties for violations. 

• Limit the use of body-gripping traps. 

• Post trapping regulations information on the department’s 
website instead of on the eRegulations.com website 

 



Next Steps

• FW Board 1st Vote (April 5th) 
• Furbearer Rule Amendments

• ICAR (May 8th)
• File with Secretary of State (May 12th)
• Public Comment Period Begins (May 17th)
• Two In-Person and One Virtual Public Hearings 

(June 19th to 23rd)
• Public Comments End (June 30th)
• FW Board 2nd Vote (July 19th)
• LCAR (August 19th)
• FW Board 3rd Vote (Sept. 20th or Oct. 18th) 



December 13, 2022

Commissioner Christopher Herrick Christopher.Herrick@vermont.gov
Vermont Fish & Wildlife Department
1 National Life Drive
Montpelier, VT 05620

CC:

Wildlife Director Mark Scott (Mark.Scott@vermont.gov)
Program Manager David Sausville (David.Sausville@vermont.gov)
Governor Phil Scott (Sent via online contact form)

Re: Protecting Wild Canids in Vermont

Dear Commissioner Herrick,

We are writing on behalf of the Northeast Wolf Recovery Alliance, a newly created alliance of
individuals and professional organizations who have been working for decades to facilitate the
recovery of wolves throughout the Northeastern U.S. and eastern Canada. We recently received
public records from your agency in response to a Public Records Act request regarding wolves in
Vermont (see attached request dated August 28th, 2022 for reference). Thank you for the
information.

We are now aware of at least two and likely three or more wolves killed in Vermont based on
morphology and limited DNA data. They include a 72-pound male killed in 1998 in Glover, a
91-pound male killed in 2006 in North Troy, and possibly a 78-pound large canid (sex unknown)
killed in 2013 in North Hero (see Endnotes 1, 2, and 3). In addition, a fourth possible wolf was
reportedly killed by Vermont resident and hunter Steven Kimball. On August 16, 2022, John
Glowa submitted a Public Records Act request regarding this animal (for details on this animal,
please see this article in the footnote from VT Digger (Endnote 4). The alleged hunter
acknowledged killing the animal and stated that a state biologist took samples of the animal for
analysis. In her August 23rd, 2022 response to the Public Records Act request, Catherine
Gjessing stated that the Department “…has no records responsive to the request.”

Much of the information contained in the Department’s Public Records Act in response to our
request dated August 28th, 2022 has generated a number of questions and concerns. These
include:

1) Does the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service have a protocol for state agencies to respond to
reports of possible live or dead wolves? If yes, what is this protocol and is Vermont
following it?

2) Are there any federal standards for the DNA analysis of possible dead wolves? If yes, is
Vermont adhering to these standards?

mailto:Christopher.Herrick@vermont.gov
mailto:Mark.Scott@vermont.gov
mailto:David.Sausville@vermont.gov
https://vermont.force.com/vermontce/s/governor-office-ce


3) Did your agency report the 2013 North Hero canid to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service? If
not, why?

4) Does the State of Vermont have a protocol for dealing with wolf sighting reports and
possible dead wolves? If yes, what is that protocol?

5) Will Vermont consider resubmitting samples from the above named canids to another lab or
labs capable of identifying these canids? A case in point is the 2013 North Hero canid,
samples of which were sent to Northeastern Wildlife Genetics, Inc. Their report indicated
that they analyzed only mitochondrial DNA and subsequently they were unable to identify
the canid.

6) What is the status of implementation of Vermont’s 2015 Wildlife Action Plan with regard to
wolves?

At your earliest convenience, we request a meeting with your agency to discuss wolves and how
Vermont can institute new policies relating to large wild canids in an effort to work towards wolf
recovery in the Northeast United States. Multiple instances where hunters kill animals they claim
they thought were very large coyotes, but which turn out to be wolves, suggest that one new
policy should be to regulate coyote hunting with a limited season and required reporting.

The Northeast Wolf Recovery Alliance also recommends the following regulatory actions to
ensure the future of wolf recovery in Vermont, including the full enforcement of legal protections
for wolves provided by the federal Endangered Species Act and constructive participation in a
national wolf recovery plan.

Regulatory Actions

In order to reach a middle ground between complete legal protection for all wild canids—which
would provide the greatest protection for wolves—and current regulations allowing an open
coyote season with no bag limit or reporting, we ask that Vermont Fish and Wildlife Department
amend its regulations to institute the following protective procedures:

1. Regulate and limit the current open season on coyotes by establishing a limited hunting
season from October 1st – December 31st.

2. All canids killed in Vermont should be checked-in, similar to the check-in requirement
that currently exists for deer and bear. Canids taken by hunting or trapping should be
tagged and possession of untagged canids should be prohibited and penalized. This
requirement will provide better regulation and needed data on the numbers, sizes and
characteristics of canids being taken in Vermont.

3. Checked-in canids that meet certain regulatory criteria (e.g., weight, size, canine spread,
head and ear size) should be subjected to a DNA analysis to assess the genetic
composition of the animal. This will provide critical data concerning the genetic makeup
of large canids in Vermont and will identify wolves that are taken. The results of all DNA
analyses performed on checked-in canids should be made available to the public annually



on the Department’s website. The state should work with canid experts to use reputable
labs that have prior experience genotyping hybridized canids in the eastern United States.

4. A two-year canid hunting moratorium should be imposed as soon as possible within the
geographic area where a wolf kill has been documented. This measure is critical to
protect other wolf pack members that may be present in the area. It may also deter
hunters from taking large wolf-like canids in order to avoid the possibility that the take of
a wolf will trigger a canid hunting moratorium.

5. Night hunting of “coyotes” should be prohibited due to the fact that hunting in nighttime
conditions makes field identification of canid size exceptionally difficult. Additionally,
the coyote hunting season should be shortened, and bag limits should be established. It
should be recognized that eastern coyotes are already >25% wolf and this can confuse the
general public in differentiating existing hybridized canids (aka eastern “coyotes”) from
wolves. Essentially, this similarity can create situations where people kill a small wolf
(e.g., 60-65 pounds) thinking it was a large coyote.

6. Vermont’s new wanton-waste law should be strictly enforced for all canids, similar to
other animals, to ensure that their bodies are being used after being checked in (see #2).
This requirement will ensure minimal waste of ecologically important predators, and will
better adhere to the North American Model of Wildlife Management.

Wolves are federally protected under the Endangered Species Act throughout most of the lower
48 United States, including Vermont. Recently, the Center for Biological Diversity filed legal
action against the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to seek a national wolf recovery plan; the
lawsuit specifically notes the Northeastern U.S. as being one of several regions of the country
where suitable wolf habitat exists and where wolves could thrive if protections are enforced and
recovery measures undertaken. (See Endnote 5). In addition to the wolves we have described that
were killed in Vermont in the past 25 years, there is growing evidence of wolf recolonization
attempts in other states across the Northeast. Similar documented events have occurred in New
York, Maine, Massachusetts, and south of the St. Lawrence River only 20 miles from the
Maine/New Hampshire border. (See Endnote 6). Wolves are attempting to reestablish in the
Northeast. But without state and federal actions to protect these dispersers, the killing of
individual wolves will continue, and wolves will not be able to gain a toehold here, especially
considering our existing canid is a coyote-wolf hybrid that can look very similar to full-bodied
wolves. It is time to begin a collaborative effort to facilitate wolf recovery and its concomitant
ecological and social benefits. We look forward to hearing from you in the very near future.

Sincerely,

Renee Seacor, JD
Northeast Wolf Recovery Alliance, Lead
Carnivore Conservation Advocate
Project Coyote & The Rewilding Institute



Sent on behalf of the Northeast Wolf Recovery Alliance Members:

Chris Amato
Conservation Director and Counsel
Protect the Adirondacks

Joseph S. Butera,
President & Co-founder
Northeast Ecological Recovery Society

Tom Butler,
Senior Fellow
Northeast Wilderness Trust

Jackie Bowen
Conservation Director
Adirondack Council

Brenna Galdenzi
President
Protect Our Wildlife, Vermont

Adam DeParolesa
President/Founder
Northeast Wolf Refuge

David Gibson
Managing Partner
Adirondack Wild: Friends of the Forest Preserve

John M. Glowa, Sr.,
President
The Maine Wolf Coalition, Inc.

Michelle Lute, PhD
Carnivore Conservation Director
Project Coyote

Jennifer Rosado, MS
Biological Field Technician
Maine Wolf Coalition

Christine Schadler, MS
Project Coyote Representative, Vermont & New Hampshire
Founder, New Hampshire Wildlife Coalition



Christopher Spatz
Coordinator, Wolf Species Conservation Report
2015 Vermont Wildlife Action Plan

Zee Soffron
Director
North American Wolf Foundation

Amaroq Weiss, MS, JD
Senior Wolf Advocate
Center for Biological Diversity

Jonathan Way, Ph.D.
Founder, Eastern Coyote/Coywolf Research
Author of Coywolf: Eastern Coyote Genetics, Ecology, Management, and Politics

ENDNOTES

Endnote 1 - In November 1998, Eric Potter shot and killed an apparent 72-pound male wolf in
Glover, Vermont (Zimmerman 2005). This animal was killed approximately twenty miles
southeast of where a possible wolf was killed in Vermont in October 2006 (see below, #8). An
analysis of its mitochondrial DNA conducted at the University of California at Los Angeles
(UCLA) as noted in an undated letter from Jennifer Leonard of UCLA to Thomas Decker of the
Vermont Dept. of Fish and Wildlife concluded, “…the control region of the mitochondria was
amplified and 6 sequenced…(and the)…sequence matches that of the wolf (Canis lupus lycaon)
endemic to the north east of the United States, and the south east of Canada….” The DNA of this
animal was later analyzed by the USFWS. In a letter dated January 16, 2002 from Dyan J.
Straughan, Forensic Specialist at the National Fish and Wildlife Forensics Laboratory, to Thomas
Decker, Ms. Straughan stated, “The mitochondrial DNA type of this canid is most similar to that
of coyote standards, but has also been observed in grey wolves in Southeastern Canada and
Northeastern United States.” The actual examination results (Genetics Examination Report dated
January 16, 2002) for mitochondrial DNA were as follows, “ The mtDNA sequence of item
LAB-2 differed significantly from reference mtDNAs of domestic dogs, red wolf (Canis rufus),
grey wolf and fox, but was most similar to the mtDNA of coyote reference standards.” The
results for Nuclear DNA were as follows, “The STR genotype of LAB-2 was intermediate
between the coyote and Alaskan malamute reference samples included in the analysis.” We, the
petitioners, respectfully disagree with and hereby challenge the USFWS’ interpretation of its
DNA data regarding this animal. We refer to a November 26, 2001 email from Dr. Paul Wilson
of the Natural Resources DNA Profiling & Forensic Center at Trent University in Ontario,
Canada to Walter Jakubas, wildlife biologist with the Maine Dept. of Inland Fisheries and
Wildlife. In his email, Dr. Wilson wrote, “The interpretation of the data depends on what
evolutionary model one uses as a framework. All of the laboratories may generate exactly the
same DNA sequence (sic). A mtDNA from lycaon will be interpreted as a coyote if the facility
does not consider the newly proposed evolution of the eastern timber wolf/red wolf. The USFWS
may not have classified their DNA sequences with a second North American wolf species in
mind. The UCLA and USFWS results are entirely consistent with each other. We can all have the

https://www.easterncoyoteresearch.com/coywolfbook/


same databases and standardized approaches but the interpretation will always be
laboratory-dependent.” To our knowledge, the State of Vermont has never officially
acknowledged that the subject canid was not a wolf and they continue to question the DNA
assessment generated by the USFWS. We refer to an October 24, 2003 email from Kim Royar,
wildlife biologist with the Vermont Department of Fish and Wildlife, to Michael Amaral, a
USFWS biologist in Concord, New Hampshire. Ms. Royar writes, “As far as we are concerned
the genetic background of this animal is still unclear. We did send samples to 3 labs: UCLA,
Ashland (USFWS), and Ontario (Wilson). UCLA extracted mitochondrial DNA and determined
that the sequence matched that of “Canis lupus lycaon”. The mitochondrial results from Ashland
suggested coyote but they only used 1 coyote reference and I’m not sure if any of their wolf
references were from Canis lycaon (or from eastern Canada). Their nuclear DNA test suggested
coyote and Alaskan malamute. I did review these results with a geneticist from UVM who felt
their reference sizes were pretty low and suggested I ask for log likelihood scores…. They were
not able to supply me with this information. I have yet to hear from Wilson.” “Anyway, you can
see why we are still holding off regarding the labeling of this animal.” We, the petitioners,
encourage additional DNA analyses of this animal and we maintain that the animal was a wolf,
consistent with the aforementioned legal precedent for wolves in the Western Great Lakes DPS
and known morphometric ranges for wolves.

Endnote 2 - On or about October 1, 2006, Charles L. Hammond of Newport Center, Vermont
shot and killed a 91-pound male wolf in North Troy, Vermont. The animal was killed within
twenty miles of a wolf pack that was being monitored by “wildlife workers” in Quebec, just
north of the Vermont border (Harrigan 2005). We know of no evidence that the Vermont Fish &
Wildlife Department, the USFWS, or the government of Quebec took actions to protect these
animals. According to the Veterinary Medical Examination Report dated June 29, 2007, “The
large canid carcass is a gray wolf according to both morphological and genetic studies.”
Furthermore, according to a September 18, 2007 email from Dr. Roland Kays of the New York
State Museum, this animal had “…the exact same mtDNA sequence…” as the the wolf killed by
Russell Lawrence in 2001. The fact that both animals had the same mtDNA sequence may be
evidence of a breeding population of wolves south of the St. Lawrence River. On October 9,
2007, the Vermont Agency of Natural Resources issued a press release which falsely claimed
that, “The lab concluded that this animal was of captive origin.” In fact, the National Fish and
Wildlife Forensics Laboratory concluded in its June 27, 2007, Genetics Examination Report that
this “…male gray wolf is most likely of domestic origin.” A cover letter from the laboratory
dated June 29, 2007, stated that, “…the animal is a gray wolf but perhaps from a domesticated
origin.” The Vermont press release made no mention of the mtDNA match of the Vermont wolf
with the 2001 New York wolf. It also made no mention of the October 5, 2006, email from
Canadian Field Research Scientist Brent Patterson of Ontario’s Trent University that the face of
the animal had “clear features of eastern wolves (but the over-all size and mass more typical of
gray wolves).” The June 27, 2007 Genetics Examination Report from the Service stated that the
mtDNA sequence was “…identical to the mtDNA of gray wolf reference standards found…in
the western Great Lakes States DPS….” It also stated that the “…STR genotype…is most similar
to gray wolf reference standards from the northern Rocky Mountain DPS” and that the
“…Y-STR haplotype…is similar to that observed among gray wolves from…the Western Great
Lakes DPS…(h)owever, the…haplotype is unique and has not been observed in our database.”
We question and challenge any opinion/conclusion that this animal was “most likely of domestic



origin” given its morphology, DNA, and diet (whitetailed deer) and we disagree with this
opinion, given the animal’s matrilineal relationship to the wolf killed in New York in 2001. As
noted in the Service’s Report of Investigation, INV #: 2006505308 Report #3, “If the animal is
determined to be a wolf it seems unlikely under the circumstances that federal prosecution would
be sought pursuant to United States v. McKittrick. The subject indicated (he) believed the animal
to be a coyote at the time (he) was pursuing it.” This is precisely why the commerce or taking of
coyotes and wolf/coyote hybrids needs to be regulated due to their similarity of appearance to
wolves, especially given the documented large body size of eastern coyotes (Way and Proietto
2005, Way 2007). Simply saying that you “thought the animal was a coyote” serves as a blank
check when it comes to killing wolves. Mr. Hammond was subsequently not prosecuted for
killing the animal. The McKittrick Instruction itself needs to be re-visited. It mistakenly requires
that the killer of an endangered species must have known its biological identity before
prosecution can take place.

Endnote 3 – In the Fall of 2013, a 78-pound canid was killed in North Hero, Vermont by Ray
Beavolin.  The Vermont Fish and Wildlife Department sent tissue samples of this animal to
Northeastern Wildlife Genetics, Inc. of Fairfax, Vermont.  Only the animal’s mitochondrial DNA
was analyzed.  Further analysis is required to determine the identity of the animal.
Morphologically eastern coyotes weigh between 30-50lbs and 78-pound coyote is highly
unlikely.  (See attachment of report from Northeastern Wildlife Genetics, Inc.)

Endnote 4 -
https://vtdigger.org/2022/07/26/dna-test-identifies-wolf-in-new-york-raises-questions-about-pres
ence-of-population-in-northeast/

Endnote 5 -
https://www.biologicaldiversity.org/campaigns/gray_wolves/pdfs/Wolf-National-Recovery-Plan-
Status-Review-Complaint-11-28-2022.pdf

Endnote 6 - ESApetition2009final.pdf (easterncoyoteresearch.com)

https://vtdigger.org/2022/07/26/dna-test-identifies-wolf-in-new-york-raises-questions-about-presence-of-population-in-northeast/
https://vtdigger.org/2022/07/26/dna-test-identifies-wolf-in-new-york-raises-questions-about-presence-of-population-in-northeast/
https://www.biologicaldiversity.org/campaigns/gray_wolves/pdfs/Wolf-National-Recovery-Plan-Status-Review-Complaint-11-28-2022.pdf
https://www.biologicaldiversity.org/campaigns/gray_wolves/pdfs/Wolf-National-Recovery-Plan-Status-Review-Complaint-11-28-2022.pdf
http://www.easterncoyoteresearch.com/downloads/ESApetition2009final.pdf


We are seeking all agency records, from January 1, 2000, to the present date of this request,
within the agency and with any party or entity external to the agency regarding and relating to:

(1) any sightings or killings of canid species including eastern coyotes, wolves, and hybrids
that were reported to the Vermont Department of Fish and Wildlife (VT DFW) because of
large size, wolf like appearance, or thought or believed to be a wolf;

(2) any canid genetic samples taken by VT DFW as a result of these reports or agency field
surveys;

(3) VT DFW’s assessment of canid genetics within the state of Vermont, including but not
limited to the hybridization of eastern coyote populations with wolves

(4) any VT DFW scientific analyses, field studies, and modeling of potential population
recovery regarding wolf species.

“Records” refers to, but is not limited to, documents, correspondence (including, but not limited
to, inter and/or intra-agency correspondence as well as correspondence with entities or
individuals outside the state government), emails, letters, notes, recordings, telephone records,
voicemails, telephone notes, telephone logs, text messages, chat messages, minutes,
memoranda, comments, files, presentations, consultations, biological opinions, assessments,
species assessments, DNA analysis, genetic analysis, forensic analysis, evaluations,
schedules, papers published and/or unpublished, reports, studies, photographs and other
images, data (including raw data, GPS or GIS data, UTM, LiDAR, etc.), maps, and/or all other
responsive records, in draft or final form.

Please provide all records in a readily accessible, electronic .pdf format. “Readily accessible”
means text-searchable and OCR-formatted. We hereby request that you produce all records in
an electronic format and in their native file formats. Additionally, please provide the records in a
load-ready format with a CSV file index or Excel spreadsheet. If you produce files in .PDF
format, then please omit any “portfolios” or “embedded files.” Portfolios and embedded files
within files are not readily accessible. Please do not provide the records in a single, or
“batched,” .PDF file. We appreciate the inclusion of an index.

To the extent any of the requests are deemed burdensome, vague, or ambiguous, please feel
free to contact me, or have your attorney contact me, and I will be happy to discuss any such
issues in hopes of facilitating these requests. Thank you for your prompt consideration and
attention to this request. Please contact me if you need to discuss this request further.

Fee Waiver Requested. Project Coyote is a non-profit 501(c)(3) organization that disseminates
and uses information to advance the interests of animals through science, education, and
advocacy. Disclosure of the requested information is in the public interest and is not being
sought for commercial purposes. In the event that the fee waiver request is denied, please
inform me if the cost for searching or copying these records will exceed $50 before incurring
such costs; otherwise please forward an invoice to me for payment of the actual costs and we
will pay it promptly.

Public Records Act Request - Sent by Renee Seacor on August 28th, 2022



If you deny any or all of this request, please cite each specific exemption you rely upon to justify
the refusal to release the information and notify me of the appeal procedures available to
Project Coyote under the law.

To the extent any of the requests are deemed burdensome, vague, or ambiguous, please feel
free to contact me, or have your attorney contact me, and I will be happy to discuss any such
issues in hopes of facilitating these requests.

Thank you for your prompt consideration and attention to this request. Please contact me if you
need to discuss this request further.













May 16, 2022 

Re: Trapping rule changes per S.201  

 

To Chairman Beibel, members of the Vermont Fish & Wildlife Board, and Commissioner Herrick: 

VWC did not support or oppose this bill. Our general support of hunting does not extend to 
trapping in Vermont because trapping is almost unavoidably cruel and, in our view, has little if 
any ecological or societal benefit here. While the AFWA’s BMPs and efforts coming out of this 
new law to make trapping more humane may make marginal improvements in animal welfare, 
it is hard to imagine how body-gripping, drowning, and foothold traps can ever be made simply 
humane as directed in Section 1 a. (2): “criteria for adjusting or maintaining trapping devices so 

that they operate correctly and humanely;”  

Obviously, eliminating all cruelty is not possible, life is commonly cruel, and trapping can have 
specific and narrow applications in conservation, research, and public safety. However, we 
cannot countenance the cruelties of trapping when, as is often the case in Vermont, it amounts 
to little more than a hobby, thin rationalizations of how it serves conservation etc. 
notwithstanding. 

From VWC’s perspective, the goal of making trapping humane is well-intentioned but most 
likely doomed to frustration (see attached 2, pages 8 -14, times to unconsciousness for various 
species in different traps, none of which even approach humane). Others doubtlessly have other 
objections to S.201. However, all varied reservations aside, S.201 is what we all must work with. 
To that end, in the spirit of more humane treatment, VWC respectfully asks that you consider: 

1. Eliminating drowning sets. Possibly the most evidence-backed, proven inhumane death 
is drowning. Ironic since drowning has often been (and still is) used as “euthanasia,” but 
the common and rationalizing myth of a peaceful death by carbon dioxide narcosis was 
thoroughly debunked in Ludders et. al. 1999. In brief, the CO2 concentration in the blood 
does not rise to the level necessary for narcosis until well after the animals (beavers, 
dogs, mink, otter etc.) become unconscious from hypoxia (oxygen depletion) – after a 
few to many minutes of suffering. As the authors wrote in their summary,  

“… the concept of euthanasia is independent of traditions and convenience … any 
technique that requires minutes rather than seconds to produce death can not be 
considered euthanasia.” Nor would VWC contend, humane.  

2. Restore the exclusion of traps within 10 feet of beaver lodge entrances. Prior to 2018, 
this exclusion was sometimes cited as an example of trappers’ concern and respect for 
beavers. It has also been contended that the adult, parent beavers were at less risk from 
traps than inexperienced juveniles. With those contentions in mind, it was surprising to 



read not only that the rule had been abolished, but the celebratory tone to the 
announcement from the FWD project leader in the 2018 Furbearers Newsletter. Given 
the previously touted merits of the exclusion and that a conibear 330 in the entrance of 
a beaver lodge puts all residents of the lodge at high risk, regardless of their age or 
experience (rather like shooting fish in a barrel), we ask you to restore the exclusion of 
traps within 10 feet of a lodge entrance.  

3. Return the end of the otter trapping season to February 28. None of the rationales for 
the season extension have borne out. The principal reason given in 2017 by the then 
Commissioner was animal welfare. It was contended that offsetting the triggers on 
Conibear 330s to lessen the chances of otters being caught during March while the 
beaver season continued past the end of the otter season, caused the traps to 
sometimes fire late and not catch beavers properly, causing them to drown. It was 
claimed by the Commissioner at the time (not Commissioner Herrick), that properly 
caught, beavers died of carbon dioxide narcosis. This claim has been debunked for over 
20 years. They nearly all drown or asphyxiate. The Department’s estimate of the 
number of extra otters that would be killed in March was off by an order of magnitude. 
These points were not addressed when we petitioned the Board on this same issue last 
year. Instead, our concerns were dismissed with the assurance that the otter population 
was not threatened by the extended season. That the original stated reasons for the 
season extension turned out to not be true were treated as irrelevant.  

Thank you, 

 

 

Robert Mullen 

Board Chair, Vermont Wildlife Coalition 

 

Attached: 

1. Ludders et. al. 1999 
2. IAFWA research summary on trap performance for developing BMPs to 

maximize animal welfare. 

 

 



666 DROWNING, EUTHANASIA, AND CARBON-DIOXIDE NARCOSIS 

Drowning is not euthanasia 

John W Ludders, Robert H. Schmidt, F Joshua Dein, 
and Patrice N. Klein 

Historically, there has been considerable discus- 
sion within the nuisance wildlife control and trap- 
ping communities as to whether drowning is a 
humane method for killing animals. The issue 
received more attention in 1993, when the 
American Veterinary Medical Association's Panel on 
Euthanasia reaffirmed its position that drowning is 
an unacceptable method (Andrews et al. 1993). For 
this article, we make a distinction between euthana- 

sia, a "good death" that occurs without pain or dis- 
tress (Andrews et al. 1993), and death due to killing 
by other methods. The central issue in this debate 
is whether drowning animals are rendered uncon- 
scious by great levels of carbon dioxide (CO2 car- 
bon-dioxide-induced narcosis) early in the drown- 

ing process and thus are insensitive to the distress 
and pain associated with drowning. 

Proponents of drowning cite an article by Gilbert 
and Gofton (1982) in which the authors stated that 

drowning animals die from carbon-dioxide-induced 
narcosis. However, Gilbert and Gofton (1982) did 
not report any information on levels of carbon 
dioxide in blood, which is needed before a deter- 
mination can be made about the acceptability of 

drowning as a method of euthanasia. We wish to 
introduce and clarify information concerning 
effects of carbon dioxide that have been absent in 
the debate on drowning. 

In their laboratory investigations, Gilbert and 
Gofton (1982) determined time to death by drown- 

ing in mink (Mustela vison), muskrat (Ondatra 
zibethica), and beaver (Castor canadensis). 
Readings of the electrical activity of the brain (elec- 
troencephalograph, EEG) and of the heart (electro- 
cardiograph, ECG) were recorded from each animal 

during drowning, and time of death was taken to be 

the moment when electrical activity of the brain 
ceased (EEG signal became flat). On average, the 
EEG signal became flat in mink after 4 minutes, 37 
seconds; in muskrats after 4 minutes, 3 seconds; and 
in beaver after 9 minutes, 11 seconds. However, 
neither arterial nor venous blood samples were col- 
lected before, during, or after the animals drowned, 
so the partial pressures of carbon dioxide (PCO2) 
or oxygen (PO2) in blood from these animals were 
not measured. The authors stated that "[d]eath by 
CO2 induced narcosis (submersion asphyxia) was 
evident in beaver, about 50% of muskrats, but 'wet' 

drowning (defined below) occurred in mink" 

(Gilbert and Gofton 1982:835). A review article 
written by Timperman (1972) was referenced to 
corroborate their conclusion. Timperman's (1972) 
paper discussed the forensic diagnosis of drowning 
through identification of diatoms in the lungs of 
victims. The author mentioned that carbon-dioxide- 
induced narcosis could be a possible cause of death 

during drowning, but he also acknowledged that 
death could be from anoxia. However, he did not 

provide substantiating data, such as blood gas analy- 
ses, to support either factor as the cause of death by 
drowning. 

Proponents of drowning make a distinction 
between "wet" or "dry" drowning, the former occur- 

ring when water enters the lungs and the latter 
when the lungs remain relatively dry. To some, 
"dry" drowning implies that because the animal 
does not inhale water, then death is from CO2- 
induced narcosis, although this is most likely incor- 
rect. According to reports of incidents involving 
human drownings, 2 events may occur following 
submersion: 1) during the ensuing panic and strug- 
gle, water is swallowed and aspiration occurs in 
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85% of the victims, which leads to "wet" drowning, 
i.e., the lungs fill with water (Newman and Stewart 

1995) and hypoxia and cardiac arrest occur rapidly, 
the latter probably because the vagal nerve, in 

response to water contacting the mucous mem- 
branes of the larynx or trachea, causes a reflex 

slowing and arrest of the heart (Suzuki 1996); or 2) 
during drowning, the act of swallowing water may 
lead to laryngospasm (an involuntary closure of the 

glottis or entrance to the airway), thus sealing the 

airway and preventing water from being aspirated 
into the lungs (Yagil et al. 1983, Suzuki 1996). 
Approximately 15% of human drowning victims 

experience "dry" drowning, in which the lungs 
remain relatively free of water (Newman and 
Stewart 1995). Hypoxia and cardiac arrest develop, 
but often this process is protracted compared to 
the victims experiencing "wet" drowning. In fact, 
current research strongly suggests that death 
occurs more rapidly when water is inhaled because 
it initiates a reflex vagal inhibition of the heart 

(Suzuki 1996). Thus, a longer period of conscious- 
ness may be associated with "dry" drowning than 
with "wet" drowning. The accumulated evidence 
(as discussed below) indicates that the cause of 
death during drowning is hypoxia and anoxia, not 

CO2-induced narcosis. 
Stedman's Medical Dictionary (1995:1176) 

defines narcosis as a "[g]eneral and nonspecific 
reversible depression of neuronal excitability, pro- 
duced by a number of physical and chemical 

agents, usually resulting in stupor rather than in 
anesthesia." Hypercarbia, or an excess of carbon 
dioxide (CO2) in blood, can cause narcosis. In ani- 

mals, CO2 is a normal byproduct of oxygen (02) 
metabolism, and it is eliminated from the body 
through the lungs and the process of pulmonary 
ventilation (Guyton 1991). The relationship of CO2 

production to 02 utilization is-expressed as the res- 

piratory exchange ratio, generally accepted to be 
around 0.8; it indicates that in general, less CO2 is 

produced for a given amount of metabolized 02 
(Guyton 1991). 

Several studies, involving numerous animal 

species in which blood gases were measured, indi- 
cate that carbon-dioxide narcosis does not occur 
until the partial pressure of carbon dioxide in arte- 
rial blood (PaCO2) exceeds 95 millimeters of mer- 

cury (mm Hg) and true anesthesia occurs only 
when PaCO2 exceeds 200 mm Hg. For example, 
laboratory rats exposed to 100% CO2 at various 
chamber fill rates started to show evidence of CO2 

narcosis (they became uncoordinated) after PaCO2 
exceeded 123 mm Hg (Hewett et al. 1993). The 
same rats became immobile only after PaCO2 
exceeded 212 mm Hg, and they finally lost the 

pedal reflex to painful stimulation (toe pinch) after 

PaCO2 exceeded 332 mm Hg (Hewett et al. 1993). 
A study of the narcotic properties of carbon diox- 

ide in dogs sheds more light on the issue of CO2- 
induced narcosis (Eisele et al. 1967). In this study, 
the narcotic and anesthetic properties of CO2 were 
determined in 2 ways: 1) by determining the MAC 

(the minimum alveolar concentration of an inhalant 
anesthetic that prevents purposeful movement by 
an animal exposed to a painful stimulus) for the 
inhalant anesthetic halothane (2-bromo-2-chloro- 
1,1,1-trifluoroethane), and then, in a step-wise man- 

ner, replacing the halothane with CO2 while main- 

taining a constant plane of anesthesia; and 2) by 
administering only CO2 to dogs and recording the 

PaCO2 when each dog was anesthetized and unre- 

sponsive to a painful stimulus. The results indicat- 
ed that increasing levels of PaCO2 above 95 mm Hg 
were increasingly narcotic. At a PaCO2 of 95 mm 

Hg the narcotic effect of CO2 was minimal as it 
reduced the MAC of halothane by only 0.08%. In 
this study, anesthesia was produced at an average 
PaCO2 of 222 mm Hg. 

Drowning animals, of course, are not breathing 
100% C02, let alone air; in fact, they are not breath- 

ing at all. Because the drowning animal cannot 

breathe, it uses all of the 02 available in its blood, 
and CO2 accumulates because of oxygen metabo- 
lism. As previously noted, the respiratory exchange 
ratio indicates that the rate of 02 utilization is 

greater than the rate of CO2 production (Guyton 
1991), and this fact is demonstrated by numerous 
animal studies. In dogs that were drowned with 
either cold salt water (CSW) or cold fresh water 

(CFW), PaCO2 increased significantly, but after 10 
minutes of immersion it never exceeded 64.8?4.9 
mm Hg in either group (Conn et al. 1995). 
However, PaO2 significantly decreased in both 

groups; after 4 minutes of immersion, PaO2 was 
16.4?1.5 mm Hg in the CFW group and 18.8?21.6 
mm Hg in the CSW group, and after 10 minutes of 
immersion it was 9.6?3.8 and 8.8+1.9 in the CFW 
and CSW groups, respectively. Similar results were 
found in another study involving anesthetized, intu- 
bated dogs that inhaled a fixed quantity (20 ml/kg) 
of fresh water (Rai et al. 1980). Prior to inhaling 
water, the PaO2 and PaCO2 were 100 mm Hg and 
35 mm Hg, respectively. Five minutes after inhaling 
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water, the PaO2 and PaCO2 were 35 mm Hg and 52 
mm Hg, respectively. During 40 minutes of obser- 

vation, PaCO2 never exceeded 60+0.5 mm Hg 
(mean + SEM) and the PaO2 did not exceed 47+5.5 
mm Hg. The results from these 2 studies show that 

PaCO2 levels were well below those necessary to 
induce CO2 narcosis and that the dogs were hypox- 
emic (inadequate oxygen in blood). 

In a study that measured cerebral blood flow and 
arterial blood gases in ducks (Anas platyrhynchos) 
held under water for more than 4 minutes, the 

average PaO2 was 52 mm Hg (minimum recorded 
was 37 mm Hg) at 4.61 minutes, while the average 
PaCO2 was 51 mm Hg (Stephenson et al. 1994). 
These numbers indicate that the ducks were 

hypoxemic and hypercarbic and that PaCO2 was 
not at levels known to produce narcosis. However, 
PaO2 had decreased to hypoxemic levels, and had 
the ducks not been killed by decapitation, the PaO2 
would have continued to decrease to levels incom- 

patible with life, i.e., the ducks would have died 
from anoxic asphyxiation. 

A study in which blood gases were measured in 
beaver during submersion sheds more light on the 

drowning issue, especially as it relates to furbear- 
ers. After venous and arterial catheterization to 

sample blood, European beaver (Castor fiber) were 

forcefully submerged in water for up to 10 minutes 

(Clausen and Ersland 1970). From the authors' fig- 
ures, the following conclusions can be drawn. 

Throughout the period of submersion, PaCO2 
increased but never exceeded 100 mm Hg; it took 
7.5 minutes of submersion before PaCO2 exceeded 
95 mm Hg. The PaO2 rapidly decreased during the 
first 7 minutes of submersion, but both PaO2 and 
arterial hemoglobin saturation with oxygen were at 

hypoxemic levels (PaO2<50 mm Hg and satura- 

tion<50%) within 5 minutes from the start of sub- 
mersion. Thus the beavers were hypoxemic 2-3 
minutes before PaCO2 reached 95 mm Hg. 

The method by which great CO2 concentrations 
kill animals is anesthesia-induced respiratory arrest 
and the ensuing tissue hypoxia-anoxia (Mullenax 
and Dougherty 1963,Andrews et al. 1993). In fact, 
the time to death is prolonged when oxygen is used 
with CO2. When a gas mixture consisting of 

approximately 70% CO2, 24% N2 and 6% 02 was 
used to kill mink, for example, the 5 test animals 
survived for at least 15 minutes in the gas mixture 
(Hansen et al. 1991). One animal died 6 minutes 
after being removed from the gas mixture, but the 
4 other animals fully recovered. 

The preceding evidence demonstrates that in 
drowning animals, hypercarbia lags behind hypoxia 
and anoxia and that drowning animals die from 
hypoxia and anoxia. All of this suggests that drown- 
ing animals experience hypoxemia-induced dis- 
comfort and distress before CO2 narcosis occurs, if 
narcosis occurs at all. This raises the question: do 
animals experience distress during drowning? For 
the following reasons, we believe that the answer is 
yes. The classic stress response consists of changes 
in heart rate and increases in blood pressures and 
circulating blood levels of epinephrine and norepi- 
nephrine and other stress-related hormones 
(Moberg 1985). In rats breathing 100% CO2 (CO2 
anoxia), plasma norepinephrine increased signifi- 
cantly and was released from the sympathetic nerv- 
ous system and not the adrenal medulla (Borovsky 
et al. 1998). The authors concluded that the 
response was mainly from hypoxia, not from CO2 
in and of itself (Borovsky et al. 1998). 

In a model of asphyxia in which rats were stran- 
gled (anoxic asphyxia), mean serum norepineph- 
rine and epinephrine concentrations were signifi- 
cantly greater in the strangled group compared to 
the non-strangled group (norepinephrine=5.4+2.6 
ng/mL vs. 2.8+0.1 ng/mL, P<0.001 and epineph- 
rine=6.0+3.4 ng/mL vs. 3.8+3.0 ng/mL, P<0.05; 
Hirvonen et al. 1997). The author concluded that 
the data supported the idea that catecholamine 
concentrations increased in blood upon suffocation 
and could be used as indicators of hypoxia 
(Hirvonen et al. 1997). 

In dogs that were drowned with either cold salt 
water (CSW) or cold fresh water (CFW), epineph- 
rine and norepinephrine concentrations (pg/mL) 
increased significantly after immersion and contin- 
ued to rise throughout the experimental period 
(Conn et al. 1995). Prior to immersion, epinephrine 
was 206?25 in the CFW group and 133?67 in the 
CSW group. After 10 minutes of immersion, it had 
risen to 174,650+1,750 in the CFW group and 
153,250+4,585 in the CSF group. Prior to immer- 
sion, norepinephrine was 224?46 in the CFW 
group and 374+182 in the CSW group, and by 10 
minutes it had reached 63,025?4,946 in the CFW 
group and 50,400+1,796 in the CSF group. The 
authors noted that though the greater values 
reported in their study could be partly attributed to 
sudden cold stress that has been described after 
cold-water immersion, a more important etiological 
factor is likely to be anoxic-ischemic stress pro- 
ducing a catecholamine surge (Conn et al. 1995). 
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Thus, the accumulated data indicate that hypoxia- 
anoxia readily elicit the stress response in a variety 
of animal species. 

To summarize, data from several studies and a 

variety of animal species indicate that CO2 can 

produce narcosis, but only at partial pressures in 
arterial blood exceeding 95 mm Hg. Furthermore, 
data from rats and dogs suggest that a level of CO2- 
induced narcosis sufficient to render an animal 
insensible to the discomfort, anxiety, and stress 
associated with hypoxemia is probably above 123 
mm Hg; true C02-induced anesthesia, and thus 

insensibility, does not occur until PaCO2 exceeds 
200 mm Hg. 

We recognize that drowning has been a tradi- 
tional wildlife management technique, especially 
for trapping aquatic mammals such as beaver, 
muskrat, nutria (Myocastor coypus), mink, and river 
otters (Lontra canadensis). In some states, trap- 
pers have been encouraged to drown non-aquatic 
mammals captured in cage traps, including rac- 
coons (Procyon lotor), striped skunks (Mephitis 
mephitis), and opossums (Didelphis virginiana). 
Drowning is a method of killing animals that is con- 
venient for humans. However, the concept of 
euthanasia is independent of traditions and con- 

venience, and drowning can not be considered 
euthanasia. As we noted at the beginning of this 

article, euthanasia is a "good death" that occurs 
without pain or distress. Time is an important ele- 
ment in euthanasia, and any technique that requires 
minutes rather than seconds to produce death can 
not be considered euthanasia. We encourage 
wildlife administrators, researchers, animal care and 
use committees, managers, and trappers to consid- 
er these findings as they develop wildlife euthana- 
sia technique guidelines and Best Management 
Practices for Trapping (Proulx and Barrett 1989, 
Friend et al. 1994, Hamilton et al. 1998). 
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From: Bradley Ferland
To: Mike Covey
Cc: ANR.FWBoard@list.vermont.gov
Subject: Re: [ANR.FWBoard] Petition to regulate the hunting of coyotes with hounds
Date: Thursday, May 5, 2022 8:47:19 AM
Attachments: ATT00001.txt

EXTERNAL SENDER: Do not open attachments or click on links unless you recognize
and trust the sender.
Thank you Mike. Please consider this request received.

Brad Ferland
Caledonia County 

On Wed, May 4, 2022 at 5:17 PM Mike Covey <mcovey802@gmail.com> wrote:
Hello Members of the Fish and Wildlife Board,

I am writing to petition you to regulate the use of hounds for the hunting of coyotes. We feel
this is a valuable practice, but we do see the need for regulation. We look forward to helping
you facilitate the development of thoughtful rules surrounding this practice.

My Best Regards,

Mike Covey
Executive Director 
Vermont Traditions Coalition 
(802) 461-3786
_______________________________________________
ANR.FWBoard mailing list
ANR.FWBoard@list.vermont.gov
https://list.vermont.gov/mailman/listinfo/anr.fwboard
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March 22, 2022 
Re: Petition for a regulated coyote hunting season  

Dear Chairman Biebel, 
This petition and supporting data will serve as follow up on testimony on 
January 19, 2022 before the House Committee on Natural Resources, Fish 
and Wildlife from VT Fish & Wildlife Department (FWD), Commissioner 
Herrick and Furbearer Biologist Kim Royar regarding H.411, a bill seeking 
to address wanton waste of wildlife in Vermont. The bill was written in part 
to address the concerns of a retired game warden with 25 years of 
experience. In 2018, he submitted a petition in the form of an email to the 
Fish & Wildlife Board (FWB) asking for a ban on wanton waste, but the 
Board failed to act. The warden showed graphic evidence of wanton waste, 
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specifically involving coyotes and also referenced the wanton waste he 
witnessed of deer, bear and turkey. Since the FWB took no action, the 
issue was brought to the legislature and after three years of efforts by 
multiple parties, a wanton waste bill was voted out of committee and has 
since been passed by the full House.  

The current bill language includes a carve out exempting coyotes that are 
hunted, at the behest of Commissioner Herrick and a minority of members 
in the committee who felt that including coyotes would be creating a de 
facto season. Commissioner Herrick, along with Ms. Royar, spoke very 
specifically that the committee was not the appropriate venue to address a 
season on coyotes. Chair Sheldon agreed and indicated that such authority 
was indeed granted to the FWB. Commissioner Herrick stated that any 
discussion around a season needed due deliberation, and that such 
a discussion would merit our time and  

effort. His comment about a coyote season, "Let's have that discussion," 
couldn't have been any clearer. Biologist Royar indicated that she, too, 
supported a robust and respectful conversation around the establishment 
of a coyote season.  

Therefore, this letter will serve as a direct follow up of Commissioner 
Herrick's and Ms. Royar's support for that discussion to begin. And in order 
to formally expedite that discussion, we have prepared this petition on 
behalf of our 5,500 + followers from across the state to establish  

a regulated season on coyotes that takes pup rearing into consideration. I 
am copying members of the House Natural Resources, Fish and Wildlife 
Committee and the Senate Committee on Natural Resources because of 
their interest in this issue, as expressed during this legislative session. 
Because of the substantive legislative interest in this issue we would 
respectfully ask that the FWB reply to the petition and include a written 
commentary in support of whatever position it takes that addresses each of 
the points we raise. This commentary will serve to update legislators and 
guide future steps and decision-making if necessary. 

FWD would likely agree with this statement:  

Lethal attempts at coyote control don’t work.  

Approximately 2/3 of coyotes live in packs. 1/3 roam, waiting for an 
opportunity to join a pack. A stable pack consists of a monogamous 
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breeding pair that only mates once a year. Other pack members do not 
breed. The self-regulated pack requires about 4-8 miles, which it guards 
against other coyotes. Left to their own, coyotes self-regulate. The 
majority of females don’t ever breed!  

Indiscriminate killing of a breeding male or female, forces the mate to 
leave to find a new mate. A roamer (or disperser) comes in and breeds 
with as many females as he can causing a 'burst' in the local population. 
This means MORE coyotes on the landscape.  

Without the leadership of the alpha pack members, the other pack 
members are likely unskilled at hunting and may cause problems with 
humans where there weren’t any before.  

The current open season is not rooted in sound science.  

VCC’s Petition: We request that Vermont establish a regulated 
coyote hunting season from October 1st – December 31st. This 
season would allow for a recreational hunting opportunity and 
optimizes utilization of the animals killed.  

We believe there is more than ample data and reason to establish a season 
at this time as follows:  

1. FWD supports the initiation of a coyote season discussion  

Commissioner Herrick and Biologist Royar have testified that we should 
begin the conversation about establishing a season on coyotes and the 
FWB is the venue for this process.  

2. Long Standing Evidence of Wanton Waste  

A retired Vermont state game warden's 25 years of experience and first-
hand account of the wanton waste of coyotes objectively establishes that 
Vermont has a long-standing problem that has not been addressed by FWD 
or FWB. The longer we fail to address this situation, the greater spread of 
the subculture of hunters who kill solely for the sake of killing, often by 
using bait piles. Not only is this antithetical to sound science, but it also 
violates all standards of ethical hunting practices and damages the overall 
image of hunting. We believe further that the FWB, as the arbiters of 
Vermont’s public policy on game, have a duty to address and correct this 
wasteful behavior that is not rooted in sound science and fundamentally is 
contrary to ecological principles.  
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3. Damage to the Standing of Vermont ‘s Wildlife Governance 
Infrastructure  

The failure to address this long-standing issue undermines the credibility of 
Vermont's wildlife governance infrastructure and erodes public confidence 
in our conservation stewards. Further, the state- sanctioned wanton killing 
of a public “resource” simply for the sake of killing, is at odds with Fish & 
Wildlife’s duty to protect and conserve wildlife—to include coyotes—under 
title 10 §4081.  

4. Contradictory and Confusing Public Policy  

Vermont's public policy towards coyotes is at best confusing and clearly 
paradoxical. On the one hand, FWD states the following on their website, 
"We believe, however, that coyotes are important members of the 
ecosystem and have evolved together with many of nature's existing prey 
species; Conservation of the coyote is important to maintaining ecosystem 
integrity because of the vital role they play as predators; Coyotes fill the 
role of a natural predator, a role that is important for maintaining the 
dynamics and health of our ecosystems." These statements reflect an 
ecological and scientific understanding of the species. However, at the 
same time, FWD references the ecological benefits of coyotes, they and the 
FWB have established a public policy of treating coyotes as vermin in that 
they may be killed year-round, day and night, with or without dogs, with 
the use of bait, and with the use of high-tech weaponry, including thermal 
scopes for night hunting and game- calling devices.  

It is ecologically and intellectually impossible to hold those opposing views 
at the same time, yet this tortured logic serves as the public policy FWD 
has endorsed. The FWB now has an opportunity to address FWD’s "split 
personality" public policy muddle by establishing a season consistent with 
how we manage other game species. It’s time for the double standard to 
end.  

5. State Sanctioned Violations of the North American Model Wildlife 
Conservation as Public Policy  

The FWB’s current policy on coyotes is a clear violation of at least one 
principle of the North American Model of Wildlife Conservation (NAM), 
which establishes the following value: Wildlife can only be killed for a 
legitimate purpose. It should be noted that FWD’s report to the 
legislature on coyotes in January, 2018, stated that current public policy 
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treating coyotes as vermin, did not violate NAM, yet the Department 
offered no data on what legitimate purpose was served in the public policy 
of sanctioning the wanton waste of coyotes. Digging deeper into this issue, 
we find that the Department has an extreme institutional bias favoring 
ungulates (89%) over carnivores (11%) as documented in an internal 
survey (https://content.warnercnr.colostate.edu/AWV/VT-
AgencyCultureMemo.pdf) This extreme institutional bias is reflected in 
the Department’s support for the wanton waste of Vermont’s apex 
predator, a position that cannot be supported by science yet is fully 
supported by the documented political agenda of FWD. We find the FWB 
and FWD’s support of this gross disrespect for the coyote an abject failure 
of our wildlife governance standards in putting politics above science. 

6. Board Policy that Chooses Wildlife Winners and Losers  

Establishing a season would serve to change the message that coyotes are 
a "bad" species while deer are a "good" species. This emotional basis for 
establishing attitudes towards wildlife has no place in sound ecological 
science. An established season would help defuse the emotional and 
irrational basis for considering coyotes "bad." Along with the notion that 
coyotes are a bad species, is a belief out there that coyotes are an invasive 
species. This notion, too, is not based on an understanding of ecology, 
natural systems, or species range expansions and contractions. If coyotes 
are invasive, then so too are cardinals, Carolina wrens, opossums, and 
black vultures, to name a few. Public policy solely established on the basis 
of emotions is bad public policy. The FWB can serve to reinforce rational 
and science-based understanding of species like the coyote. Shouldn't that 
be one of your important jobs to take steps to undermine the mythology 
held by the subculture within the hunting community?  

7. The Other Big Lie: Coyotes impact Deer Populations  

Establishing a season would also address the other big myth around coyote 
impacts on deer populations. FWD states the following on their website, 
"We are not aware of any scientific evidence from studies done in the 
Northeast that indicate coyotes either control or limit the numbers of deer. 
Although coyotes and people, both predators, do vie for deer and other 
prey, in almost all cases, study results suggest that coyotes have no long 
term negative impact on these populations.” Changing public policy is the 
most effective step we can take. All the education programs won’t impact 
attitudes when public policy condones the idea of coyotes as vermin.  
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8. The Folly of Too Many Coyotes  

It should also be noted that the Department states, "....coyotes are density 
dependent breeder. As the number of coyotes in an area decreases, their 
reproductive rates increase. Coyote control efforts are therefore often 
unsuccessful because they tend to stimulate reproduction."  

(https://vtfishandwildlife.com/learn-more/vermont-
critters/mammals/coyote). If our concern is too many coyotes, establishing 
a season would actually help to reduce the disruption of packs, dampen 
reproduction and stabilize or reduce the population. Establishing a season 
on coyotes would impact the notion that actively seeking out and killing 
coyotes is somehow a good deed. Obviously science does not support that 
subculture mythology. You can read more from Project Coyote’s carnivore 
biologist here. 

 

9. Perceived Threats to Humans  

One of the justifications for the current public policy is that a 
365/day/night season is that such a season creates a wariness in coyotes 
thus helping to reduce negative interactions with humans. This is not 
supported by any independent peer review science. Randomly killing 
coyotes does nothing to instill fear. As well- respected coyote expert, and 
former sheep farmer, Chris Schadler has said, “A dead coyote learns 
nothing.”  

If there is a specific coyote that is causing problems, then the law already 
allows the public to kill coyotes under title 10 §4828. Prevention — not 
killing — is the best method for minimizing conflicts with wildlife in both 
urban and rural settings. Eliminating access to easy food sources, such as 
bird seed and garbage, supervising pets while outside, and keeping cats 
indoors reduces conflicts with pets and humans. Practicing good animal 
husbandry and using strategic, nonlethal methods to protect livestock 
(such as electric fences, guard animals, fladry, and removing dead 
livestock) are more effective than lethal control at preventing conflicts and 
reducing associated costs over time.  

And to play devil’s advocate, even if FWD’s position was accurate, a limited 
hunting season would still accomplish the purpose of “keeping coyotes 
wary of people.” In short, coyotes may become problematic when they are 
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habituated to people and that can be solved by prevention and also by 
killing problem coyotes under title 10 §4828.  

10. A Very, Very Low Bar Justifying An Open Session  

FWD’s justification for the 365 day/night season is that the population is 
not at risk so allowing an open season will not impact population. Is that 
the standard of wildlife professionals at FWD for managing wildlife now?  

11. Coyote Killing Contests  

FWD’s report to the legislature stated this, “Unlike its counterparts in some 
states, Vermont’s Fish and Wildlife Department does not sponsor or 
promote or encourage coyote hunting tournaments and we do not believe 
that such short-term hunts will have any measurable impact on prey such 
as deer.” Vermont now has a law prohibiting coyote killing contests, yet 
FWD took no position on the bill when actually standing up for its beliefs 
would have mattered. We find FWD’s documented inconsistency a distinct 
revelation that its political agenda is always paramount.  

 

12. Wildlife Congress-Building Bridges  

FWD’s coyote report to the legislature stated the following, “Therefore, 
bringing disparate groups together to work on common threats is critical to 
our future. To that end, the Department has sponsored two “Wildlife 
Congresses” in an attempt to find and agree on common issues that can be 
tackled together to maintain wildlife populations into the future.” We 
applaud the FWD for sponsoring this attempt at building bridges between 
groups that see wildlife in starkly different ways. The second Wildlife 
Congress resulted in the establishment of a working group to wrestle with 
the issues of finding common ground. Regretfully, FWD failed to nominate 
a representative from staff to serve on the working group causing the 
group to dissolve having never met even once.  

13. Valuing the role of Predators  

The following statement is in FWD’s coyote report to the legislature, 
“Regardless, the Department values the role predators play in maintaining 
healthy and dynamic ecosystems and endeavors to promote management 
strategies for these species, including coyotes, that foster a broad public 
understanding of, and appreciation for, their intrinsic values while ensuring 
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the sustainability and health of their populations.” We applaud this 
clear ecologically based statement very much, on the mark. But once 
again, it is impossible to embrace that statement while embracing public 
policy that treats Vermont’s apex predator as vermin. No one can square 
that circle.

Thank you for your consideration of this petition and the background in 
support of it. 

Jane Fitzwilliam 

Coalition Lead 

http://vermontcoyote.org 

Putney VT 802.376.9449 

Link to DFW Coyote Report to legislature

https://vtfishandwildlife.com/sites/fishandwildlife/files/documents/Hunt/tra
pping/Vermont%20Coyote%20Population%20Report%20to%20Legislature
-2018.pdf



Commissioner Herrick and members of the Fish and Wildlife Board,  
 
The Vermont Trappers Association (VTA) encourages that specific criteria be adopted for the 
design of foothold traps when trapping terrestrial furbearers in Vermont. All of the research 
partners chosen in Vermont to test the different restraining devices used as part of the Northeast 
Best Management Practices (BMP) program were members of the VTA, so we are very familiar 
with the devices tested and the process of testing them. These suggestions are an amalgam of 
both experience developing the BMPs and several decades (perhaps centuries) of collective 
experience in the field, and we are confident that these are the best features to ensure the welfare 
of trapped animals. 
 
A wide variety of devices were tested in this thirty-year research project, however, not every 
device in current use was available at that time. For that reason, the VTA cannot endorse one 
brand of trap over another just because it was tested, but we can reliably endorse certain features 
that are proven to improve animal welfare. It is the position of the VTA that any device from any 
manufacturer should be approved for use so long as it has been manufactured with, or modified 
to include, the following features.  
 
On behalf of the Vermont Trappers Association, I would like to submit a petition to the Fish and 
Wildlife Board that foothold traps set on land require the following:  
 
1) Jaws are padded, off-set, laminated, or have jaws with a minimum thickness of 5/16”.  
 
2) Base plates feature a center chain attachment. 
 
3) The trap can be adjusted for pan tension. 
 
4) There are at least two swiveling devices in the chain. 
 
5) An anchored trap has a minimum of 12” and a maximum of 18” of chain from the point where 
it exits the ground once an animal is caught.   
 
6) No foothold trap shall be set on land with a spread of more than 6-1/4 inches as measured 
inside the jaws.  
 
If you have any questions or would like to discuss this further, please feel free to contact me via 
email or at (914) 610-0650. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 

 
 
Bruce Martin 
VTA Vice-President 
Montpelier, VT 
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