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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Colorado Parks and Wildlife initiated a stakeholder engagement process to explore
changes to the agency’s current management of furbearer species. CPW identified
individuals to participate in each of two separate focus groups, one composed of
representatives of agricultural producers and sportspersons (Group A), and one
composed of animal welfare and wildlife conservation advocates (Group B). CPW’s
charge to the facilitator was to engage each group in discussions about possible
changes to furbearer management and then make recommendations that balance the

different perspectives.

Both groups expressed a strong interest in furbearer management based in science and
data, though they interpret existing CPW data about these species differently. Both
groups identified four species as the highest priorities for management action: gray fox,
swift fox, ringtail, and marten (in addition to bobcat, which are already being actively
studied by CPW). Group B also identified coyote as a high priority for management
change, whereas Group A indicated that this species was not in need of management
change at all. The two groups’ perspectives also diverged on the bigger picture of
furbearer management in Colorado. Of particular note was the high, intrinsic value that
Group B placed on furbearers and their role in ecosystems and food webs, and the high
economic, cultural, and social importance that Group A placed on hunting and trapping
of furbearers. These and other differences are explored in greater detail in the pages
that follow.

Based on discussions with each group individually and both groups together, the
facilitator has prepared the following final recommendations for management and/or
policy change and hereby submits them to CPW staff for consideration. These are not
consensus recommendations from a stakeholder group, but rather ideas that were
developed and revised based on stakeholder discussions, ideas, and concerns.



RECOMMENDATION 1: EXPAND HUNTER AND TRAPPER EDUCATION

A.

Implement a one-time requirement for applicants for furbearer licenses and
furbearer harvest permits to watch a video or read printed material and answer
questions.

Include questions regarding humane hunting and trapping methods, reiterating
legal methods of chase and harvest, and encouraging maximum attention to
traps in extreme weather (heat and snow).

Clarify in all materials that this education requirement obligates only applicants
for avocational furbearer licenses and harvest permits, not nuisance control
professionals or landowners and their agents on private land, who are regulated
by the Colorado Department of Agriculture.

Phase in this requirement to allow for awareness to reach as many hunters and

trappers as possible and avoid violations.

RECOMMENDATION 2: INCREASE PUBLIC EDUCATION REGARDING

FURBEARERS

A. Establish a single and prominent location on CPW’s website for all information
related to furbearers and furbearer harvest.

B. Develop educational materials regarding furbearers, including their role in
ecosystems, the purpose of active management, etc.

C. Include information about humane harvest, with particular attention to trapping in
extreme weather.

D. Provide details on the difference between coyotes and young wolves to reduce
the risk of accidental harvest of federally protected wolves.

E. Establish a single place for public access to harvest information, population data
and surveys, etc.

F. Provide public information about how to avoid human-wildlife conflict.



RECOMMENDATION 3: SCHEDULE POPULATION SURVEYS FOR FURBEARER
SPECIES

A.

Develop and publish on CPW’s website a schedule for completion of population
surveys for the remaining ten furbearer populations not otherwise addressed in
these recommendations.

Complete these population surveys and provide updated information to CPW
leadership and the Parks and Wildlife Commission, as resources allow.

Post population surveys on the CPW website in the single, prominent location
developed under Recommendation 1, above.

RECOMMENDATION 4: IMPLEMENT MANDATORY CHECK AND SEALING FOR
THE FOUR PRIORITY SPECIES

A.

Implement mandatory check and sealing of the four priority species (swift fox,
gray fox, ringtails, and marten) within 5 days of the end of the season, similar to
the requirement that already exists for check and sealing of bobcats with similar
penalties.

Require additional harvest data at mandatory check presentation to CPW for
species population assessment, if/as needed.

Establish clear inspection and tagging guidance for landowners and wildlife-
control operators, due to the potential crossover impacts with nuisance harvest.
Phase implementation to allow for hunter/trapper education.

Use expanded harvest data to inform CPW'’s understanding of species

populations.

RECOMMENDATION 5: ESTABLISH ANNUAL HARVEST LIMITS FOR THE FOUR
PRIORITY SPECIES

A.

Implement annual, spatially constrained harvest limits for the four priority species
based on the best available science. Define spatial harvest limit distribution and
boundaries on a species-by-species basis.

Phase implementation of annual harvest limits to allow for hunter/trapper

education.



Ensure that the implementation of avocational harvest is clearly distinguished
from nuisance take under Title 35, due to the potential crossover impacts on
nuisance harvest.

Implement annual harvest limits for swift fox and marten right away, using
currently available population information. Gather necessary data to inform
harvest limits on gray fox and ringtails as quickly as possible.

Adjust subsequent years’ annual limits based on prior years’ harvest, as well as
ongoing scientific studies and population assessments, if needed to maintain
sustainable species populations.

Submit an annual harvest report to CPW leadership and the Colorado Parks and
Wildlife Commission. Post this information on the CPW website in the single,
prominent location developed in Recommendation 1 above.

Publish a proposed schedule for generating annual harvest limits for remaining
furbearer species, based on lessons learned from implementation of this
recommendation by 2028.

RECOMMENDATION 6: DEVELOP A COYOTE FRIENDLY COMMUNITIES

PROGRAM

A. Implement a new Coyote Friendly Community Program to encourage interested
communities in taking local, voluntary actions to better coexist with coyotes.

B. Provide information about what it means to be a Coyote Friendly Communities
and the process or requirements for becoming one, including engagement of
local government entities and community stakeholders.

C. Market this program on the CPW website and with partners and stakeholders.

RECOMMENDATION 7: RECONVENE FURBEARER STAKEHOLDERS

A.

B.
C.

Reconvene furbearer stakeholders to hear feedback on program implementation
and inform future years' management strategies.

Do this after at least one year of harvest limits and then regularly thereafter.
Invite stakeholder feedback on implementation and suggestions for improvement.



OVERVIEW

BACKGROUND

In May 2025, Colorado Parks and Wildlife hired Peak Facilitation Group to engage a
select group of stakeholders regarding potential changes to furbearer harvest policy.
Focus for the process was on sixteen furbearer species: badger, bobcat, coyote, gray
fox, long-tailed weasel, mink, muskrat, marten, opossum, raccoon, red fox, ringtails,
short-tailed weasel, striped skunk, swift fox, and western spotted skunk. Although
beavers are currently managed similarly to these species, changes to their
management are being explored separately. They were therefore excluded from
consideration and discussion in this process.

CPW identified stakeholders in two “focus groups” to participate in this process,
identified here as Group A and Group B. Group A included sportspersons who engage
in avocational furbearer hunting and trapping, as well as individuals from organizations
or businesses providing support services or policy advocacy for avocational furbearer
harvest, nuisance control professionals, and agricultural producers. Group B included
representatives from organizations advocating for animals, wildlife, and habitat

conservation.’

CPW originally designed this process to include separate consultations with each focus
group, with the facilitator learning the concerns and policy preferences from each group.
The facilitator met with each focus group twice, then, with the support of participants in
both groups and CPW staff, the remaining two engagements were joint meetings with

both focus groups in the same room.2 During their private meetings, each focus group

' Originally described as “sportspersons and agriculture” (Group A) and “advocates” (Group B), members
of both groups expressed dissatisfaction with these labels. After some discussion, focus group members
agreed to be referred to as Group A and Group B. A member of Group B volunteered to have this called
Group B; labels of A and B were not assigned by CPW or the facilitator.

2 CPW staff participated in all individual and joint focus group meetings. Staff answered clarifying
questions regarding CPW’s Furbearer Management Program but did not provide suggestions for changes
to current management.



identified the underlying interests that motivate or inform their policy preferences,
suggested potential furbearer policy ideas, and prioritized furbearer species for policy
attention. During the joint meetings, members of both groups looked for additional
crossover on their respective interest lists, asked questions of one another to better
understand their respective interests and values, and provided feedback on preliminary

recommendations developed by the facilitator.

For the purpose of this stakeholder process, “furbearers” In addition to these

refers to badger, bobcat, coyote, gray fox, long-tailed meetings, the facilitator
weasel, mink, muskrat, marten, opossum, raccoon, red
fox, ringtail, short-tailed weasel, striped skin, swift fox, and
western spotted skunk. Beaver, while considered
furbearers, were excluded from this process and are advisory group
being considered in a separate CPW planning effort.

also had the opportunity
to meet with a technical

consisting of CPW

Terrestrial staff and law enforcement, a representative from the Colorado Department of
Agriculture, and a representative from the US Department of Agriculture’s Animal and
Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS). Members of this group provided context and
feedback regarding implementation and enforcement of preliminary recommendations

shared by the facilitator.3

None of the discussions at the joint meetings, with the Technical Advisory Group, or the
facilitator’s conversations with CPW staff providing support for this process sought or
required consensus or agreement with other participants or with the facilitator’s

recommendations.

INTERVIEWS

Prior to convening any meetings, the facilitator conducted one-on-one interviews with
focus group candidates identified by CPW. The purpose of these interviews was
twofold: first, to learn more about each candidate’s perspectives and policy preferences
regarding furbearers, and second, to assess their openness to other ideas and points of
view. Based on the candidates’ responses, all but two candidates continued into the

3 Members of Group A, Group B, and the Technical Advisory Group are identified in Appendix A.



focus group process, with one candidate from each original group being excluded.
Additionally, one person from each group later declined to participate for logistical

reasons.

While each interview was unique, and each candidate expressed unique perspectives
and ideas, there were some common themes in the interview responses across both

groups:

e Interest in science-based policy making
o Need for improved and fact-based public information and education by CPW
o Alignment with the North American Model for Wildlife Conservation

o Challenges of enforcement

However, when asked about their best-case and worst-case scenarios for
recommendations emerging from this process, contrasting perspectives became clear.
Group A said that their best-case scenario was no change to existing furbearer
management. This group’s worst-case scenario included the complete loss of
avocational furbearer harvesting. Group B, by contrast, included an end to furbearer
harvesting in their best-case scenario. They said that their worst-case scenario was no

change to existing furbearer management.

Group A Group B

Best Case No change End to furbearer harvest

Worst Case | End to furbearer harvest | No change

However, upon further discussion, members of both focus groups offered some middle-
ground policy ideas, many of which served as the basis for the facilitator’s preliminary
ideas for recommendations. The complete list of themes from both focus groups’

interviews is available in Appendix B.



INTERESTS

At the first meeting with each focus group, focus group members identified their
individual interests related to furbearer management. Interests are the underlying
motivations (the “why”) behind the positions (the “what”) that stakeholders often present
in these types of discussions. Interest identification often demonstrates that
stakeholders from different “sides” or groups often have some shared interests, even if
they envision different policy or management approaches to address them. The
furbearer process was no exception. The Venn diagram in Appendix C provides the
complete list of interests identified by each group, including items that are conceptually
similar. As was noted during the interviews outlined above, a primary shared interest
was a commitment to science-based wildlife management. A desire to see furbearer
species and their respective habitats thrive also emerged as a shared interest.
Additionally, both groups expressed concern about decreasing habitat, and both placed
a high importance on the ethical treatment of furbearers.

Significant points of divergence surfaced as well, during both the interest identification
exercises and subsequent joint focus group discussion. Members of Group A highly
value self-sufficiency and living off the land, Colorado’s hunting heritage, and the ability
to get an economic return on the time, energy, and resources invested in hunting and
trapping. By contrast, members of Group B prioritize the intrinsic value of furbearer
species, the critical role furbearers play in food chains and ecosystems, and slowing or
reversing the decline of furbearer populations in Colorado that they believe to be

occurring.

While overlapping interests create substantial opportunities for convergence around
policy and management, both groups’ strong commitment to the diverging interests
makes it challenging. There are opportunities for mutual gain regarding data gathering,
science-based management, and public education. However, as was evidenced in the
interviews, some policy preferences are based on contradictory or mutually exclusive

interests and values.
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CONTEXTUAL COMPLEXITIES

Discussions about changes to existing management policies cannot occur in a vacuum.
There is an established statutory landscape that must be considered, particularly as the
scope of this engagement did not include recommendations for changes to statute.
Additionally, in order to fully consider any recommended changes to furbearer

management, it is critical to understand the current management regime.

Statutory Constraints

Colorado Revised Statute (C.R.S.) 33-1-106 provides authority to the Colorado Parks
and Wildlife Commission to regulate wildlife management, including the authority to
change harvest seasons, but only when an “investigation” demonstrates a biological

need to sustain the species or the ecosystem.

Authority to regulate taking, possession, and use of wildlife — rules

(1) In order to provide an adequate, flexible, and coordinated statewide
system of wildlife management and to maintain adequate and proper
populations of wildlife species, the commission shall have authority in
this state, by appropriate rules and regulations, to: (a) Determine under
what circumstances, when, in which localities, by what means, what sex
of, and in what amounts and numbers the wildlife of this state may be
taken and, further, to shorten, extend, or close seasons on any
species of wildlife in any specific locality or the entire state when it finds
after investigation that such action is necessary to assure
maintenance of adequate populations of wildlife or to preserve the
proper ecological balance of the environment.

(C.R.S 33-1-106; emphasis added.)

Simultaneously, C.R.S. 35-40-101 requires Colorado’s Commissioner of Agriculture to
control depredating species and their associated impact on agricultural production and
resources, including allowing for nuisance harvest of depredating species. It also allows
the Commissioner of Agriculture to adopt rules to control depredation, in consultation
with the Parks and Wildlife Commission.
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Powers and duties of the commissioner [of agriculture] - rules - agreements

(1) It is the duty of the commissioner to control depredating animals within the state
of Colorado to reduce economic losses to agricultural products or resources, except
as otherwise set forth in subsection (4) of this section. The commissioner has exclusive
jurisdiction, as described in this article, over the control of depredating animals.

(2) The commissioner may take such steps as are necessary to carry out this part 1,
including: (a) Adopting rules for the control of depredating animals, in consultation
with the parks and wildlife commission; (b) Establishing lethal and nonlethal methods
of controlling depredating animals; (c) Allowing state employees and owners of
agricultural products or resources and their families, employees, agents, and
identified designees to control depredating animals. Any bears or mountain lions
taken by identified designees shall remain the property of the state. The license
requirements of section 33-6-107 (9), C.R.S., shall not apply to this article; except that
the identified designee shall possess a small game or furbearer license. (d) Allowing
nonlethal methods or preventive activities such as the use of guard dogs and scaring
devices.

(3) When promulgating rules for the control of depredating animals, the commissioner
shall consider and encourage humane and effective methods of control.
(C.R.S. 33-40-101; emphasis added.)

These statutes constrain options for furbearer management and policy change to some
degree. C.R.S. 33-1-106 limits changes to harvest seasons as a mechanism for
reducing furbearer harvest, particularly in the absence of robust population data for
furbearer species or ecosystem-wide assessments. C.R.S 35-40-101 precludes
management or policy change that impacts nuisance harvest of depredating animals.
This same statute elsewhere defines “animals” in this context to include coyotes, foxes,
muskrats, raccoons, opossums, and striped skunks, all of which are furbearers
managed by CPW (C.R.S. 35-40-100.2). This statutory environment is particularly
relevant in the sections below regarding recommendations implicating coyotes, swift
fox, and gray fox. The overlap of “nuisance” species with these avocationally harvested
furbearer species complicates the enforcement landscape for policy proposals like bag

or possession limits.
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Current Management

CPW currently offers two pathways to legal furbearer harvest. The furbearer license
allows only for the harvest of furbearers. The furbearer harvest permit is a $10 add-
on option available to individuals who have also purchased a small game license. As a
general rule, having one or the other of these two licenses allows for the harvest of any
of the sixteen furbearer species being considered here. Both furbearer licenses and
harvest permits are available to Colorado residents and to non-residents. As an add-on
to the small game license, furbearer permits are $10 irrespective of residency. Non-
residents pay about 2.5 times the resident cost for a furbearer license. CPW data for
2022-2024 indicate that license and permit purchases have remained steady. More
complete license and permit data for this time period are available in Appendix D.

Possession of a furbearer license or harvest permit allows for hunting or live trapping of
any of the sixteen furbearer species anywhere in Colorado. These species are largely
managed similarly, with a 4-month harvest season and requirements for daily trap

checking, noted in the table in Appendix E. There are exceptions:

e Some species may only be hunted during daylight hours, but some can also be
hunted at night. There are no daytime/nighttime restrictions on trapping.

» There are no seasonal or date restrictions on coyote harvest; they can be hunted
or live-trapped year-round. (Anyone engaged in non-nuisance coyote harvesting
must sign up for the Harvest Information Program (HIP). CPW uses HIP
respondents as the sample pool to survey with the agency’s annual Small Game
Harvest Survey to estimate small game and coyote harvest numbers. Individuals
holding a furbearer license or furbearer harvest permit (in addition to their small
game license) are the pool sampled by CPW for the Furbearer Harvest Survey;
this survey doesn’t use HIP respondents.

o Bobcats are managed somewhat differently. Because bobcats are a “look-alike
species” similar to some cat species at risk in other countries, their pelts are
monitored federally under the Convention on International Trade of Endangered
Species (CITES). Bobcat pelts must be presented to CPW within 30 days of
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harvest or 5 days after the end of the 3-month (not 4-month) bobcat season for
agency inspection and sealing. This is known as a mandatory check.
Possession, sale, or transportation of an unsealed bobcat hide more than 5 days
after the season closes is unlawful. The sealing process is free and also allows
CPW to gather additional data about the harvest of the animal.

Whereas the statutory landscape appears to constrain furbearer management and
policy options to some degree, current management offers some potential to see things
in a new light. The unique treatment of both coyote and bobcat suggests some
opportunity for expansion of existing approaches to additional species, while the
differentiation of management approaches among furbearer species indicates that a
stratified approach to furbearer harvest rules is unlikely to excessively complicate
CPW’s implementation or create confusion or chaos among hunters and trappers.

FURBEARER DATA*

While Colorado does not conduct a population census (e.g., a count of individual
animals) for any furbearer species, the State has produced population estimates for
some species. Population estimates are based on sampling, and samples are derived
through a variety of methods. CPW has population estimates and takes additional data-

gathering actions for a few furbearer species.

e In the recently completed 2025 State Wildlife Action Plan (SWAP), both gray fox,
ringtail western spotted skunk are identified as species of greatest information
need.

e A furbearer programmatic review in 2012 led CPW to develop management
guidelines for bobcat, gray fox, and swift fox. These are spatially defined
sustainable harvest guidelines that CPW uses to assess the sustainability of

harvest rates on an annual basis; they are not harvest limits. However, staff

4 Appendix F includes reference slides from an overview presentation CPW staff provided on furbearer
management data.
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reported that current harvest levels are below the sustainable harvest guidelines
identified in this effort.

« CPW also does occupancy surveys for swift fox on the Eastern Plains every 5
years. Occupancy surveys are not currently done regularly for other furbearer
species. Staff reported that these population estimates suggest a strong and
stable swift population.

e In 2021, CPW did a marten abundance population study. Staff reported that this
study indicated that current marten harvest is well below levels that might reduce
or impact the population.

e In 2022, CPW initiated a long-term study of bobcat populations and harvest
levels. This study is still underway.

Since 2021, CPW has issued an annual survey to the approximately 20,0000 individuals
who purchased a furbearer license or furbearer harvest permit, with about 8,000
responding (representing a response rate between 40 and 45 percent). In an effort to
limit cost and manage survey length, CPW asks about only seven furbearer species on
the survey. The remaining species are viewed to be well distributed around the state
(and/or likely to be successful at the population level due to their ability to coexist with
humans and adapt to or even benefit from habitat disturbance). Respondents to the
survey report how many of each species they harvested, and CPW staff conduct
statistical analysis to assign confidence intervals to each harvest estimate based on the

reported numbers.

The table below reports the 2024-2025 furbearer harvest report data, as well as the
statistically derived standard error (SE) and lower and upper harvest levels, which
together create the 95% confidence interval or range for the estimated actual harvest.
Harvest levels for these species have been fairly consistent since CPW initiated a
targeted harvester survey in 2021.°

5 Prior to 2021, CPW surveyed all small game license holders along with furbearer license holders since
both groups could legally take furbearers. This approach resulted in much higher and less accurate
furbearer harvest estimates.

15



Species Harvest HarvestSE Harvest95LCL Harvest95UCL

Marten 283 82 162 495
Gray fox 749 86 599 938
Swift fox 263 49 183 377
Red fox 1188 113 986 1431
Mink 93 24 56 154
Badger 637 133 424 955
Ring-tailed cat 20 10 8 52

The furbearer data landscape creates both challenges and opportunities for the future.
The limited data on the majority of furbearer species creates uncertainty regarding the
sustainability of current harvest levels and a lack of clarity about whether there is a
biological need for change. Members of both focus groups agree that additional data is
needed to inform future furbearer management. Current staff capacity and budget
constraints at CPW are significant constraints on expansive data gathering.

SPECIES PRIORITIZATION
At each focus group’s second meeting, the facilitator

Highest Priority
asked them to prioritize the sixteen furbearer species for Species for

management change. The purpose of this exercise was Management Action

not to identify which species are more important than Swift fox ~ Gray fox
others, but rather to identify which ones would benefit from | Marten Ringtail
different management strategies sooner rather than later. Bobcat

Each group took a different approach to this exercise, but
ultimately, both groups put the highest priority on bobcats, swift fox, gray fox, marten,
and ringtails.

Group B also included coyotes at the higher end of their species prioritization and
subsequently talked about the importance to them of taking action to change the
management and treatment of coyotes. Conversely, Group A listed coyotes last in their
prioritization, noting concerns about predation on chickens and livestock and associated
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nuisance harvest.® The agreement on the five priority species (listed above) creates an
opportunity for convergence around management and/or policy change. The divergence
around coyotes, particularly given the distance between the two groups’ perspectives,
creates challenges regarding whether and how to approach changes in coyote

management.

PERSPECTIVES AND INTERPRETATIONS

During their individual and joint meetings, focus group members discussed their
perspectives on a variety of issues and values related to furbearers and furbearer
management. While some of these discussions overlapped with previously articulated
interests and management preferences, some added additional nuance and detail
critical to understanding the groups’ preferences and concerns. The facilitator's

recommendations aim to both lift up and balance these competing perspectives.

Harvest Limits

Group A expressed frustration that members of Group B assert that there are currently
“no limits” on furbearer harvest. They point to the 1996 outlawing of foot-hold traps and
other trapping-related harvest methods, as well as the current harvest season limits for
all furbearers except coyotes (see Appendix E). They also note that the overall number
of furbearers harvested annually is low, and that ongoing harvest success suggests that
furbearer populations are sufficiently stable to support ongoing harvest. They also
asserted that furbearer harvesting is not an easy or low-cost recreational activity that
individuals pursue haphazardly. Rather, they note, the equipment costs, time
investment, and skill required make furbearer harvest a relatively expensive and

challenging task that only a small number of Coloradans engage in.

Members of Group B, by contrast, are troubled that there are no harvest limits, bag
limits, or possession limits on most furbearers. They feel strongly that this lack of
constraint on harvest devalues furbearer lives and encourages the pursuit and killing of

8 Appendix G includes the summaries from all individual and joint focus group meetings. The prioritization
exercises are captured in the summaries from July and August.
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these animals. They note that while current harvest numbers may be low, they still
reflect a utilitarian approach to wildlife. Additionally, they asserted that given the small
number of individuals harvesting furbearers, the elimination of harvest would therefore

only impact a small number of Coloradans.

Wastefulness

At least one member of Group A expressed offense at the perception that Group B
thinks that furbearer harvesters are wantonly wasting animal lives or engaging in
harvest in an inhumane or cruel way. Although there may be “bad apples,” the vast
majority of harvesters are respectful of animal lives and humane in their harvest
methods. A member of Group B noted that the concern is not that individual harvesters
are wanton, wasteful, or cruel, but rather that harvest itself is fundamentally all these
things. Group B’s interest is not in criticizing or diminishing individual harvesters, but
rather in advocating that CPW end fur harvesting as a practice for all.

This issue is further complicated by the intersection with nuisance control on agricultural
lands and private property. Under current regulations, pelts from furbearers that are live-
trapped or killed in these conflict events can be sold with revenue retained by the
nuisance control professional or the property owner (with a small game or furbearer
license). Some members of Group A noted that implementing bag, possession, or
harvest limits for avocational take would seem to require that nuisance control
professionals or private property owners destroy the pelts of furbearers killed in

nuisance control efforts. They viewed this as unnecessarily wasteful.

Animal Suffering

Group B expressed concern about furbearer suffering in live traps. Trapped animals
lack access to food, water, or shelter. Injured animals, as well as those trapped in sunny
or exposed locations for extended periods in extreme heat or extreme cold or snowy
conditions, could experience significant suffering. Non-target species could also wander
into traps and suffer similarly. If trappers are unable to conduct the mandatory trap
check once a day for any reason, animal suffering could be severe. This could be
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exacerbated depending on the timing of “once a day” checking (e.g., early in the
morning on day one and late in the evening on day two).

Members of Group A have stated that they share the commitment to humane treatment
of animals in traps and report that responsible trappers consistently check their traps at
least once daily. Since trapping is in part an economic activity, trappers have a
substantial incentive to regularly check traps, release non-target species, and harvest
any furbearers. They also noted the importance of harvesting healthy animals due to the
value of the pelt and the cost of the trap itself, which would not be recklessly
abandoned.

Financial Benefit

One member of Group B noted their lack of understanding regarding the financial
benefit of furbearer harvest to a household’s or business’s bottom line. A member of
Group A shared that furbearer harvesting is just one of many income sources
households and businesses rely on, and that together these activities help support a
sustainable way of life. While it is not a huge source of revenue, it is a critical
component of a precariously balanced household or business budget.

This issue intersects with Group B’s policy preference for outlawing the
commercialization of fur. Members of Group B shared that the buying and selling of
animal fur of all kinds is troubling to them. They view commercialization as the
monetization of animal lives whose value they see as intrinsic and inherent. They also
stated that commercialization creates a financial incentive for the hunting and trapping
of animals, causing suffering, and removing a critical component of the ecosystem and
food web. Members of Group A expressed agreement that furbearers are important in
ecosystems and food webs, but they believe that hunting and trapping are part of a
broad system of balance in which humans and their use of wildlife play an equal and
valid part.
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Climate Change

Members of Group B expressed concern about the current and future impacts of climate
change on furbearer habitat availability and quality. In light of the additional impacts to
habitat availability from human development, they anticipate ongoing habitat changes
that will have significant negative impacts on ecosystem health and, consequently, on
the sustainability of furbearer species. Anticipation of these outcomes is an important
driver of Group B’s interest in reducing or ending furbearer harvest as a critical path to

the survivability of these species.

Members of Group A acknowledge both that human development is encroaching on
furbearer habitat, but this group is less focused on climate as a potential driver of
change. They are regularly out in the field hunting and live trapping on their own, as
outfitters with clients, or with agricultural producers, and they report that there is still
sufficient habitat to support furbearer populations. They view the continued successful

harvest as an indicator of abundant furbearer populations.

Coyotes

Coyotes evoke deep emotion in both groups. Group B is quite concerned about the lack
of limits on coyote harvest, particularly during courtship, mating, and pup rearing. They
note the historical and ongoing vilification of individual coyotes and the species as a
whole, which has resulted in excessive cruelty toward and suffering of these animals in
some cases. Group A, by contrast, views coyotes as a consistent source of difficulty
and loss for agricultural producers and private property owners, who lose chickens,
livestock, and property to coyote predation. They assert that any limitation on coyote
harvest would have a significant and disproportional impact on agricultural producers,
and it would be difficult to enforce without infringing on legal nuisance harvest of
coyotes. They also refer to CPW data, indicating that there has been no decline in
reported coyote harvest in Colorado, suggesting the population is stable. Group B does
not assert that coyotes are in decline, but rather that they are uniquely hunted,
subjected to cruel and inhumane treatment, and deserve better.
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Data

Both groups agree that more population data would be extremely beneficial and could
meaningfully influence CPW’s understanding of furbearer species status and harvest
policy. They differ in how they believe furbearers should be managed while there is
limited or no population data. Group B proposes adherence to the precautionary
principle, which suggests that in the face of uncertainty, policymakers should err on the
side of environmental protection. In this context, the precautionary principle would, at a
minimum, support a moratorium on furbearer harvest until there is population data
indicating that sustainable harvest is achievable, and that harvest level is identified.

By contrast, Group A asserts that the absence of a problem (e.g., the continued
prevalence of furbearers and of successful harvest) indicates that there is no need for a
proposed solution or change. They note that harvesters share an interest in maintaining
furbearer populations and have an incentive to report any decreased prevalence of
furbearers and would voluntarily reduce harvest if there was a demonstrated need.

Public Opinion and Education

Members of both groups have asserted that public opinion in Colorado supports their
group’s perspective, citing different polls and election results. Members of both groups
agree that there is a need for increased public education efforts. Group A noted a
particular interest in public education focused on the role that active management plays
in Colorado’s current and historic furbearer management, as well as on the evolution of
limitations on hunting and trapping over time. Group B sees a need for increased
education about the intrinsic value of wildlife, the role of furbearers in ecosystem and

food web health, and the importance of humane hunting and trapping methods.

FINAL MANAGEMENT & POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the information, concerns, and perspectives outlined above, the facilitator
developed preliminary recommendations for review and discussion by members of both
focus groups in a joint meeting and by members of the Technical Advisory Group in a

subsequent, separate meeting. The facilitator then revised the preliminary
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recommendations and invited review and discussion by focus group members during a

second and final joint meeting. All of these efforts combined informed these final

recommendations to CPW.

It is important to note that these are not consensus recommendations from stakeholders

in Groups A and B. Rather, they are recommendations developed by the facilitator in an

effort to balance the preferences and perspectives of members of both groups. The

recommendations are built on the following foundational considerations:

There is a shared commitment to science-based wildlife management.

There is a need to balance the inherent value of wildlife and their ecological
contribution with the cultural, recreation, and economic benefits of wildlife harvest
in Colorado.

It is important to account for enforceability and limited staff capacity without
allowing current budgets and staffing to determine policy and outcomes.

Priority species for near-term implementation are swift fox, gray fox, ringtails, and
marten. Existing bobcat harvest management, along with the long-term bobcat
study that is already underway, provides limits on harvest that are consistent with

what is recommended here for the other four priority species.

RECOMMENDATION 1: EXPAND HUNTER AND TRAPPER EDUCATION

E.

Implement a one-time requirement for applicants for furbearer licenses and
furbearer harvest permits to watch a video or read printed material and answer
questions.

Include questions regarding humane hunting and trapping methods, reiterating
legal methods of chase and harvest, and encouraging maximum attention to
traps in extreme weather (heat and snow).

Clarify in all materials that this education requirement obligates only applicants
for avocational furbearer licenses and harvest permits, not nuisance control
professionals or landowners and their agents on private land, who are regulated
by the Colorado Department of Agriculture.
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H.

Phase in this requirement to allow for awareness to reach as many hunters and

trappers as possible and avoid violations.

RECOMMENDATION 2: INCREASE PUBLIC EDUCATION REGARDING

FURBEARERS

G. Establish a single and prominent location on CPW’s website for all information
related to furbearers and furbearer harvest.

H. Develop educational materials regarding furbearers, including their role in
ecosystems, the purpose of active management, etc.
Include information about humane harvest, with particular attention to trapping in
extreme weather.

J. Provide details on the difference between coyotes and young wolves to reduce
the risk of accidental harvest of federally protected wolves.

K. Establish a single place for public access to harvest information, population data
and surveys, etc.

L. Provide public information about how to avoid human-wildlife conflict.

RECOMMENDATION 3: SCHEDULE POPULATION SURVEYS FOR FURBEARER
SPECIES

D.

Develop and publish on CPW’s website a schedule for completion of population
surveys for the remaining ten furbearer populations not otherwise addressed in
these recommendations.

Complete these population surveys and provide updated information to CPW
leadership and the Parks and Wildlife Commission, as resources allow.

Post population surveys on the CPW website in the single, prominent location
developed under Recommendation 1, above.

RECOMMENDATION 4: IMPLEMENT MANDATORY CHECK AND SEALING FOR
THE FOUR PRIORITY SPECIES

F.

Implement mandatory check and sealing of the four priority species (swift fox,
gray fox, ringtails, and marten) within 5 days of the end of the season, similar to
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the requirement that already exists for check and sealing of bobcats with similar
penalties.

Require additional harvest data at mandatory check presentation to CPW for
species population assessment, if/as needed.

Establish clear inspection and tagging guidance for landowners and wildlife-
control operators, due to the potential crossover impacts with nuisance harvest.
Phase implementation to allow for hunter/trapper education.

Use expanded harvest data to inform CPW'’s understanding of species

populations.

RECOMMENDATION 5: ESTABLISH ANNUAL HARVEST LIMITS FOR THE FOUR
PRIORITY SPECIES

H.

Implement annual, spatially constrained harvest limits for the four priority species
based on the best available science. Define spatial harvest limit distribution and
boundaries on a species-by-species basis.

Phase implementation of annual harvest limits to allow for hunter/trapper
education.

Ensure that the implementation of avocational harvest is clearly distinguished
from nuisance take under Title 35, due to the potential crossover impacts on
nuisance harvest.

Implement annual harvest limits for swift fox and marten right away, using
currently available population information. Gather necessary data to inform
harvest limits on gray fox and ringtails as quickly as possible.

Adjust subsequent years’ annual limits based on prior years’ harvest, as well as
ongoing scientific studies and population assessments, if needed to maintain
sustainable species populations.

Submit an annual harvest report to CPW leadership and the Colorado Parks and
Wildlife Commission. Post this information on the CPW website in the single,

prominent location developed in Recommendation 1 above.
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N. Publish a proposed schedule for generating annual harvest limits for remaining
furbearer species, based on lessons learned from implementation of this

recommendation by 2028.

RECOMMENDATION 6: DEVELOP A COYOTE FRIENDLY COMMUNITIES
PROGRAM

D. Implement a new Coyote Friendly Community Program to encourage interested
communities in taking local, voluntary actions to better coexist with coyotes.

E. Provide information about what it means to be a Coyote Friendly Communities
and the process or requirements for becoming one, including engagement of
local government entities and community stakeholders.

F. Market this program on the CPW website and with partners and stakeholders.

RECOMMENDATION 7: RECONVENE FURBEARER STAKEHOLDERS

D. Reconvene furbearer stakeholders to hear feedback on program implementation
and inform future years' management strategies.

E. Do this after at least one year of harvest limits and then regularly thereafter.

F. Invite stakeholder feedback on implementation and suggestions for improvement.

Final Thoughts

These recommendations do not give either focus group everything they want in terms of
furbearer management or policy. In fact, they may not give either group most of what
they want. The recommendations aim to strike a balance and give both groups some of
what they want, while accounting for and mitigating against some of what they fear.
They try to make room for what each group desires without fully sacrificing what is
vitally important to the other, because both groups deserve to be heard and

accommodated by CPW management choices.

Two items of some importance to Group B are notably absent from these
recommendations: the commercialization of fur and changes to coyote harvest levels or

seasons. Group B feels strongly that banning the commercialization of fur and reducing
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(if not eliminating) coyote harvest are ways to lift up and institutionalize the high and
intrinsic value they see in all animal lives. Group A feels equally strongly that these two
policy changes are not biologically necessary and would unnecessarily and negatively
impact their recreation and cultural choices, threaten their economic well-being, and
infringe upon existing rights to protect agricultural and private property against
predation.

Both of these items are matters of personal values more than they are scientific or
biological in nature. Middle ground solutions are extremely difficult to find for issues like
these, and neither group expressed support for compromise measures on these
topics—neither in one-on-one discussions during interviews nor during full group
discussions. Delivering a meaningful outcome to Group B on one or both of these
issues would result in a significant negative impact to Group A’s ability to protect private
property, balance business and household incomes, realize an important part of their
historical lifestyle, and make meaningful use of fur from animals killed in conflict or
nuisance situations. Yet ignoring these issues in deference to Group A means leaving
Group B to remain deeply concerned about the suffering of animals, species population
trends they see as declining, and ongoing disruption to ecosystem and food web
sustainability. Matters like these cannot be resolved in a process like this and merit
attention at a higher level of policymaking in which a greater breadth and depth of

voices and perspectives can be considered.
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APPENDIX A: GROUP MEMBERS

GROUP Name Organization
Dan Gates Colorado Trappers and Predator Hunters Association
Suzanne O'Neill |Colorado Wildlife Federation
Brittany Parker Backcountry Hunters and Anglers
Kody Lostroh United Houndsmen of Colorado
GROUP A Colorado Wildlife Control Operators Association
Chris Jurney (CWCOA)
Jennifer Burbey |Colorado Oultfitters Association
Erin Karney
Spaur Colorado Cattlemen's Association
Ashley House Colorado Farm Bureau
Mark Surls Project Coyote
Allison
Henderson Center for Biological Diversity
Julie Marshall Animal Wellness Action
Aubyn Royall Humane Society of the United States
ERELEE Gary Skiba San Juan Citizens Alliance
Delia Malone Colorado Sierra Club

Jen Clanahan

Colorado Nature League

Carol Monaco

Wild Once More Rehab

Andrew Currie

Unaffiliated

Technical Advisory
Group

USDA Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service

Emily Blizzard (APHIS)

Wayne East Colorado Department of Agriculture
Mark Vieira Colorado Parks and Wildlife

Travis Black Colorado Parks and Wildlife

Ty Petersburg

Colorado Parks and Wildlife

Sherri Huwer

Colorado Parks and Wildlife

Chuck Anderson

Colorado Parks and Wildlife
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Furbearer Stakeholder Engagement Process

Focus Group Key Themes - Sportpersons Only
Summary Document for Discussion Purposes

Prior to the first focus group meeting, the facilitator conducted one-on-one interviews with
members of the group. The information below is a summary of themes from the interviews but not
a comprehensive list of issues, concerns, or ideas that were shared during interviews.

Overarching Considerations

e Interest in science-based policy making

e Need for improved and fact-based public information and education by CPW
e Alignment with North American Model for Wildlife Conservation

e Challenges of enforcement

e Frustration about history of this issue and fear about trajectory

e Pessimism that this process will yield good outcomes

e Interest in meeting with the other focus group

Population Considerations

e No indication of populations in decline based on available harvest and anecdotal evidence
e No logic for change and no logic for keeping it the same
e Need to maintain to furbearer populations

Best Case Outcome Perspectives

e No change
e Improved public understanding

Worst Case Outcome Perspectives

e Decisions are made based on politics or money or both
e Complete loss of avocational harvesting

e Ban on big cat hunting

e Radical views on either side prevail

Could Live With / Compromise Ideas

e Adjusting license availability based on population status

¢ Different management strategies for different species or groups of species

e Baglimits on some species; leaving others alone (e.g., skunks and raccoons)

e Three-year mandatory harvest check on three categories of species

e Not having unlimited trapping of bobcats

e Proactive hunter outreach (perhaps county by county) to ensure they are not in violation
e Gathering more harvest data (by species, by geography)



Furbearer Stakeholder Engagement Process

Focus Group Key Themes - Advocates Only
Summary Document for Discussion Purposes

Prior to the first focus group meeting, the facilitator conducted one-on-one interviews with
members of the group. The information below is a summary of themes from the interviews but not
a comprehensive list of issues, concerns, or ideas that were shared during interviews.

Overarching Considerations

e Interest in science-based policy making

e Need for improved and fact-based public information and education by CPW
e Alignment with North American Model for Wildlife Conservation

e (Challenges of enforcement

e Interest in learning more about why folks want or need to trap

e Interest in meeting with the other focus group

Scale Considerations

e Need to account for population and habitat impacts of climate change and continuing
human development

e Need to factor in individual animals’ experience and suffering

e Need to consider ecosystem health and impacts of species population and change

e I[ssue would benefit from improved nomenclature (e.g., “furbearer”)

e Need to keep all furbearer species off the threatened and endangered list

e Focus not just on maintaining but also on increasing furbearer populations

Best Case Outcome Perspectives

e No trapping for commercial gain

e No trapping of furbearers

e No trapping of bobcats

e No hunting or trapping of threatened and endangered species or SWAP T1 and T2 species
until we know they are recovered

e Limited season for coyotes

e Bag / harvest limits for some or all species

e Temporary or contingent bag limits pending population assessments

e No selling of pelts

Worst Case Outcome Perspectives

e No change
e Decisions are made based on politics or money or both



Furbearer Stakeholder Engagement Process

Focus Group Key Themes - Advocates Only
Summary Document for Discussion Purposes

Could Live With / Compromise Ideas

Research / Science

e More research with improved population estimates and population trends

e Bag limits based on population status and trajectory

e Staggered approach: no trapping of species known to be decline (swift fox), moratorium on
trapping of species about which we have no population data, and management strategies to
maintain the remaining species at current population and/or increase them

e Prioritize monitoring and surveying species about which we have no data

Expanded Constraints or Restrictions

e Allowing trapping only for personal use

e Requiring more frequent trap checking

e Restrictions on trap locations

e Revised restrictions on fair chase to account for technology (e.g., drones, motorized chase)

e More humane methods for killing

e Allowing trapping if there is concern about livestock and chickens and allowing relocation of
animals

e Increasing the price of trapping licenses

Approaches

e Phasing or sequencing of strategies

e Prioritizing of species (based on ESA, SWAP, and/or federal sensitive species lists)
e (Categorizing or grouping species

e Different management strategies for different species or groups of species

¢ Contingent management strategies (do X if, unless, until)

e Focus on licenses (cost, availability)

e Focus on trapping methods

e Strategies based on location (based on habitat or public / private land)

e Focus on timing (seasons)



APPENDIX C: FOCUS GROUP INTERESTS



Furbearer Stakeholder Engagement Process

Overlap of Interests

Sportspersons Advocates

Minimizing violence
Preserve hunting heritage Focusing on issues rather than fears
Maintain healthy furbearer

populations Clear moral boundaries within

Continue to be a part of the cycle of policies

life in nature Healthy functioning ecosystems

Native species’ survival of climate

Maintaining environmental processes change

Retain ability to achieve self-
sufficiency and meet one’s needs off
the land

Reducing systematic exploitation of

Protecting southern Rockies biodiversity animals/ vulnerable beings

Minimize disease transmission Recovering State Wildlife Action Plan

(SWAP) species

Minimize impacts to landowners Expanding and ensuring thriving

populations of all small mammals Transparency, truth, and accountability

Allow for wildlife to continue have
economic value

Maintenance of ecological interactions Love of nature and wildlife watching

Slowing or stopping negative shifting

Protect animal welfare ;
baselines

Maintain operational flexibility for

vocational harvesters Valuing the lives of individual animals

Acting ecologically, ethically, and

Minimize wildlife-human conflicts in sustainably regardless of public interest

rural and urban areas

Allow for science-based harvest

Clear and defensible
management program

Realistic approach to changing

landscape
Maintain no-cost mitigation of

wildlife-human conflicts to
taxpayers through avocational
harvest

Acceptance by the majority of
Colorado citizens

Gather more data

Willingness to change

Fairness




APPENDIX D: FURBEARER LICENSE AND HARVEST PERMIT DATA



APPENDIX E: FURBEARER HARVEST REGULATION SUMMARY

Notes: All furbearer hunting and trapping is currently permitted statewide; all traps must be
checked at least daily and every 24-hrs in lynx recovery areas.



APPENDIX F: PRESENTATION SLIDES ON FURBEARER MANAGEMENT DATA



Mark Vieira
CPW Carnivore and Furbearer Program Manager
June 2025






Estimating Furbearer Harvest

» Prior to 2021: Furbearers taken on Small Game License or Furbearer
License. Harvest Information Program (HIP) responses used to
develop furbearer survey sample.

Question 9: How likely are you to hunt or live trap swift fox during the 2022 season?

O Not at all likely © Somewhat likely O Very likely

Question 10: How likely are you to hunt or live trap gray fox during the 2022 season?

O Not at all likely © Somewhat likely O Very likely

« Beginning in 2021-2022 license year: Need Furbearer Harvest Permit
or Furbearer License for take. Those sportspersons are the
furbearer survey sample.






Estimated Furbearer Harvest

2024-25

Species Harvest HarvestSE = Harvest95LCL Harvest95UCL
Marten 283 32 162 495
Gray fox 749 86 599 938
Swift fox 263 49 183 377
Red fox 1188 113 986 1431
Mink 93 24 56 154
Badger 637 133 424 955
Ring-tailed cat 20 10 8 52




Harvest Estimate
Precision




« 2012 Furbearer Management Program Review
— Resulted in Management Guidelines for Bobcat, Gray Fox, Swift Fox
— 5 bobcat guidelines
— Maximum 3.6 swift fox harvested per 100 sgkm
— Maximum 4.5 gray fox harvested per 100 sgkm

* Improving Harvest Estimates

« Harvest Estimate Survey Approach
— Consider contribution of compensatory harvest:
« Natural annual survival rates
« Reproductive rates/potential
* Human conflicts
» Habitat needs (generalist, specific)






Mandatory check due to CITES requirements

All bobcats are inspected and sealed by CPW

Harvest UTMs, age class, gender, etc. collected
Furbearer Species with the most annual biological data






SRR EXECUTIVE SUMMARY Sl
"@%}E MONITORING POPULATIONS OF SWIFT FOX ’@%ﬁ
3%3, IN EASTERN COLORADO ;%,.,
Background

+ A deciine in populations of swift fox (Vujpes velox) lead to a 1992 pefion of the LS.
Fish and Wildife Service (USFWS) fo list the swif fox as under the Endangered
Species Act of 1873 (ESA). The Colorado Division of Wildiife (CDOW) and other
wildiife agencies within the geographic range of the swift fox formed the Swift Fox
Consenvation Team (SFCT) in 1984,

Establishment of and initial findings from the SFCT lead the USFWS in 1895 to
deem swift fox warranted but precluded from listing under ESA. However,

nfifying the current geographic distribution and population status of swift fox were
listed as a priority for the SFCT. The CDOW funded research from 1985-1987 that
resulted in a new methodology o survey swit fox over a large geographic area
relative to previous studies (Finley 1999), and planned to continue this effor every 5
years.

Translocation

Because populations of svift fox in the northern plains wer greatly diminished or
extimpated, the CDOWY is cooperating with Badlands National Park (BNP) to
reintroduce swift foxes in South Dakota. In 2004, 23 swift fox were captured from 6—
12 October in eastem Colorado and franslocated fo BNP. This was the second year
of 2 3 yr effort fo estabiish  viable population of swit fox in BNP, and added to the
30 swif foxes translocaled to BNP from Colorado in 2003.

Population Monitoring

+ Based on the methods of Finley (1999), the CDOWY monitered swifl fox in eastern
Colorado from 31 August 200412 February 2005. Following objectives of the
SFCT, the goals of thproject wara L 1) Delermine ocoupancy ales, 2) Esimate

, and 4) Test for

) In
oo dsssasa nthe S o population.

Wie set cage-traps on 51 randomly selected grids measuring 3 x 4 mF. Each grid
consisted of 20 traps, one set near each section comer, and run three consecutive
nights. Our effective trapping effort totaled 3,008 TrapNights (TN).

W captued 136 swiltfox on 36 (71%) rds, Inclcing 12 recaptures (56 females,
‘males, and 8 in which sex was not determined). The estimated occupant

using the average amount of short gmss aris found on the 51 rids snm was

077 (SE = 0.0786, 95% Ol 0.500 - 0.604). Whan e estimalea accupancy was

‘summed across the 51 grids using the observed amount of shorl grass prairie on






Conservative statewide
abundance = ~5,000

Annual statewide harvest =
~280 (‘24-'25)

Annual harvest rate = <6 %






APPENDIX G: FOCUS GROUP MEETING SUMMARIES



Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW)
Furbearer Focus Groups
June 17,2025
Meeting Summary - FINAL

ATTENDANCE
Participants: Jen Clanahan, Andrew Currie, Allison Henderson, Delia Malone, Julie Marshall, Aubyn
Royall, Gary Skiba, Mark Surls, and Mark Vieira

Facilitation team: Dominique Ashe and Heather Bergman

ACTION ITEMS
Mark Vieira e Share the Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) Swift Fox Conservation
Plan with meeting participants.
e Confirm response regarding confidence intervals.
Peak Facilitation ¢ Distribute a Doodle poll to meeting participants to schedule a second
Group meeting.
e Draft a meeting summary and distribute it to meeting participants for
their review before finalizing.

BRIEF OVERVIEW OF THE FOCUS GROUP’S WORK TOGETHER

The facilitator provided an overview of the focus group’s work together for the furbearer
stakeholder engagement process initiated by Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) Her remarks are
summarized below.

The purpose of this focus group is to identify and discuss concerns, principal issues, and
informed suggestions for changes to CPW’s furbearer management program to inform
facilitator recommendations to CPW staff.

Mark Vieira (CPW Carnivore and Furbearer Manager) will serve as the CPW liaison. His
primary role throughout this process is to listen and provide relevant knowledge on data-
related questions.

Stakeholders are responsible for collaborating over the next 3 to 4 months and attending in-
person meetings.

The culmination of the engagement process is a final report by Peak Facilitation (Peak). The
report will include policy recommendations to CPW relative to the management concerns
and interests of all stakeholders involved in this process.

[t is important to recognize that individuals within each focus group may hold a range of
views. The members of both focus groups together represent a broad spectrum of opinions.
Species that are regulated as furbearers and can be considered (individually or potentially
in categories) as part of this work include:

o Coyote o Gray fox o Long-tailed weasel
o Bobcat o Swift fox o Short-tailed weasel
o Mink o Raccoon o Opossum

o Pine marten o Ring-tailed cat o Muskrat

o Badger o Striped skunk

o Red fox o Western spotted skunk

Beavers are not included in these discussions. CPW is hosting a separate ongoing process to
address beaver management.

Stakeholders should be mindful of those who are not present and avoid diminishing others
or assuming their perspectives. Language matters, and the words used should be respectful
and considerate.




o Thisis a challenging issue. While it is necessary to address the core issues and policy
questions, it is crucial not to target or criticize staff or other stakeholders during the
discussions.

e Peak will produce a summary of the discussions held by this group. Stakeholders will be
given the opportunity to review the summary before it is finalized and turned into a public
document.

INTEREST IDENTIFICATION
Meeting participants identified their individual interests related to furbearer species in a full group
discussion. Interests are the underlying motivations (the “why”) behind the positions (the “what”)
that stakeholders often present in these types of discussions. The focus group identified the
following interests:
e Focusing on issues rather than fears
Clear moral boundaries within policies
Clear and defensible management program
Valuing the lives of individual animals
Maintenance of ecological interactions
Healthy functioning ecosystems
Reducing systematic exploitation of animals/ vulnerable beings
Protecting southern Rockies biodiversity
Recovering State Wildlife Action Plan (SWAP) species
Transparency, truth, and accountability
Willingness to change
Maintaining environmental processes
Expanding and ensuring thriving populations of all small mammals
Acceptance by the majority of Colorado citizens
Slowing or stopping negative shifting baselines
Native species’ survival of climate change
Realistic approach to changing landscape
Love of nature and wildlife watching
Acting ecologically, ethically, and sustainably regardless of public interest
Fairness
e Minimizing violence

SPECIES DATA OVERVIEW VIDEO: CLARIFYING QUESTIONS

Mark Vieira clarified data-related questions regarding the species data overview video that all
stakeholders received in advance of the meeting. The video is available through this link. Questions
are indicated below in italics. Corresponding responses are shown in plain text.

Can you share the science and data behind trapped animals as a proxy for then extrapolating
population size?

Harvest numbers are not a direct one-to-one proxy for population size in most cases. Factors such
as animal behavior, environmental conditions, and harvest methods can all influence the number of
animals trapped or harvested (as could a large change in population size). Both raw harvest
numbers do not directly correlate with the overall population size. CPW uses various scientific
methods to estimate wildlife populations more accurately. Those methods include population
surveys, occupancy monitoring techniques, and modeling and dedicated research projects.


https://drive.google.com/file/d/1T6qy1JjzRIdTS7Zxqq-8kgJE4xseAYpa/view?usp=drive_link

Do the models that are used for population extrapolation assume even distribution across the habitat
for individual species?

Yes, in the simple and general terms as described. The models used for population extrapolation
generally assume an even distribution of species across their habitat (unless stratified by some
variable that is available), especially when applied at a statewide level. These models extrapolate
data based on available resources and habitat types. The models make assumptions, some simple
and some more complicated, about how species are distributed within those habitats. While more
specific studies may refine these assumptions, the general approach at the statewide level often
relies on the assumption of an even distribution to estimate populations across different regions. In
some cases, like pine marten and bobcat, CPW has sought empirical data on how densities might
differ unevenly across different habitats. These data streams require additional time and resources.

What data, if any, does CPW have regarding the number of kit fox species trapped/expected to have
been trapped at any point over the last 20 years? What years does CPW have this data for? Can this
data/information be shared?

The PWC closed the hunting and trapping season for kit foxes approximately 30 years ago, primarily
due to concerns about the species' range and population size, which were found to be smaller than
previously thought. The agency does not have data on kit fox numbers or trapping beyond 1995.

Do the kit and swift fox share habitat?

No, they do not. Kit foxes are typically found in specific areas on the Western Slope. Swift foxes are
typically found all across the eastern plains, primarily in shortgrass prairie.

Can kit fox population estimates be a proxy for the swift fox?

No.

For the swift fox, what is the condition of their habitat across the range that is used for extrapolating
their population? How do habitat condition and fragmentation get accounted for?

e (CPW uses LandFire GIS coverage to identify and assess critical swift fox habitat fragments in
Colorado’s shortgrass prairies for occupancy monitoring. The swift fox is primarily
documented east of Interstate 25, with an estimated 34,000 square kilometers being
conservatively assessed as the currently occupied core range.

e Every 5 years, CPW conducts surveys on swift fox occupancy, with the next survey scheduled
for fall 2026. The agency accounts for habitat fragmentation by evaluating patch sizes of
different sizes, as fragmentation tends to negatively impact occupancy. The agency aims to
ensure a conservative assessment of the species' range through this approach. When
evaluating population trends, CPW averages occupancy across all patches of shortgrass
prairie but also can provide occupancy estimates by patch size. Occupancy tends to be lower
in smaller patches due to edge effects, whereas larger areas of shortgrass prairie provide for
higher occupancy rates of swift foxes.

e Occupancy of the primary habitat type for fox, shortgrass prairie, has remained relatively
stable over the past 25 years at just over 80 percent. This information is detailed in the Swift
Fox Conservation Team webpage and helps guide management efforts for the species
(https://cpw.state.co.us/swift-fox-conservation-team).



ACTION: Mark will share the CPW Swift Fox Conservation Team website with meeting participants.
This website is maintained by CPW for the interagency Swift Fox Conservation Team and serves as a
clearinghouse for rangewide information, as well as for CPW/Colorado-specific reports and
publications.

Can you define occupancy estimates?

Occupancy estimates for swift foxes are used to determine whether a specific area is occupied by
the species. This is not apopulation estimate. CPW uses a method with a scent pole and trail
cameras to detect the presence of swift foxes. However, these methods can only show whether a
swift fox is present in an area, without specifying if it is one individual observed 100 times, or 100
different individuals seen once. Occupancy data answers the question of whether the species is
present in a particular habitat, rather than estimating abundance.

Swift foxes are obligate residents of shortgrass prairie habitats, and while their minimal occupied
range is approximately 34,000 square kilometers, CPW could use a conservative density estimate to
apply across the state to arrive at a minimum population projection. These occupancy data are then
empirically measured and compared with harvest estimates to assess whether current harvest
levels are sustainable. Converting occupancy to abundance should be done cautiously, but works
well at large scales when harvest and possible population size are several orders of magnitude in
difference. Scaling a small harvest of several hundred to a possible population extrapolation (even a
conservative one) of 10,000s allows managers to know that harvest is not a factor in mortality.

Please provide a detailed example (probably for bobcat, as that is the species with the most data) of
how the maximum allowable harvest/100 squared kilometers was developed.

The harvest mortality density used in Colorado at the bobcat management unit scale is to not
exceed 2.55 bobcats /100 square kilometers annually. This rate and the conservative underlying
population density is based on a supportable and sustainable levels found in the published bobcat
literature. Colorado’s harvest levels tend to be less than 50 percent of that maximum allowable
threshold.

The maximum allowable harvest for bobcats in Colorado is based on various data points, including
catch per successful unit effort (CPSUE). This data tracks how much time or effort it takes to capture
or harvest an animal. CPUE is a key index used to monitor population trends, as it helps indicate the
amount of effort required to catch or harvest an individual bobcat. However, it is important to note
that live trapping is not always an accurate representation of population size. Animals can be
released after capture, which does not always result in a harvest. Harvest and “hunting methods”
data are used to track how many successful catches or kills occur within a given period. If the time
or effort needed to harvest a bobcat fluctuates significantly, this can indicate changes in the
population trajectory. CPW evaluates sustainable harvest limits by combining harvest mortality
density, harvest gender composition, prey index, CPUE data and field surveys. The number of
bobcats harvested per 100 square kilometers is determined by balancing these factors to ensure
that the harvest is sustainable and does not negatively affect the long-term population health. This
method allows CPW to monitor trends based on the observed trajectory of the species.

Confidence intervals on harvest numbers were described as “pretty good” with current estimation
methods. Can Mark provide a numeric comparison of the pre-2021 to post-2021 confidence intervals,
presumably the information used in the slide showing confidence intervals for pre- and post-2021
estimates and confidence intervals?



Historically, before 2021, CPW used a system where anyone with a small game or furbearer hunting
(FBH) license was included in the survey sample for furbearer harvest estimates. This was based on
the Hunter Information Program (HIP) survey, which sampled individuals to estimate the likelihood
of people harvesting certain species of the entire suite of small game. To refine and narrow this
previously large pool of potential samples, CPW introduced a requirement for a harvest permit to
improve the accuracy of estimates. Over the last 4 years, approximately 20,000 people have
participated in this system by purchasing a Furbearer Harvest Permit. About 100 people purchase
furbearer licenses annually and these two pools allow for much more focused data collection.
Confidence intervals are now more reliable because the data is coming from a more consistent and
targeted group of harvesters.

Why do the estimates not fall in the middle of the confidence interval?

The estimates may not always fall exactly in the middle of the confidence interval due to the way
standard error is calculated and how the analysis is structured. Specifically, a 95-percent confidence
interval is typically expressed as 1.96 times the standard error of the estimate. This means that
there is a range of uncertainty around the point estimate. The middle of this interval is just the
estimate itself, but due to ablation (the removal of certain data or influences in the analysis) or
other factors influencing the data, the actual observed value may not always fall directly in the
middle. These methods are used to account for variation in the data, so it is normal for estimates to
shift within the range defined by the confidence interval.

ACTION: Mark will confirm his response regarding the middle estimate and range of confidence
intervals.

Answer (provided post-meeting): The answer is that the
underlying distribution of the sample is log-normal, not
normal. This is due to the fact that the model cannot have
negative harvest estimates on the side that approaches zero,
so the confidence intervals are not necessarily equal. The
graph on the right shows the difference between normal
(green- with two even tails; 1.96* SE) and log-normal (red-
with a smaller tail towards zero because estimates must be
positive).

BEGINNING TO THINK ABOUT OPTIONS
Meeting participants brainstormed “what-if” ideas as a starting point for potential future
recommendations to CPW. Key themes from their discussion are summarized below.

What if:

e (CPW severely reduced the season of hunting coyotes (e.g., October through March) so that it
does not occur during breeding season (late December to late February) or pup-caring
season (end of June to early July), unless there are conflicts with predation.

e (CPW aligned better with Colorado State University (CSU) science on mutualism.

e Advocates and hunters work together to ban fur trapping for commercial and recreational
use.

e (CPW limits species licenses by categories of species.

e (CPWrequired GPS trackers on traps.

e (CPW served fines on traps left out of season.



[t was recognized that trapping is not needed.
There was no use of bait into cages.
There were non-lethal preventative methods for human-wildlife conflicts.
Applied science was used to justify both limits and no limits (i.e., apply a precautionary
principle).
[t was agreed that using baiting to kill bobcats is unethical, unfair, and unnecessary, so it
should not be used.
The reference to avocational hunting and trapping was removed from the statute.
Social and ethical issues were recognized but are constrained by science.
All technology and methods used to hunt furbearers were re-evaluated and their uses were
reconsidered.
Bag limits were based on science.
Stewardship of small mammals was considered at the individual level as well as the
population level, because not all individuals are equal or interchangeable.
There was more bobcat awareness and growing public interest.
There was a focus on creating more trust with consumptive users and avoiding the
appearance of wanting to eliminate hunting by:
o Adjusting timing or seasonal limits.
o Encouraging advocates to make commitments.

QUESTIONS FOR THE OTHER FOCUS GROUP
Meeting participants identified questions for the sportspersons to better understand their
perspectives. Those questions are listed below.

Why do you hunt and trap furbearers?

Are there species that you are seeing less on the landscape?

Why do you think that humans need to manage wildlife?

Are there any currently allowable methods of luring or taking that you disagree with?

What is the relative importance of being able to sell what you trap compared to your
recreational use? (i.e.,, how important is selling what you trap compared to just your right or
privilege of taking?)

If the commercial sale of furbearer parts were illegal, would you still trap?

Do you think baiting and caging are ethical? If so, can you explain why?

NEXT STEPS

The next focus group meeting will be with the same set of people. Peak will send out a
Doodle poll to schedule a 3-hour meeting during the last two weeks of July or the first two
weeks of August.

Peak will draft a high-level summary of this meeting as a shared memory of the discussions.
Participants will have the opportunity to review the meeting summary before it is finalized
for public record.



Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW)
Furbearer Focus Groups
June 26, 2025
Meeting Summary - FINAL

ATTENDANCE
Participants: Dan Gates, Ashley House, Chris Jurney, Kody Lostroh, Suzanne O'Neill, Brittany Parker,
Erin Spur, and Mark Vieira

Observer: Chuck Anderson

Facilitation team: Dominique Ashe and Heather Bergman

ACTION ITEMS
Peak e Distribute both relevant furbearer petitions to all stakeholders for shared
Facilitation awareness.
Group e Distribute a Doodle poll to meeting participants to schedule a second
(Peak) meeting.
¢ Draft a meeting summary and distribute it to meeting participants for their
review before finalizing.

BRIEF OVERVIEW OF THE FOCUS GROUP’S WORK TOGETHER

The facilitator provided an overview of the focus group’s work together for the furbearer
stakeholder engagement process initiated by Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW). Her remarks are
summarized below.

The purpose of this focus group is to identify and discuss concerns, principle issues, and
informed suggestions for changes to CPW’s furbearer management program to inform
facilitator recommendations to CPW staff.

Mark Vieira (CPW Carnivore and Furbearer Manager) will serve as the CPW liaison. His
primary role throughout this process is to listen and provide relevant knowledge on data-
related questions. Chuck Anderson (CPW Mammals Research Leader) is also participating in
this process as an observer.

Stakeholders are responsible for collaborating over the next 3 to 4 months and attending in-
person meetings.

The culmination of the engagement process is a final report by Peak Facilitation (Peak). The
report will include policy recommendations to CPW relative to the management concerns
and interests of all stakeholders involved in this process.

It is important to recognize that individuals within each focus group may hold a range of
views. The members of both focus groups together represent a broad spectrum of opinions.
Species that are regulated as furbearers and can be considered (individually or potentially
in categories) as part of this work include:

o Coyote o Raccoon

o Bobcat o Ring-tailed cat

o Mink o Striped skunk

o Pine marten o Western spotted skunk
o Badger o Long-tailed weasel

o Red fox o Short-tailed weasel

o Gray fox o Opossum

o Swift fox o Muskrat




e Beavers are not included in these discussions. CPW is hosting a separate ongoing process to
address beaver management.

o Stakeholders should be mindful of those who are not present and avoid diminishing others
or assuming their perspectives. Language matters, and the words used should be respectful
and considerate.

o Thisis a challenging issue. While it is necessary to address the core issues and policy
questions, it is crucial not to target or criticize staff or other stakeholders during the
discussions.

e There are two relevant, pending furbearer petitions that the Parks and Wildlife Commission
(PWC) has not yet addressed. One was filed in November 2024 by the Colorado Trappers
and Predator Hunters Association regarding additional agency furbearer data collection.
The second petition was filed in June 2025 by the Center for Biological Diversity regarding
the commercialization of fur.

e Peak will produce a summary of the discussions held by this group. Stakeholders will be
given the opportunity to review the summary before it is finalized and turned into a public
document.

e ACTION: The facilitator will share both petitions with all stakeholders for shared
awareness.

Clarifying Questions about the Focus Group’s Work Together
Meeting participants asked the facilitator clarifying questions about the engagement process. Their
questions are indicated below in italics. Corresponding responses follow in plain text.

Who makes the final decision based on the policy recommendations?
The CPW Director.

Is the PWC aware of this process? Does the PWC know about both petitions?
Yes. CPW forwards all its citizens’ petitions to the Commission for their awareness.

If all stakeholders want more data, does CPW have the resources to implement a recommendation like
that?

The reality is that there are limited resources. A recommendation that identified data priorities or a
sequence of studies could influence what data is available when.

SPECIES DATA OVERVIEW VIDEO: CLARIFYING QUESTIONS

Mark Vieira answered data-related questions regarding the species data overview video that all
stakeholders received in advance of the meeting. The video is available through this link. Questions
are indicated below in italics. Corresponding responses are shown in plain text.

Please provide a little more information about the ringtail cat's estimated population and harvest
numbers.

CPW has more information about harvest numbers, which range roughly between 17 and 25
animals harvested annually. The agency has less information on the population of these species. The
presence of this species has been detected in western and south-central Colorado, and even areas
west of Denver. However, CPW does not have a specific population estimate for these animals. CPW
is operating under the 2025 Colorado State Wildlife Action Plan (SWAP), and this new final plan will
be sent to the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in September. Although the ringtail and gray fox
are not classified as Tier 1 or Tier 2 species in the 2025 SWAP, they are considered to be “species of
greatest information need (SGIN).” Given adequate resources and a prioritization of this species,
CPW is interested in gathering more data on the ringtail, including information about harvest


https://drive.google.com/file/d/1T6qy1JjzRIdTS7Zxqq-8kgJE4xseAYpa/view?usp=drive_link

numbers, occupancy rates, and conducting additional surveys to improve the understanding of this
species.

Is it true that the swift fox will not be on the list of SGIN in the SWAP?

Yes, it is true that the swift fox is not currently listed as one of the SGIN in the 2025 Colorado SWAP.
There is a published paper that addresses the potential impacts of climate change on the swift fox,
suggesting that Colorado might have neutral or even slightly more favorable future habitat due to
changes in grassland conditions. That paper by Nelson et al is available through the following link
(https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10980-024-01962-5) and can also be found on the
CPW Swift Fox Conservation Team webpage (https://cpw.state.co.us/swift-fox-conservation-team).
CPW will continue conducting occupancy surveys on the swift fox population in shortgrass prairie
areas of Colorado, including in 2026.

INTEREST IDENTIFICATION
Meeting participants identified their individual interests related to furbearer species in a full group
discussion. Interests are the underlying motivations (the “why”) behind the positions (the “what”)
that stakeholders often present in these types of discussions. The focus group identified the
following interests:
e Maintain healthy furbearer populations
Allow for science-based harvest
Preserve hunting heritage
Continue to be a part of the cycle of life in nature
Gather more data
Retain ability to achieve self-sufficiency and meet one’s needs off the land
Minimize impacts to landowners
Allow for wildlife to continue have economic value
Maintain operational flexibility for vocational harvesters
Minimize wildlife-human conflicts in rural and urban areas
Minimize disease transmission
Maintain no-cost mitigation of wildlife-human conflicts to taxpayers through avocational
harvest
e Protect animal welfare

QUESTIONS FOR THE OTHER FOCUS GROUP
Meeting participants identified questions for the sportspersons to better understand their
perspectives. Those questions are listed below.

e How do advocates understand the North American model?

e What species need more fact-based science management?

e What is your definition of animal welfare?

NEXT STEPS

e The next focus group meeting will be with the same set of people. Peak will send out a
Doodle poll to schedule a 3-hour meeting during the last two weeks of July or the first two
weeks of August.

e At the next meeting, participants will discuss “what-if” ideas and options for ways CPW
policy or management actions could be adjusted to meet stakeholders’ interests.

e Peak will draft a high-level summary of this meeting as a shared memory of the discussions.
Participants will have the opportunity to review the meeting summary before it is finalized
for public record.


https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10980-024-01962-5
https://cpw.state.co.us/swift-fox-conservation-team

Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW)
Furbearer Focus Groups
July 24, 2025
Meeting Summary - FINAL

ATTENDANCE
Participants: Jen Clanahan, Allison Henderson, Delia Malone, Carol Monaco, Aubyn Royall, Gary
Skiba, Mark Surls, and Mark Vieira

Observer: Chuck Anderson
Facilitation team: Heather Bergman and Lauren Cortez French

PROCESS UPDATES
Mark Vieira, Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW), shared relevant furbearer updates. Highlights of
his remarks are summarized below.

Mention of Citizens’ Petitions at the Parks and Wildlife Commission (PWC)

o CPW staff presented an overview of its citizen petition review process during the July 17-18,
2025, PWC meeting. Two furbearer-related citizens’ petitions were brought to the attention
of the Commission members.

e The furbearer focus groups will not directly review or provide input on the pending
petitions. However, the topics of the relevant petitions will likely be discussion points during
the focus group meetings based on the shared subject matter.

e Avideo recording of the first day of the meeting is linked here, and the presentation on the
citizen petition process begins at timestamp 1:11:30.

Beaver Management Strategy Timeline
e [n addition to the furbearer focus groups, CPW will simultaneously develop a beaver
management strategy through a separate engagement process. That process will produce
recommendations ready to present to the PWC by March 2026.
e Beavers are furbearers and, thus, beaver policies fall within the same regulatory chapters as
other furbearers. The PWC’s review of furbearer and beaver recommendations will likely be
pushed to March 2026, rather than the initial January or February timeframe.

Furbearers Question and Answer (Q&A) Sheet

o To track data questions that arise during the focus group process, and to ensure that all
stakeholders receive available answers, Peak Facilitation has compiled a list of ongoing
questions and responses into a consolidated Q&A document.

e Mark Vieira will answer all questions for which CPW has an answer based on existing
information. Some questions would require additional research, and Mark will be unable to
answer those at this time. If a stakeholder is curious about why their question is not
answered, they can reach out to Mark.

Answer to a Question Asked via Email
Prior to this meeting, a stakeholder asked Mark about the revenue that CPW generates annually
from selling furbearer licenses and permits, as well as how much staff time and resources are
dedicated to each furbearer species on an annual basis. Mark’s answer is summarized below.
e There are three categories of furbearer licenses:
o Resident Furbearer License: Allows Colorado residents to harvest all 17 furbearer
species. The cost was $35.76 for a 2024 license.
o Non-resident Furbearer License: Allows non-residents to harvest all 17 furbearer
species. The cost was $97.17 for a 2024 license.


https://youtu.be/nJQWBpT2YpU

o Furbearer Harvest Permit: Residents and non-residents who already hold a small
game license can purchase this add-on for $10 per year, which allows them to
harvest all 17 furbearer species.

e The revenue generated from furbearer licenses and permits from 2022 to 2024 can be
calculated from the total number of license and permit sales per year and the annual permit
costs. This information is detailed on the handout shared during the meeting, which will
also be linked to the Furbearer Q&A sheet.

e (CPW does not track the amount of staff time dedicated to each species. Furthermore, the
amount of staff time dedicated to each species changes drastically from year to year based
on policy changes, ballot measures, and unforeseen issues that arise.

INTERSECTION OF INTERESTS OVERVIEW

During the initial round of focus group meetings, participants discussed their interests related to
furbearer management. The facilitator presented a Venn diagram showing where the two groups’
interests overlap and where they diverge. Key takeaways from the diagram are summarized below.

e Both groups expressed a desire to maintain the long-term viability of furbearer species,
increase data availability and science-based management, preserve ecosystems, and protect
animal welfare.

e This group’s distinct interests included ensuring that policies have clear moral boundaries
and minimize violence to furbearers. The group is also interested in ensuring that
systematic exploitation of animals is reduced, and that approaches to furbearer
management realistically account for a changing landscape and climate.

e The other group’s distinct interests included concerns about the viability of hunting
heritage, the ability to achieve self-sufficiency and meet one’s needs off the land, and
solutions for wildlife-human conflicts.

Comments on the Intersection of Interests
e [tis encouraging to hear that shared interests, especially those related to a clear and
defensible management plan, were evident from both discussions.
o These common interests provide hope that solutions acceptable to both groups are possible.

DISCUSSION ON THE NORTH AMERICAN MODEL

Meeting participants shared their perspectives and understandings of the North American Model of
Wildlife Conservation in the context of CPW’s furbearer management. Key points from their
discussion are highlighted below.

e There is conflicting information about which animals the model intends to include in its
prohibition on the commercialization of wildlife. A group member recalled an interpretation
of the model that asserted that the prohibition only applied to songbirds, shorebirds, and
big game. However, they noted that this was only one interpretation and that, based on
other sources, their personal understanding is that the model calls for a broad prohibition
on the commercialization of all wildlife.

e Interpretations of the North American Model that only include a subset of animals in its
prohibition on commercialization, unfair chase, and frivolous killing are contradictory. It is
not clear why those tenants should apply only to some species and not others. If the model
guides CPW’s management, there should be uniform application across species.

e While the principles underlying the model have existed in the wildlife management field
informally for over a century, the model and its seven tenets were not formally described
until 2001. Considering this, a group member cautioned against over-emphasizing the role
of the model in guiding wildlife management throughout the last century.



Much has changed since some of the model’s core principles were developed over a century
ago. The model would require significant revisions to be congruent with modern norms. For
example:

o New inventions and technological improvements have resulted in the widespread
availability of substitutes for some animal products. For example, fur garments are
now more of a luxury than a necessity in cold climates, rendering the killing of
animals for fur more ‘frivolous’ than it used to be.

o New technologies are available to today’s hunters and trappers, such as drones and
snowmobiles. Whether the use of these technologies is acceptable under the model’s
“fair chase” policy needs to be carefully considered.

o A commonly held interpretation is that an underlying premise of the model is an
understanding of wildlife as a good or service for humans, which humans have a
right to use for their own purposes. However, this assumption does not align with
today’s widely accepted view that wildlife has its own intrinsic value, along with the
scientific understanding that species contribute functional value to ecosystems.

There is extensive research on wildlife management that goes beyond the North American
Model. Group members expressed concern about recommending that CPW adopt this model
without exploring other management approaches, such as the strategy implemented in
Brazil.

Several group members shared that, based on their understanding, the model would not
permit the take of nuisance species. They attributed this assumption to (1) the possibility
that taking nuisance species could lead to the commercialization of wildlife and (2) the fact
that there are other methods to remove nuisance species, so killing them constitutes a
‘frivolous’ act. However, they acknowledged that the management of nuisance species is
beyond the scope of this process.

“WHAT-IF” IDEAS ACTIVITY

Meeting participants individually brainstormed ideas for how furbearer management in Colorado
could, from their perspective, be improved. They then shared their ideas and discussed them as a
full group. Their ideas are summarized into key themes below.

Precautionary principle: Apply the precautionary principle when a species’ population
numbers are unknown by implementing species-specific regulations and harvest limits,
curtailing hunting of the species until more information becomes available.

Research:

o Fill knowledge gaps by conducting research to develop population estimates for

each of the 16 furbearer species.

o Use the best scientific information to increase population numbers of small and

meso-mammal species that are in decline.
Transparency:

o Clarify what is and is not known about the status of each furbearer species.

o Provide rationales for the management approaches of each furbearer species.
Maintain existing conditions: Keep common species common and prevent habitat
fragmentation or degradation on Colorado State lands.

Commercialization of wildlife: Prohibit the commercial sale of Colorado’s furbearers, and
potentially, of fur.
Harvest methods:

o Prohibit all leghold and/or body traps due to the risk to non-target species and

animal suffering.

o Disallow the use of artificial light, electronic calls, bait, and hounds in hunting.



o Establish policies prohibiting the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service
(APHIS) from using aerial gunning or M-44 devices in Colorado.
o Prohibit hunting or trapping during species-specific reproductive seasons.
e Trapping:
o Reduce traps to one trap per trapper.
o Prohibit all recreational trapping.
o Restrictall trapping on public lands and/or in critical habitat.
o Prohibit the trapping of carnivores.
e Coyote hunting: Reduce or eliminate avocational coyote trapping and/or killing.
e Bobcat hunting: Prohibit all non-nuisance, avocational killing of bobcats.
o Tagging/permitting:
o Institute individual tags per furbearer species.
o Increase the price of the Furbearer Harvest Permit.
e Mange management: Establish a CPW action plan to treat animals with mange.
o Education: Require education on the value of furbearer species to ecosystems as a
prerequisite for receiving a license or permit.
e Nuisance species removal: Require people to submit a list of non-lethal methods they have
used to try to remove or repel a nuisance species before they are allowed to use lethal
methods.

SPECIES PRIORITIZATION ACTIVITY

Meeting participants worked in two small groups to identify the relative urgency for data collection
and policy change for the 16 furbearer species based on an assigned prompt. A summary of their
reasoning is below.

Policy Changes

One group was tasked with prioritizing the species based on the need for changes to management
policies. The results of their discussion are shown in the image below. Species closer to the left side
of the spectrum were considered a lower priority for policy change compared to species on the
right.




Prioritization reasoning:

The lowest priority species are common. While ensuring these species stay prevalent is
important, developing new management policies for them is a lower priority than for other
species.

The medium priority species are those that seem to have stable population numbers and
few management issues in Colorado. However, limited data exists on the status of these
species, their roles in Colorado ecosystems, and the amount of hunting pressure on them.
Thus, it is difficult to decide what kind of management is needed for these species without
more information.

There are no seasons or limits on hunting coyotes in Colorado, and recent scientific findings
do not necessarily mesh with common rationales for hunting and trapping coyotes.
Furthermore, tools such as electronic calls allow coyotes to be hunted more effectively than
more elusive species. Thus, coyotes were assigned as a high-priority species to be
considered for management policy changes.

Swift foxes were assigned to the highest priority category due to concerns that CPW’s recent
assessment that Colorado’s swift fox populations are stable might be inaccurate.

Bobcats were listed as a high-priority species because they can hybridize with lynx, which is
protected as an endangered species in Colorado.

Increasing Data Availability and Conducting Research

The second group was tasked with organizing the species based on how urgently more species-
specific research and data are needed. The results of their discussion are shown in the image below.
Species closer to the left side of the spectrum were considered to have a less urgent need for data
and research compared to the species closer to the right.

Prioritization reasoning:

The low population densities and elusive nature of ring-tailed cats warrant an urgent need
for more research on the species.

Establishing an accurate population number for bobcats in Colorado is an urgent need.
Minks depend on healthy stream flows and, therefore, are likely to be impacted by water
management and climate-related water issues.




Further research is required to understand the impact of Colorado’s mountain pine beetle
epidemic on pine martens.

Research is needed on the impacts of climate change on gray foxes.

More research is needed to understand how to manage raccoons while avoiding large
numbers of orphaned raccoon kits ending up in wildlife rehabilitation centers.

NEXT STEPS

Peak Facilitation (Peak) will draft a high-level summary of this meeting as a shared memory
of the discussions. Participants will have the opportunity to review the meeting summary
before it is finalized for public record.

Peak will also send out a Doodle for a third focus group meeting that will occur within the
first three weeks of September.

The facilitator and Mark will discuss whether the third focus group meeting will be a joint
meeting with all focus group participants present or if the two groups will continue to meet
separately. Additional consultation with CPW leadership will be needed to determine
whether the groups will meet jointly as well.



Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW)
Furbearer Focus Group Meeting
August 1, 2025
Meeting Summary - FINAL

ATTENDANCE
Participants: Jennifer Burbey, Dan Gates, Ashley House, Chris Jurney, Kody Lostroh, Suzanne O'Neill,
Brittany Parker, Erin Karney Spaur, and Mark Vieira

Observer: Chuck Anderson

Facilitation team: Dominique Ashe and Heather Bergman

ACTION ITEMS
Mark Vieira o Review Peak’s scope of work and assess whether the furbearer focus
group engagement deadline can be adjusted to align with the Parks and
Wildlife Commission’s (PWC) timeline.

e (Confirm the 2026 PWC meeting dates for Chapter 3 policy review with
focus group members.

Peak e Incorporate the license and permit fee revenue statistics on the meeting

Facilitation handout into the Furbearer Question and Answer (Q&A) Sheet.

Group e Draft a high-level meeting summary. Distribute to focus group members

(Peak) for a shared record of the discussion.

Mark Vieira o Consider revising the stakeholder group names in the final report or

and Peak adding an introductory paragraph that distinguishes the groups while
emphasizing that all stakeholders are advocates.

e C(reate a shared document that outlines the current rules, historical
moments, and aspects of conflict for each furbearer species. Include CPW’s
licensing/permitting fee revenue information.

PROCESS UPDATES

Mark Vieira, Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) Carnivore and Furbearer Program Manager, shared
relevant furbearer updates. Highlights of his update are summarized below.

Citizens’ Petitions
e CPW Regulations Manager Hilary Hernandez provided the Parks and Wildlife Commission
(PWC) with an overview of the citizens’ petition process and current examples at its
meeting on July 17 and 18. A video recording of the first day of the meeting is linked here,
and the presentation on the citizen petition process begins at timestamp 1:11:30.
o Two petitions that were provided as examples are relevant to furbearer species, including:
o The Colorado Trappers and Predator Hunters Association (November 2024)
proposed additional agency-led furbearer data collection.
o The Center for Biological Diversity (June 2025) proposed the prohibition of the
commercialization of fur.
e The furbearer focus groups will not directly review or provide input on the pending
petitions. However, the topics of the petitions will likely be discussion points based on the
shared subject matter.

Changes to the PWC(’s Timeline for Reviewing Furbearer Policy Recommendations
e The timeline for the PWC and CPW to discuss rules and regulations regarding furbearer
species (Chapter 3) will likely be delayed two months. This shift allows the PWC to


https://youtu.be/nJQWBpT2YpU

simultaneously review the recommendations from the ongoing beaver management process
and this furbearer focus group engagement process. The PWC anticipates this discussion in
March and May 2026.

o ACTION: Mark will review Peak Facilitation Group’s (Peak) scope of work. He will assess
whether the furbearer focus group engagement deadline can be adjusted to align with the
PWC(’s timeline.

e ACTION: Mark will confirm the 2026 PWC meeting dates with focus group members.

Furbearer Question and Answer (Q&A) Sheet

e To track data questions that arise during the focus group process, and to ensure that all
stakeholders receive available answers, Peak has compiled a list of ongoing questions and
responses into a consolidated Q&A document.

e Mark Vieira will answer all questions for which CPW has an answer based on existing
information. Some questions would require additional research, and Mark will be unable to
answer those at this time. If a stakeholder is curious about why their question is not
answered, they can reach out to Mark.

Answer to a Data Question Asked via Email

Prior to this meeting, a stakeholder asked Mark about the revenue that CPW generates annually
from selling furbearer licenses and permits, as well as how much staff time and resources are
dedicated to each furbearer species on an annual basis. Mark’s answer is summarized below.

e (CPW does not track the cost to implement its program per species or track staff time per
species. Staff time changes drastically from year to year based on policy changes, ballot
measures, and unforeseen issues that arise.

e The agency does track the number of permits/licenses purchased and whether the
individual is a Colorado resident or visitor. There are three categories of furbearer licenses:

o Resident Furbearer License: Allows Colorado residents to harvest all 17 furbearer
species. The cost was $35.76 for a 2024 license.

o Non-resident Furbearer License: Allows non-residents to harvest all 17 furbearer
species. The cost was $97.17 for a 2024 license.

o Furbearer Harvest Permit: Residents and non-residents who already hold a small
game license can purchase this add-on for $10 per year, which allows them to
harvest all 17 furbearer species.

e The revenue generated from furbearer licenses and permits from 2022 to 2024 can be
calculated from the total number of license and permit sales per year and the annual permit
costs. This information is detailed on the handout shared during the meeting.

e ACTION: Peak will incorporate the license and permit statistics on the handout into the
Furbearer Q&A Sheet.

INTERSECTION OF INTERESTS
During the initial round of focus group meetings, participants discussed their interests related to
furbearer management. The facilitator presented a Venn diagram showing where the two groups’
interests overlap and where they diverge. Key takeaways from the diagram are summarized below.
e Both groups expressed a desire to maintain the long-term viability of furbearer species,
increase data availability and science-based management, preserve ecosystems, and protect
animal welfare.
e This group’s distinct interests included concerns about the viability of hunting heritage, the
ability to achieve self-sufficiency and meet one’s needs off the land, and sustaining solutions
for wildlife-human conflicts.



o The other group’s distinct interests included ensuring that policies have clear moral
boundaries and minimize violence to furbearers. They are also interested in ensuring that
systematic exploitation of animals is reduced, and that approaches to furbearer
management realistically account for a changing socio-political landscape.

Comments on the Intersection of Interests

o There may be a difference in the degree of emotions that stakeholders have for furbearers.
Emotions should be separated from science-based management decisions.

e Sportspersons are advocates as well, and the “group” name should reflect that.

e Transparency, truth, and accountability should be in the overlapping section, as they are
mutually shared values among all furbearer stakeholders.

e There is interest in discussing opportunities among the commonly shared values with all
stakeholders. It is worth discussing the details of the policies.

e ACTION: Mark and Peak will consider how to revise the stakeholder group names in the
final report or add an introductory paragraph reflecting that all stakeholders are advocates
while distinguishing some differences between them.

DISCUSSION ON THE NORTH AMERICAN MODEL

Meeting participants shared their perspectives and understandings of the North American Model of
Wildlife Conservation in the context of CPW’s furbearer management. Key points from their
discussion are noted below.

e The North American Model allows harvesters to respond to population “dips.” Before this
model, there was no way to adjust harvest numbers in response to changes in population. It
is not in the interest of harvesters to eradicate or significantly reduce species populations.

e (CPW’s management decisions are in line with this model, shown by recovered or steady
species populations. To manage a species at a different population level, there must be a
quantifiable number indicating a distressed population.

e Those on the ground (i.e., harvesters) have an intimate, rapid response to species
population trends, adapting and self-regulating at a faster rate than CPW. This recognition of
population nuances is a tenet of the North American Model.

e (CPW has done a good job of giving wildlife value. The resource is being managed for all
stakeholders (e.g., hunters, photographers, etc.), and harvesters financially support the
agency in maintaining viable species populations.

e Some might perceive the commercial sale of fur as unaligned with current North American
Model practices. This perception may be attributed to a precedent where a species was
driven nearly to extinction due to the fur market.

e Nature tends to create surpluses in species populations, especially ones that are fast
reproducers. Harvesting this surplus instead of death by natural causes (e.g., disease) is
valuable to the culture of hunters and trappers and to species population health.

“WHAT-IF” IDEAS ACTIVITY

Meeting participants individually brainstormed ideas for how furbearer management in Colorado
could, from their perspective, be improved. They then shared their ideas and discussed them as a
full group. Their ideas are summarized into key themes below.

o Ensure decisions are supported by research: Gathering more data on harvest collections
and population numbers should inform policy adjustments. CPW could prioritize a list of
species with the greatest research needs or conduct a minimum 5-year study on all
furbearers. Harvest limits should only change if there is evidence that current harvesting is
negatively impacting species populations.



o Expand seasons for furbearers with known healthy, sustainable populations: There is
an opportunity to create policy changes that offer more harvesting windows, given that the
data indicates healthy populations with abundant individuals.

e Conduct a cost-benefit analysis of policy change: There is a need to understand at a
granular level the costs to the agency of making changes versus maintaining the status quo.

e Dedicate furbearer harvesting fee revenue to research and management: Currently,
fees collected from permits and licenses are not directly invested in the program; instead,
they are allocated to the general fees fund pool. The funds received from furbearer
harvesting permits should be allocated to furbearer studies and program operations.

o Tagging requirements for all furbearers being studied: When CPW is actively
conducting a species study, it could require harvesters to report through mandatory checks
and sealing. This would not be required if CPW were not conducting an active study.

e Present study findings in a neutral, transparent manner online: Broader public
education regarding furbearer lifecycles could help realign negative perspectives on
harvesting. All CPW’s study findings should be present on its website. Any study should be
independent of political agendas.

e Establish a CPW-led information-sharing network: The agency could establish a network
among associations and licensees/permit holders to facilitate the sharing and reporting of
ongoing harvest information. This is like the informal information-sharing networks that
many avocational harvesters already participate in, but it would include individual
harvesters who might not engage through established organizations.

e Emphasize that “unlimited” take is not infinite: The perception of “unlimited” take might
be negatively misconstrued or misunderstood. Avocational, unlimited take has many
constraints, such as limits within seasonal timeframes and guardrails for the method of take.
The take is always a percentage of the total population, considered an appropriate range
based on the North American Model.

e Publicly address misinformation: Some assumptions drive perceptions of furbearer
harvesting activities. These assumptions have been published on social media, taken down
when found false, but with no public statement addressing the misinformation.

e Share regulatory history: Share facts of how harvesters have historically initiated
regulations and helped make policy changes over time.

e ACTION: Mark and Peak will create a shared digital document detailing the current rules,
historical moments, and aspects of conflict for each furbearer species. The document will
also include CPW’s licensing/permitting fee revenue.

PRIORITIZATION OF SPECIES FOR RESEARCH AND IDEAS FOR POLICY CHANGE
Meeting participants worked as a full group to identify the relative urgency for data collection and
shared ideas for policy change for the 16 furbearer species. A summary of their reasoning is below.

Considerations Noted Through the Activity
e [tis challenging to determine which species require policy change when there is no
understanding (i.e., no research or precedent) of their species' populations.
e Any decision on a species will ultimately have an impact on both avocation and vocational
pursuits.

Increasing Data Availability and Conducting Research
Stakeholders organized the species based on the urgency of the need for more species-specific
research and data. The results of their discussion are shown in the image below. Species closer to



the left side of the spectrum were considered to have a less urgent need for data and research
compared to the species closer to the right.

Species that May or May Not Benefit from Specific Policy Change
The full group organized species based on the potential benefit for policy change, ranging from no
need for policy change to a need for policy change. The results of their discussion are shown in the

image below. Species are organized into two groups: species with potential for policy change and
species with no need for policy change.

Comments on Species Regarding Policy Changes
e The agency needs to finish the 5-year study on bobcats before changing any bobcat policy.
e There may be a benefit to policy changes if they are based on more information about
population dynamics that is not currently available. A disclaimer should come with any
policy change: “Changes can only occur after science and data findings are established.”
e Avocational take is the only aspect of population dynamics that CPW can control. It cannot
control other contributing factors to population fluctuations (e.g., disease, climate change,



roadkill, etc.). Avocational harvesters have the least impact on species populations
compared to these other factors.

Species population data does not indicate that harvesters need to reduce their harvest. This
is an opportunity to see what expansions are available to harvesting (e.g., add a month or
adjust months of the bobcat harvesting season).

Some species are managed for the benefit of others (e.g., opossum, mink, red fox); this is an
ecosystem service harvesters provide.

Swift foxes and badgers live in the same holes, so they should have the same policy.
Although beavers do not rely on muskrats, muskrats rely on beavers. Policies for these
species should reflect their symbiotic or interrelated relationships.

NEXT STEPS

Peak will draft a high-level summary of this meeting as a shared memory of the discussions.
Participants will have the opportunity to review the meeting summary before it is finalized
for public record.

Peak will also send out a Doodle for a third focus group meeting that will occur within the
first three weeks of September.

The facilitator and Mark will discuss whether the third focus group meeting will be a joint
meeting with all focus group participants present or if the two groups will continue to meet
separately. Additional consultation with CPW leadership will be needed to determine
whether the groups will meet jointly as well.



Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW)
Furbearer Focus Groups
September 17, 2025
Joint Meeting Summary - FINAL

ATTENDANCE

Participants: Jennifer Burbey, Jen Clanahan, Andrew Currie, Dan Gates, Allison Henderson, Ashley
House, Chris Jurney, Kody Lostroh, Delia Malone, Suzanne O'Neill, Brittany Parker, Aubyn Royall,
Erin Spaur, Mark Surls, and Mark Vieira

Observer: Chuck Anderson
Facilitation team: Dominique Ashe and Heather Bergman

ACTION ITEMS

Peak Facilitation Group e Revise the preliminary management ideas based on meeting

(Peak) discussions.

e Send meeting participants a scheduling form to find a date for a
second joint focus group meeting.

Peak and Mark Vieira Meet with a technical advisory group to discuss preliminary
management ideas.

INTERSECTION OF INTERESTS

During the initial round of focus group meetings, participants discussed their interests related to
furbearer management. Peak Facilitation Group (Peak) created a Venn diagram (linked here),
identifying where interests overlap and where they diverge.

Clarifying Questions about the Intent of Specific Interests

Meeting participants asked one another clarifying questions about their respective interests.
Questions are indicated below in italics. Corresponding responses follow in plain text. Responses
with multiple bullet points indicate multiple individual responses to a question.

What does “minimize impacts to landowners” mean?

e Even though this is an avocational take discussion, furbearer species, their management,
and their natural behaviors impact livestock owners. Coyotes, raccoons, and skunks are
among a few species that tend to create negative and costly issues for private landowners,
especially with drastic management changes.

e This interest also means maintaining the integrity of public-private partnerships that exist
with CPW. If there is a management change, there also needs to be an educational
component to effectively communicate changes to private landowners.

e For people raising livestock, wildlife (almost every species on the list) negatively impacts
operations. Population management has kept livestock operations viable.

One of the interest statements reads “Allow for wildlife to continue to have economic value.” Economic
value for whom? And why is that important?

e Economic value to the agency, as so few animals have monetary value. Economic value to
individuals as well, as hunting and trapping are how some make people make a living. There
is no quick or abundant replacement available to them.

e Rural environments are different than urban environments. In rural environments, wildlife
is abundant. The monetary component of fur harvesting has been an important means of
making a living in rural areas.


https://drive.google.com/file/d/1qJGD-UJlKfbPBkDgzZfX2bHAO0gXI9aI/view?usp=sharing

Is fur harvesting a primary or a supplemental source of income?

More often than not, fur harvesting is a supplemental source of income. For example,
outfitters provide an avocational opportunity and nuisance service at the same time. There
is a mutual benefit when an outfitter connects a landowner who needs a conflict animal
removed with a hunter who is looking for an avocational opportunity. An outfitter charges a
fee to both the landowner and the hunter/trapper. This fee may be nominal, but it can still
support the outfitter’s financial stability.

Historically, Colorado landowners wanted problem wildlife removed without wasting the
animal’s body. Even when hiring professionals to remove or hunt these animals, they often
consider both the timing and whether the carcass can be used—for profit or other purposes.
The hunters or trappers involved may view their actions as either a job or a hobby.

Though not a major income source, the small earnings can contribute meaningfully to an
individual’s overall financial stability.

What does “clear moral boundaries within polices” include? Do stakeholders believe that clear moral
boundaries are absent within existing policies?

Morality in this context refers to the humane treatment of wild animals, like the humane
treatment of livestock. It ensures that humans reduce or eliminate unnecessary suffering for
each individual animal.

Some people believe that certain methods of dispatch are immoral. Additionally, some
people might find trophy hunting different than mule deer hunting. These are subjective
aspects that are not necessarily based on science, yet are important.

Each animal, regardless of its species, has an inherent and intrinsic value that extends
beyond the value of its fur. For example, a coyote preys on approximately 80 rodents a day,
which is an ecosystem benefit that is hard to monetize.

Is “moral” synonymous with “ethical” in this context?

“Moral” has a slight religious undertone. “Ethical” might be a more fitting term for this
interest statement, especially when recognizing how society’s treatment of animals has
evolved. Some past practices now feel clearly wrong and have been discontinued. Other
practices feel somewhat better (although still not ideal), and new approaches appear to be
significantly better.

The concept of being "ethical" acknowledges that animal treatment can always be improved.
It is not about blaming people for what they have not done, or saying they are unethical.
Instead, it is about encouraging better practices and recognizing the value of guidance or
regulation to help achieve that.

One of the interest statements calls for “transparency, truth, and accountability.” From whom?
From CPW, to ensure its policies are applied equally to everyone.

Is ensuring economic value part of self-sufficiency and meeting one’s needs, or is it more about
personal use and less focused on commercial gains?

Sometimes the animal’s economic value is part of ensuring self-sufficiency, and sometimes it is not.
[t depends on the context.

What does “slowing or stopping negative shifting baselines” mean?

If trends can be identified, species management should respond accordingly to ensure
species remain part of Colorado's landscape and are able to survive and thrive.



A shifting baseline refers to a historical baseline that no longer exists. For example, humans
manage coyotes based on the numbers that exist now versus the population size that existed
100 years ago.

Identification of Mutual Interests
Meeting participants identified the following interests as ones that they share in concept, even
though they may differ on what it would or should look like to implement them in policy.

Minimize wildlife-human conflict in rural and urban areas

Transparency, truth, and accountability (add “from CPW”)

“Protecting animal welfare” combined with “clear moral boundaries within polices”
(incorporate ethical considerations)

Recovering Colorado State Wildlife Action Plan (SWAP) species

Allow for wildlife to have economic value (considering other economic values beyond their
fur, e.g., park passes, photography, wildlife viewing)

Minimize impacts to landowners

Focus on issues rather than fears

Native species’ survival of climate change

Love of wildlife watching

Fairness

FEEDBACK ON PRELIMINARY MANAGEMENT IDEAS
Meeting participants provided feedback on a preliminary set of management ideas. Their comments
are summarized below.

Priority Management Species

The facilitator proposed a list of five species for priority agency action: bobcat, swift fox, ring tailed
cat, gray fox, and marten. Meeting participants provided feedback on the list. Their feedback is
summarized below.

Adding coyotes to the priority species list is of interest to some. Coyotes were previously
subjected to killing contests and still create problems for landowners. On the other hand,
coyotes are seen as a hardy species, indicating that less active management may be needed.
There is an opportunity to make both general recommendations for all species and species-
specific ones. The amount of work that CPW would incur depends largely on the
management policy.

[t is difficult to put species over one another. This list does not indicate that one species is
more important than others. It recognizes the reality that the agency cannot equally
dedicate its limited funding and time to all species simultaneously. The group can view the
“priority” species as those that CPW should address with policy changes first, followed by
policy changes for other species when funding and agency capacity allow.

Some of the species’ management is more nuisance-focused than avocational (e.g.,
opossum).

Engagement

The facilitator proposed that CPW reconvene these stakeholders annually to hear feedback on
program implementation and inform future year’s management strategies. Meeting participants
provided feedback on this idea. Their feedback is summarized below.

The agency might find it premature to begin annual stakeholder engagement next fall, as it
still needs time to gather and interpret data. Waiting three to five years may be more
appropriate.



Annual engagement could be beneficial, less so for data collection, but more so for
maintaining a mutual understanding among stakeholders. A standing gathering could help
reduce the number of citizen petitions.

Although science should inform decisions, from an adaptive management standpoint,
frequent check-ins are a good idea.

If the goal is to build trust, a yearly check-in would support that effort.

Public Education

The facilitator presented ideas related to public education initiatives that included a public-facing
education campaign about the critical role furbearers play in ecosystems, requiring permit/license
applicants to watch a video on humane hunting and trapping. Meeting participants provided
feedback on the ideas. Highlights of their comments are summarized below.

General Public-Focused Education

Although an education campaign is a worthwhile endeavor, the agency has faced, and may
still face, workforce capacity limitations. These educational policy ideas seem to create more
work, yet without a clear outcome or substantial benefit.

The word “campaign” implies a monetary undertone, like a political campaign. Educational
“material” could be a more appropriate word for this context.

While CPW’s harvest reports are not presented to the Parks and Wildlife Commission, the
agency publishes this information on its website. If Commissioners want to see this
information, they can look it up or add it to their agenda.

Although furbearer harvesting information is available on the agency’s website, CPW could
be more consistent and clearer with the information. For example, the CPW website has two
sections linking reports with different years and species, rather than a single consolidated
report. The lack of a consolidated report makes it difficult for a non-agency person to
understand the full picture of harvesting data.

If CPW launches an educational campaign, it should present a balanced perspective of
management, ecosystem functions, and harvesting, in consultation with the stakeholders.
Educational materials could provide knowledge to many Coloradoans who are unfamiliar
with furbearers, their roles in the ecosystem, and their management. As human populations
grow, there will be an increase in human-wildlife interactions. This could be an opportunity
to provide the public with resources.

CPW could partner with other institutions to exchange information for educational
materials. Colorado State University has a Carnivore Co-existence Lab, which, along with the
Colorado Natural Heritage Program (CNHP), helped create the SWAP.

A video might be more relevant to the public, rather than to the people obtaining a license
or permit. The video could show current best management practices.

Harvester-Focused Education

Around 18,000 furbearer harvest permits are sold annually as an add-on to the small game
license, but most holders do not report harvesting any furbearers. Only a couple of hundred
standalone furbearer licenses are sold each year, so requiring a video and test may not
effectively target the larger segment of hunters and trappers.

A video on hunting and trapping, along with a quiz, would be redundant to the hunter’s
safety course and license, which is required before purchasing any permits or licenses from
CPW. A hunter’s safety license is a lifelong license, like a driver’s license. Although the
regulations change annually, the licensed individual does not need to retest annually.



Some videos add value to hunters and trappers (e.g.,, mountain lion gender identification),
but with too broad a scope, the video might not add substantive value. It might also set a
precedent to mandate videos and quizzes for all game species.

Educational information on distinguishing between wolves and coyotes may help prevent
accidental wolf deaths.

Furbearer identification information (e.g., the difference between a lynx and a bobcat) is
available in the CPW harvesting brochure, rendering identification videos duplicative.

A required video will likely reduce the number of permits sold and the revenue generated,
whereas an optional video will not. Requiring those purchasing a permit or license to
rewatch the same video annually would also be redundant.

Provide educational materials as an optional resource to hunters and trappers, as there are
similar and mandatory information requirements that already exist.

Future Study

The facilitator proposed that CPW conduct a population survey for the five preliminary
management species listed above and develops associated management plans for each. Meeting
participants provided feedback on both aspects. Their comments are summarized below.

Population Surveys

There is a need for up-to-date population studies comparing areas where hunting is
common and where no hunting is allowed. Studies should examine how hunting pressure
affects wildlife populations in different places.

CPW should understand a species’ population before developing a management plan.

The agency could collect more data on harvested species (e.g., tagging swift fox) to support
its understanding of species populations. This would be a cost-effective option.

External institutions could help CPW conduct surveys, although there could be a perception
of bias in the results if any one organization funded a study on the agency’s behalf.

A population survey should be conducted at a relevant scale for each species. It should also
consider climate change information specific to Colorado.

Given CPW'’s capacity, a statewide survey on the priority species might be the most feasible
start.

Associated Management Plans

A management plan needs to account for regional differences (e.g., environment,
development pressures, and hunting patterns).

Furbearer species are distributed differently across the state. Some are located broadly,
while others are site-specific. A statewide management plan might benefit some species
(e.g., those with high dispersal rates), while a localized plan would be more appropriate for
others.

Each species-specific management plan should identify land management practices that are
important for that species to remain on the land, as well as anticipated risks to the species’
viability.



Reporting

The facilitator presented ideas on mandatory online reporting of a harvester’s success or failure, the
use of harvest geolocation, and potential penalties for non-compliance. Meeting participants
provided feedback on the reporting ideas. Their comments are summarized below.

Success or Failure
e Mandatory reporting of both harvest successes and failures would provide interesting data.
e Online reporting could be beneficial to an extent. Reporting through an app might be
challenging for some hunters and trappers.

Geolocation

e Hunters and trappers were previously required to geolocate animals, which had a negative
consequence. Requiring hunters and trappers to geolocate animals led to behavior changes,
concentrating harvests in high success.

e Even if this information were not on CPW’s website, it would be subject to the Colorado
Open Records Act (CORA) for any furbearer harvested on public lands. Furbearer harvest on
private land would be exempt from CORA.

e Harvestlocations published online could include buffers to prevent people from knowing
the exact coordinates.

e There is value in collecting location data. Reporting by drainage area or game management
unit (GMU) could mitigate the drawbacks associated with geolocating while providing
insight into harvesting trends.

e Geolocation requirements could be seen as another layer of control over harvesters.

e The requirement to geolocate all traps might be burdensome for trappers, depending on the
number of traps they put out. Additionally, the reporting does not indicate whether an
animal was killed or released, which is an important data point.

Penalties
e Any new measure or mandate must be phased in slowly to give individuals opportunities to
adjust and then fix mistakes. At the same time, there should be penalties for bad actors (e.g.,
a minimum fine for consecutive non-compliance).
e Other states have penalties for failing to report. CPW could suspend a harvester from
drawing for big game or renewing their furbearer license the following year, with the option
to fulfill the reporting requirement and lift the suspension.

Presentation

The facilitator shared ideas related to harvested animal presentations. Those ideas included the
continuation of requiring mandatory checks and sealing of bobcats, a combination presentation of
some or all the follow species: swift fox, ring-tailed cats, gray fox, and marten. The ideas also
included virtual presentation, online certifications, and a sworn witness by someone other than the
harvester. Meeting participants provided feedback on these preliminary ideas. Their comments are
summarized below.

e Mandatory presentations and sealing for bobcats, as well as mandatory presentations for
priority management species, would provide useful data on population and harvesting
trends. Requiring or offering a virtual presentation will likely over-complicate the process.
Nonetheless, additional mandates or changes to the process should be phased in slowly to
give the system and users time to adapt.

e Since CPW has never offered virtual presentations, this approach poses technical challenges
and may not be worthwhile, given the small number of harvesters across 17 species.



From a commercial perspective, regulations must be simple for tax and tanning purposes.

Annual Harvest Limits

The facilitator presented ideas related to annual furbearer harvest limits for the five priority
management species listed above. Meeting participants provided feedback on these harvest limit
ideas. Their comments are summarized below.

Harvest limits could be determined by the average of the past few years of harvest at a
statewide level, especially for species for which CPW has limited data. However, harvest
limits determined by take may assume that harvesters might be overharvesting. Instead,
CPW could decide harvest limits based on its understanding of species populations and
growth rates.

The agency’s default position should be to set limits rather than to enable unlimited take.
Harvest limits should be set conservatively, considering shifting baselines, as species
habitats are being fragmented and encroached upon by human development.

Harvest limits should consider a species’ phenology (i.e., reproductive cycles) by adjusting
the seasonality of harvesting.

CPW has shortened harvest seasons multiple times over its history. The agency should be
open to extending some harvest seasons if data support it.

Population data is important to setting harvest limits. However, the unknown timeline of
when CPW will have population information available creates a barrier to setting harvest
limits based on the data. It is essential to set a placeholder until CPW can gather the
necessary data.

Until evidence suggests that a harvest limit is necessary, CPW should allow harvest to
continue.

Harvest limits should be set for all furbearer species, yet the need to phase them is
understandable given agency capacity. The phasing should be noted as a caveat in the final
report.

Additional Ideas

CPW should reframe coyotes as a “conflict” species rather than a “nuisance” species,
particularly on the agency website.

CPW should require harvest reporting through the Harvest Information Program (HIP) for
all furbearer species.

Bag limits and possession limits are used with other wildlife (e.g., fishing) and would be
consistent with agency norms if applied to furbearers. On the other hand, given that
trappers and hunters are a minority group, an individual with time, land, and resources
should be able to harvest the amount they desire.

If setting harvest limits on coyotes is not possible, then reporting would provide a concrete
understanding of take, rather than continuing to have a knowledge gap.

NEXT STEPS

Peak will revise the preliminary management ideas based on this discussion and then meet
with a technical advisory group made up of USDA (US Department of Agriculture), Colorado
Department of Agriculture (CDA), and CPW staff. They will discuss the feasibility and
tradeoffs of these management ideas.

Peak will send out a scheduling form to focus group members to find a date for a second
joint meeting. Participants will review the revised management ideas at that meeting.



Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW)
Furbearer Policy Technical Advisory Group
September 26, 2025
Meeting Summary - FINAL

ATTENDANCE
Participants: Chuck Anderson, Travis Black, Emily Blizzard, Wayne East, Sherri Huwer, and Mark

Vieira

Facilitation Team: Dominique Ashe and Heather Bergman

ACTION ITEMS
Mark Vieira e Confer with colleagues at CPW about options for coyote
management.
e Share the preliminary furbearer management ideas with the
Attorney General’s (AG’s) Office.
Peak Facilitation e Send Travis the presentation slide deck on preliminary furbearer
Group management ideas.
e Draft a meeting summary.

PRELIMINARY MANAGEMENT IDEAS
The facilitator presented the technical advisors with preliminary ideas for changes to CPW
furbearer management policies. Highlights of her presentation are summarized below.

Making management changes for all 16 species simultaneously is beyond the agency's
capacity. Instead, CPW could address five priority species first. Based on stakeholders'
indications of the highest-priority species for management action and additional research,
those five priority species would include bobcat, swift fox, ring-tailed cat, gray fox, and
marten.
CPW could consider establishing mandatory online reporting requirements for the success
or failure of hunting or trapping. The agency could require trappers to report whether a
target or non-target species was caught, and whether the animal was harvested or released.
The agency could require that harvesters indicate the location of a harvested animal by
providing coordinates or indicating game management units (GMUs), drainages, or even
counties.
The agency could implement penalties for failing to report a harvest. It could suspend a
permit or license until the harvester meets the reporting requirements.
The agency could continue to require the mandatory presentation and sealing of bobcats
and add mandatory presentation requirements for the other priority species mentioned
above.
There are currently unlimited harvest limits on some species with known or unknown
population sizes (e.g., coyotes). The agency could set limits:

o Forall 16 species

o For the five priority management species listed above

o Through a phased grouping approach
CPW could require applicants for permits and licenses to watch a video on humane hunting
and trapping and answer a questionnaire correctly before receiving their permit or license.
The agency could develop educational materials on furbearers, including their roles in
ecosystems and food chains, as well as active management and harvesting practices.
Action: The facilitator will send the presentation slide deck listing these ideas to Travis.

Feedback on Preliminary Management Ideas
The technical advisors provided feedback on the preliminary management ideas. Key points are
summarized below.




Some of the ideas related to reporting would not yield information that CPW finds useful
(e.g., the number of cotton-tailed rabbits caught in a trap as a non-target species). Collecting
general spatial harvesting data on some species would be useful to the agency.

Some species are habitat generalists, while others have habitat niches. These characteristics
can help determine their population across the state and inform spatial boundaries on
harvest limits for habitat generalists.

The agency lacks the resources to implement some of these ideas at both the administrative
and enforcement levels. Without the capacity to enforce it, mandatory reporting is
ineffective. Changing the penalties for failing to report would require a statutory change.
Any penalties should be phased in, with the first year focused on issuing warnings and
providing education, and full enforcement commencing in the second year.
Administratively, suspending licenses and permits would be a tremendous lift given the
volume of furbearer license and permit applicants. However, CPW is transferring to a new
license system between 2027 and 2028. That period could be an opportune time to revise
reporting requirements, as the agency will have the ability to automate checks, reminders,
and suspensions. The agency would need to determine how to suspend the license or permit
purchase at the point of sale (e.g., at Walmart).

Some of these ideas could unintentionally affect harvests beyond avocational take. This is
due to jurisdictional overlap and the common practice of pelt commercialization from
nuisance animals. If CPW required individuals to present species taken under Colorado
Department of Agriculture nuisance control, it would create barriers for moving or using
nuisance-related pelts for tax or sale purposes causing those pelts to be discarded.
Mandatory checks for a few species, mandatory reporting for some, and surveys for the rest
makes sense within CPW's workforce capacity and agency interest in gathering useful data.
Requiring a permit or license applicant to watch a video on new furbearer regulations and
rules makes sense. However, the video might be a requirement for an audience beyond
furbearer harvesters based on the small game license and furbearer permit structure.
Alternatively, the agency may lose out on revenue generated from furbearer permits.
Livestock owners view coyote hunting as a proactive protection measure. A coyote-specific
permit would make it more difficult for avocational hunters to assist landowners with
nuisance control. Limiting the coyote season could also increase predation on elk and deer,
reducing ungulate populations and hunting opportunities. There may be some additional
options for limiting coyote harvest without significantly impacting ranching and agricultural
communities and/or creating undue burden on CPW staff.

Action: Mark will confer with colleagues at CPW about options for coyote management.
Action: Mark will share the preliminary management ideas with the Attorney General’s
(AG’s) Office.

NEXT STEPS

Peak Facilitation will draft a summary of the meeting discussions.

CPW staff will discuss policy recommendations internally, specifically those related to
coyotes, and revise the recommendations accordingly.

The final joint stakeholder meeting will be held on November 6.



Colorado Parks and Wildlife
Furbearer Stakeholder Joint Session
November 6, 2025
Meeting Summary- FINAL

ATTENDANCE
Focus Group A (sportspersons and agricultural representatives): Jennifer Burbey, Dan Gates, Ashley
House, Chris Jurney, Erin Karney Spaur, Kody Lostroh, Suzanne O’Neill, Brittany Parker

Focus Group B (animal and conservation advocates): Jen Clanahan, Andrew Currie, Katie Dolan,
Allison Henderson, Delia Malone, Julie Marshall, Aubyn Royall, Gary Skiba, Mark Surls

CPW Staff: Mark Vieira
Facilitation Team: Heather Bergman and Nadia Janis

ACTION ITEMS

Peak Facilitation Group | Incorporate focus group feedback into the final recommendations
document for Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) leadership and the
Colorado Parks and Wildlife Commission (the Commission).

Colorado Parks and Review the final recommendations and determine the appropriate next
Wildlife (CPW) Staff steps for policy consideration and Commission briefing.

MEETING PURPOSE AND GOALS

Members of both focus groups (A & B) convened to further discuss preliminary recommendations
developed by the facilitator based on prior conversations. Participants discussed potential
implementation, communication needs, and ways to balance ecological, ethical, and recreational
considerations. Feedback from this session will inform the facilitator’s final report to CPW
leadership and the Commission.

FURBEARER MANAGEMENT BACKGROUND AND RECOMMENDATION OVERVIEW
The facilitator provided background on CPW’s current furbearer management framework and
described how recommendations were developed during earlier focus group sessions. Key points
are summarized below.
e The draft recommendations include areas of alighment and topics still requiring discussion.
e Draft recommendation topics include:
o Hunter and trapper education
Public-facing outreach materials
Population surveys
Mandatory check and sealing for four priority species
Annual harvest limits
Coyote data collection to inform potential future seasonal adjustments
Coyote Friendly Communities (CFC) concept
Ongoing stakeholder engagement
e The final report will synthesize divergent perspectives, attributing reasoning to stakeholder
groups rather than individuals. Both stakeholder groups will receive the final report when
submitted to CPW leadership and the Commission.

O O O O O O O

Overarching Considerations
The facilitator introduced overarching principles that shaped the draft recommendations. These
overarching principles are listed below.

e Support the shared commitment to science-based wildlife management.



e Balance wildlife’s intrinsic and ecological value with the cultural, recreational, and economic
importance of harvest.

o (Consider enforceability and staffing limitations without allowing current constraints to
dictate future goals.

e Prioritize swift fox, gray fox, ring-tailed cat, and marten for near-term work.

Overarching Considerations Discussion
The facilitator invited discussion on whether the overarching considerations listed above reflected
shared priorities. Key discussion points are summarized below.

e Group A:
o Limited staffing should not delay progress. Phased approaches could be adopted when
practical.
o Habitat and access pressures often have greater impacts on populations than regulated
harvest.
o Maintaining field skills is essential for future conservation capacity.
e Group B:

o Participants emphasized the intrinsic value of wildlife, the importance of biodiversity,
and the need for a science-first approach.

o Transparency is critical to building public trust.

o There should be explicit communication that “unlimited take” is not CPW’s long-term
policy objective.

Statutory Constraints
The facilitator presented an overview of the state statutes that authorize the Commission to
manage wildlife populations. The overview is summarized below.
e The Commission determines the conditions and quantities under which wildlife may be taken.
e The Commission may shorten, extend, or close seasons after investigation to maintain
adequate populations or ecological balance.

Statutory Constraints Discussion
The facilitator invited discussion on how these statutes should inform the recommendations.
Stakeholder feedback is summarized below.
e Group A:
o New regulations must be based on defensible data.
o Participants asked how nuisance or conflict removals fit within the statutory framework
and whether those data could inform management.
e Group B:
o Statutory language requires decisions to be grounded in investigation and data.
o Unlimited harvest should not be considered a default policy.

PRESENTATION OF DRAFT RECOMMENDATIONS AND GROUP DISCUSSION

The facilitator presented a series of draft recommendations developed based on prior focus group
sessions and invited participants to provide feedback. The following sections summarize each
recommendation and the group discussion that followed.

Draft Recommendation: Hunter and Trapper Education
The facilitator presented the draft recommendation to establish a one-time education requirement
for furbearer permit holders:

e Require a one-time education module linked to furbearer permits.



e Include information on humane and legal harvest methods, trap-check intervals in extreme
temperatures, wildlife identification (e.g., coyote versus young wolf), and conflict avoidance.

Hunter and Trapper Education Discussion
e Group A: A phase-in period would help prevent violations. It would be helpful to have clarity
in distinguishing avocational trappers from wildlife-control operators to avoid confusion
between recreational and nuisance activities.
e Group B: Educational material should emphasize humane methods, wildlife’s intrinsic value,
and coexistence practices. Conflict-avoidance guidance should be prominently displayed and
easy to access.

Draft Recommendation: Education Materials (Public-Facing)

The facilitator presented the draft recommendation to develop public-facing education materials
about furbearers:

Explain furbearers’ ecological roles and the rationale for active management.

Provide humane-harvest and trap-check guidance.

Include guidance on coyote versus young wolf identification and coexistence strategies.
Maintain a centralized CPW web resource for education and data.

Education Materials (Public-Facing) Discussion
e Group A: Consistent messaging could reduce misunderstandings about trapping. This group
cautioned against blurring the distinction between harvest and nuisance-control information.
e Group B: Materials should be accessible, visually clear, and free of language that vilifies
predators.

Draft Recommendation: Population Surveys
The facilitator outlined the draft recommendation to complete outstanding furbearer population
surveys:

e Publish a schedule to complete surveys as resources allow.

e Provide updates to CPW leadership and the Commission and post results publicly.

Population Surveys Discussion
e Group A: Maintaining current regulations during study periods helps isolate harvest effects
and prevents data loss. Volunteers could assist with surveys.
e Group B: Some in this group supported a temporary pause on take for species lacking
adequate data, while others preferred focused study areas that allow limited harvest.

Draft Recommendation: Mandatory Check and Sealing (Four Priority Species)
The facilitator presented the draft recommendation to extend mandatory check and sealing
requirements that currently apply to bobcats to swift fox, gray fox, ring-tailed cat, and marten:
e Require sealing within five days of season end.
e (ollect additional harvest data at sealing.
e Apply phased enforcement with Year 1 warnings and Year 2 citations.

Mandatory Check and Sealing Discussion
e Group A: Some members of this group requested flexibility for nuisance and taxidermy
contexts and encouraged communication that emphasizes education during rollout.
e Group B: Sealing could improve data accuracy and enforcement. A phased approach would be
helpful to ensure awareness.



Draft Recommendation: Annual Harvest Limits (Four Priority Species)
The facilitator presented a proposal for annual harvest limits:
e Implement limits now for swift fox and marten; gather data for gray fox and ring-tailed cat.

e Postannual results publicly and develop a schedule to expand to additional species after two
years.

Annual Harvest Limits Discussion
e Group A: Population-level caps are more appropriate than daily or possession limits, which
can be arbitrary. Members of this group emphasized fairness as a shared opportunity under a
collective cap.
e Group B: Members of this group supported caps and, in some cases, urged daily limits to
ensure equity and public trust as well.

Draft Recommendation: Data and Potential Seasonal Adjustments for Coyotes
The facilitator introduced the draft recommendation to collect seasonal harvest data for coyotes
and evaluate whether harvest season adjustments are warranted:

e Add timing questions to the Small Game Harvest Survey and collect two years of data.

e Assess breeding-season impacts and publish findings.

e (Consider adjustments to avocational take on public lands if data support it.

Data and Potential Seasonal Adjustments for Coyotes Discussion
e Group A: Most removals during sensitive breeding and rearing seasons address livestock
protection and must remain lawful. They cautioned against creating confusion between
avocational and nuisance contexts.
e Group B: There are ethical concerns about breeding season take. Data collection is a good
initial step. It would be biologically better to shorten the harvest season to 3 or 4 months.

Draft Recommendation: Coyote Friendly Communities (CFC)
The facilitator presented the concept of Coyote Friendly Communities (CFC) as a voluntary
program:

e Develop a CPW CFC program with participation criteria and a web page.

e Promote coexistence practices through community partnerships.

Coyote-Friendly Communities (CFC) Discussion
e Group A: The program is acceptable if it remains low-cost and does not divert CPW staff from
wildlife management duties.
e Group B: Coyote Friendly Communities are a good idea, and CPW’s endorsement would add
credibility. Voluntary, partner-led implementation is appropriate.

Draft Recommendation: Ongoing Stakeholder Engagement

The facilitator presented the draft recommendation to continue stakeholder engagement following
early implementation phases. The recommendation is to reconvene the group after at least one year
of harvest-limit implementation and two years of coyote data collection.

Ongoing Stakeholder Engagement Discussion
All groups supported reconvening once sufficient data are available to evaluate results. Participants
noted that periodic meetings strengthen trust and transparency.



NEXT STEPS
e The facilitator will make revisions to the draft recommendations based on the discussion in
this meeting and submit it to CPW staff. All focus group members will receive the report at this
time.
e (CPW staff will determine whether and how to advance the facilitator’s recommendations.



	Binder1
	Furbearer Process Final Report
	Focus Group Themes_Sportspersons
	Focus Group Themes_Advocates
	Furbearer_Overlapping Interests
	furbearer mgt_data
	Slide 1: Colorado Parks and Wildlife Furbearer Management Stakeholder Engagement Process 
	Slide 2: Data sideboards relative to CPW furbearer engagement process
	Slide 3
	Slide 4: Avocational harvest is what we are estimating
	Slide 5
	Slide 6
	Slide 7: Management Guidelines for Priority Species
	Slide 8: Furbearer Management
	Slide 9: Bobcat harvest and data collection
	Slide 10:  Bobcat Management Guidelines
	Slide 11: Long term commitment to Swift Fox monitoring: 1995-2021
	Slide 12: 2021 Occupancy Monitoring Results
	Slide 13: Marten
	Slide 14: Furbearer Research and SWAP species 

	CPW Furbearer Focus Groups 6.17.25_Advocates Mtg
	Advocates Focus Group 7.24.25 Mtg Summary
	CPW Furbearer Sports Group 8.1.25 Mtg Summary
	CPW Furbearer Focus Groups_ Joint Mtg_9.17.25 – DRAFT
	CPW Furbearer Focus Groups_Technical Advisory Group_9.26.25_Mtg_Summary – FINAL
	Furbearer Joint Group_11.06_Summary_DRAFT_11.14




