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ABSTRACT Annual FurtakerSurvey and Wildlife Conservation Officer (WCO)rurbearer
Questionnaire informatiohas been used to determine trends inrthmber of furtakers and
furbearer harvests since 1980d monitor furbearer populatioalative abundangaelistribution,
nuisance levels, and harvest characteristics since. Fa®@taker license sales increaseddily,

then stabilizedsince 1999. Duringhe 2016 license year43,735 furtaker licenses were sold,
slight decrease from last yedhe estimatedtatewide furtaker harvestaeased foall furbearers
except fishers and weasels, which produced very slight harvest incrébsssyear average
harvests ofaccoons, gray foxes, skunks, opossums, weasels, minknasktas dereased by
over 10%. Significant decreases iny&ar average pelt prices wer1% for raccoons:44% for
muskrats;43% for red foxes35% for mink,-32% for opossums31% for gray foxes;27% for
beavers;23% for bobcats, and 8% for coyotesReduced pelt prices undoubtedly affected trapper
and fur hunter effort, resulting in lower harvest of nearly all furbeaBetscat populationappear
well establishedn a statewide basmith reported increasing or stable bobcat populations in 75%
of WCO districts Greater expansion of fisher distribution was observed during the past year
especially into southeastern counti€sunts of isher sightingand incidental capturetecreased
slightly. Otter populationshowed slight range expansistatavide. River otters occupie80% of
WCO districtsthis year Coyote complaintsleaeasedslightly from previous years. WCOs if®
districts (8%) reporteccoyotecomplaints. Complaints related to concerns for human safety were
most common, comprising8% of all coyote complaints. Poultry and domestic waterfowl
depredation remains the most common livestock loss from coyidtedbeave populationstatus
remained relatively unchangeshd securén most areas, with 98 of WCO districts reporting
increasing or stable populationseder damage and nuisance compladdsreased by7%
statewide Nuisance raccoon, skunk, and fox complaigtsained most common among WCOs
during 205. Porcupine populations decreased in 3% of WCO distritgsance porcupine
complaintsdecreased®m previous year§Ve mllected age and sex data frofRBPennsylvania
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muskrat pelts to help identify whether reproducaon/or recruitment have changdthe muskrat
populationsamplewas composed d% adults.The number of juveniles/adult wa®.1 When
compared to datkiom previous yeatrsve observed a decrease in theportion of adultand an
increase in juveniles/adult.

OBJECTIVES
1. Determine trends in the annual harvest of furbearing animals and numbers of trappers.
2. Monitor changes in furbearer population distribution and abundance.

METHODS

Fur Harvest

The annual fur harvest was estimated from the Furtaker Survey conducted each April. Due
to budget constraints, this survey was not conducted during 2004, but has been implemented in
subsequent years. Harvest estimates were presented by species and MaAldligeement Unit
(WMU). Combination license holders have been extended furtaker privileges since 1999, but
harvest totals for each species did not include them during-2@B9, representing a sampling
bias (Boyd and Weaver 2010). Beginning with the 202Ieason, junior combination license
holders were included in calculating harvest totals. The fur harvest sucdesth gtinior and
senior combination license holders were included in harvest estibegiiesing in 2012 (Johnson
2015.

Average pelt price of furbearers sold at the Pennsylvania Trappers Association's District
fur sales were obtained to monitor trends in pelt value. Pelt vales were averaged each year among
several districts reporting fur sale results éstimatedninimum 5% of all furbeares harvested
in Pennsylvania were sold at these fur sales. Pelt value semt#sl986 were assessed for each
furbearer species.

During 20002003, he reported estimates of coyote harvest included only those animals
recorded by furtakers andddnot accaint for the incidental harvest recorded in the Game Take
Survey.Starting in 2005, coyote harvests wemmbinedand represertbtal take by all hunters
and trappers.

To provideall-inclusive furbeareharvest resultdjarvest totals were included for bobcat,
fisher, and river otters. The Furtaker survey doeprmtideharvest information for these species.
Analysis of the bobcat and river otter harvests occurs in annual project reports with job codes
63005 and’0001, respectively.

Wildlife Conservation Officer Furbearer Questionnaire

Questionnaires werelectronicallymailed annually to all Wildlife Conservation Officers
(WCOs) to collect a variety of furbearer information. Accidental captures and sightings of otter
and fisher and numbers and types of coyote damage complaints during the previous calendar year
were reported by WCOs via this survey. Numbers of beaver complaints received and assessments
of beaver, otter, fisher, bobcat, and porcupine populations wergLedsed. In an effort to monitor
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the frequency of nuisance complaints of other furbearers, WCOs were asked to record numbers of
bobcat, fisher, fox, weasel, river otter, mink, muskrat, raccoon, opossum, and skunk complaints.
The 205-2017 WCO Furbearer Qestionnaire (Fig. 1) was distributed electronicallyl@May

2017. Survey data were scheduled for return from the Regional Wildlife Management Supervisors
on 9 June 201.

Porcupine status and distribution was assessed using the WCO Furbearer Questionnair
Interest in monitoring porcupine populations stemmed from the 2011 regulation change allowing
limited take of this specie$Ve believed pe- and postharvest population assessmentsuld be
valuable in harvest managemeRbrcupine mortality along highays was measured by asking
WCOs to categorize highway accident and shooting frequency within their districts.

Vehicle-caused mortalities and incidental trapping mortalities for bobcat, otter, and fisher
were recorded annually by WCOs using standardi#gbiceport forms. Mandatory WCO reporting
of these mortalities was a ye@und activity.Much of this mortality information is also captured
in the annual WCO furbearer survey.

Muskrat Monitoring

In an effort to revive muskrat status monitoringhe northeastegion of North America,
the NortheastFurbearerResources echnicalCommitteemember jurisdictions agreed to collect
basic reproductive and recruitment data as resources permitted. Differences in muskrat abundance
may be related to changes inppation structure. Decreasing trends in fecundity or juvenile
survival to adulthood may provide evidence needed to identify the cause or causes of the muskrat
decline. A regional approach to detecting changes in muskrat population age and gender structure
was prudent, since the muskrat declimas suspected throughotlte northeastertJnited States
and Canadaur intent wa not to identify the causes of the apparent muskrat decline, but to detect
possible changes in recruitment and reproduction resfitingthe causes of population decrease.
Knowing how muskrat populationsere being affected will help identify the root causes of
decline

During 19801991, the Pennsylvania Game Commission monitored gender and age ratios
of harvested muskrats in Pennsyiva based on pelt primness patterns and characteristics of dried
pelts Hayden (1994jound that age ratios changed after 1983 in response to decreased trapping
pressure. The immature:adult female ratio increased suggesting high productivity and retruitme
He also monitored fecundity and found that adult females averaged 12.1 young from 2 litters per
year.By comparing the current muskrat population structure and productivity to that of the 1980s,
we coulddetermine the direction of change in these patams, if any.

Prepared muskrat pelts (stretched and dried) at Pennsylvania Trappers Association fur
sales andt aNorth American Fur Auction collection depoereexamined and separated into
gender and age classes. Adult and immature muskeseifferentiated using pelt primeness
patterns of the flesh side of the prepared skin (Shanks 1948, Moses and Boutin 1986). Gender
wasdetermined from the presence or absence of nipples visible on the pelt.

The proportion of juveniles to adults in the harweas used as a measure of reproductive
performance and recruitment. This rasiasa function of both natality and survival of juveniles



61001

and aults over the summer and fall.
RESULTS

Fur Harvest

In 1985 a furtaker license was createih sales ofin estimate@4,000 licensed-urtaker
license sales decreased during the late 1980s, fluctuated bdfwye8mhand 27,413 during 1990
2005, and steadily increased after 2QU&ble 1).Starting in1999 combination license holders
were extended furtakingrivileges, which resulted imitial reduced furtaker license sal&nce
1999, he number of furtaker licenses saidreasedteadily(r =0.98, P <0.01)(Table ). During
the 205 license year43,735 furtaker licenses were soldunior and seniocombination license
holders numbereii23,476. Furtaker license sales stabilized at an average of 43,568 during 2012
2016.Variablelocal pelt valuesand international changes in fur demand continue to affect the
number of furtakers in Pennsylvania.

During the 2016 license yeamhé estimged statewide furtaker harvest deased foall
furbearers excegdishersandweasels, which produced very slight harvest incre@Bkaisle 2).
Threeyear average harvests mdccoons,gray foxes, skunks, opossumseasels, minkand
muskras decreased byver 10% (Table 2)Species harvest totals by WMiere provided for
regional comparison of relative species abundance and harvest intensity3(jTable

During December 2010, the Pennsylvania Game Commission impiesnés first
regulated fisher trapping season. Thist season was limited to 4 WMUSs, 2C, 2D, 2E, and 2F.
Furtakers were required to purchase a fisher permit prior to participating in the season and to report
their harvest within 48 hours of trappin§sher. Areas were fisher trapping was allowed expanded
with the addition of WMUs 2G and 4ib 2012 WMUs 2H, 3A, 3D, and 4k 2013, and WMUs
1B, 3B, and 3CDuringthe 2016 season6,789fisher permits were purchasddarvest reports for
422 fishers were receivedmongall WMUs open to fisher trapping (Table 3).

Historic low pelt values occurred during the 1989 and 1990 trapping seasons. Fur prices
during the 1990s were relatively stable with the lowest values observed during th299398
seasonThe demand and prices paid for furs recently decreased sharpigady allfurbearer
speciesAverage pelt values decreaseddtirfurbearer speciesith little exceptionduring 205-
2017(Table 4).Skunk, muskrat, and mink fur values increased veghsli. Significant cecreases
in 3-year averagpelt pricesvere-44% for raccoons44% for muskrats43% for red foxes35%
for mink, -32% for opossums31% for gray foxes-27%for beavers;23% for bobcats, andl8%
for coyotes Only skunkpelt pries increasegielding al2% gain in the3-year averageReduced
pelt prices undoubtedly affected trapper and fur hunter effort, resulting in loweshaf nearly
all furbearers.

Population Monitoring

Bobcats--The number of incidental bobcat capturestimated from the annual Furtaker
Survey,increasedsteadilyduring 19962008 (Table 5)After 2008, incidental bobcat captures
decreased slightly theeveled ketweenan estimated 1(8-1,900 captures.The 3year moving
average of incidental capturess1,633 (Table 5)During 19902015, we recorded an increasing
trend(r = 0.83 P < 0.05)in incidental bobcat capturé$able 5).However, incidental captures
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decreased during the past two years.

Based on results from the WCO furbearer questionrzots;at populations continue to be
well established. WCOs reported increasingtable bobcat populations i8% of districts (Fig.
2). Bobcats were absent in 20% of WCO districts985, but were absent&do of districts during
2016. Bobcats continue tslowly expand theirange into the northwest and southeast portions of
Pennsylvania.

Fishers--Greater expansion disher distributionwas observed during the past year
especially into southeastern counti®@e number of incidental fisher capturesaeed on the
furtakers survey has been increasing steaslitge 1999 = 0.89, P< 0.05) (Table 6). The
estimaté number of fishecaptures and subsequent release 3yas1 fishersduring the 208-
2017 season.

The annual number of fisher observations and incidental captures reported to WCOs
trenced slightly downward during 201@able7). WCOs receive®O0 reports of fishers that were
captured and released by licensed trappers38adeports of fisher observatis. During 2016,

94% of WCOs surveyed reported fisher populations existing within their districts, as compared to
only 65% in 2004 (Fig3).

River Otters-River otter populationsontinue to slowly expanithroughoutPennsylvania
Numbers of incidental otter captures, primarily by beaver trappensained stable at0-61
incidental captureduring the past3dyears(Table7). The majority of these captures oaeatin
the northeastregion Sustained otter populations continueetast throughout the Susquehanna
River drainage. Based on results of the 1995 WCO furbearer questionnaire, otters occurred in 49%
of WCO districts. In 208, otters occupie@0% of WCO districts (Fig. 4).

Since 2000, the annual hunting and trapping dibastprovided trappers with additional
information regarding the avoidance of otter while trapping beaReports from WCOs indicate
that trappers in higdensity otter areas were using these techniques to avoid otter captures

Coyotes-Reports of coyoteaused damage to livestock and domestic pets stemen a
slow, upward trensgince 1993. Numbers abyote complaints during 208 decreased slightly
from previous yearsWCOs in 79 districts 61%) reported complaints during the most reécen
survey periodComplaints related to concerns farhan safety were most commamomprising
58% of all complaintsin addition to concern for human safety, the public also expressed concern
for safety of pets, livestock, and wildlifeosses opoultry, sheep, andalveswerestable (Table
8). Poultry and domestic waterfowl depredation remains the most common livestock loss from
coyotes.

Beavers-The overall status of beaver populatiosesained relatively unchangedmost
areas, with92% of WCO disticts reporting increasing or stable populations in@ig. 5).
WCOs observed decreasesestablished populations withRP6 of districts. Poorlyestablished
populations comprised% of WCO districts during 2@l For the first time in the recent past,
beavers occurred in alWCO districts.On a statewide basibgavers increased their range and
population numbers during 20{6ig. 5).
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This year beaveddamage and nuisance complaii¢sreasely 7% statewideSince 1996
when beaver complaints peaked at 1,140, reports of problem beavers gradually decreased. WCOs
received666 beaver complaints during 261WCO districts in he northwest northeast and
southeastegionsof Pennsylvaniaontinue to experience réikely high beaver complaintotals

(Fig. 6).

Other furbearers-Statewide nuisance furbearer complaingxcluding coyotesand
beavers,did not change significantly for any furbearer spediescoon, skunk, and fox
complaints were most commaturing 2A6 (Table9). We will continue to monitor nuisance
complaint levels of these furbearers in subsequent years.

Porcupines.--WCO survey responses established baseline information on porcupine
population status and distributiom 2016, porcupinesremaired absent from22% of WCO
districts, located mainly irsouthwestern and southeastdtennsylvania (Fig. 7)Porcupine
populations decreased in 3% of WCO distriétge will closely monitorstatewideporciyine
population changes as regulated harvest methogs@resed and implemented.

Officers responded t&4 nuisance porcupine complaintehich wasa decreasdrom
previous yearsNo porcupines or less than 1 per month were found dead along highwi®9s in
of WCO districts (Fig. 8). Some officersl{®) repoted seeing 1 or more dead porcupines per
week.

Muskrats--We collected age and sex data fr3/a12 muskrat peltst fur salescollection
points, and fur dealeexross Pennsylvanilm the past, ge structur@latashowedlittle variability
among WMUSs or broad regions the state. Sdhe data wrepooled into one statewide measure.
From muskrat pelts sold, the populatimas composed of abo®%6 adults and®1% juveniles
(Table 10) The number of juveniles/adult wa$.1 and juweniles/adult female wasA®. When
compared to data collected approximately3®0Oyears ag¢Table 10) we observed a decrease in
the proportion of adults (15% in 1984; 11% in 20119% in 2016, an increase in juveniles/adult
(5.6in198491; 8.3in 201; 10.1 in 201§ and an increase in juveniles/adult female (12.7 in 1984
91; 202in 2011 24.9 in 201% These results suggest that recruitment appears to be occurring at
normal ratesHowever, the proportion of adult muskrats in the fall populationicoes to be
heavily skewed toward juveniles.

If adults comprisé an increasdproportion of the age ratio, production and/or recruitment
would likely be inadequate, camgj the population to decreasta specific age or gender group
was decreased by some mortality factor weeild have seethis differenceMuskrat reproduction
and recruitment appear normal or slightly elevatedppears that mortality factors not related to
reproduction or recruitment are affecting muskrat populatibnis information will help direct
our efforts in identifying the causes of the muskrat dechmaual monitoring of reproduction
and recruitment is not necessary. Monitoring ate&r intervals is probably adequate unless
population numbers noticeabthange.

RECOMMENDATIONS
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1. The fur harvest should continue to be reported by species and WMU to monitor area
specific harvest trends.

2. Pelt price information should be collected annually to monitor trends in fur value relative
to regional harvegstends.

3. Current methods for monitoring changes in density and distribution of bobcat, otter, and
fisher should be continued tietectpopulation trenathanges

4. Increased numbers of coyetdated complaints should be addressed through
educationaprograms in rural and suburban communities.

5. Muskrat age ratio and reproductive information should be collected every 5 years to
monitor fecundity and recruitment unless noticeable changes in population numbersbecur.
next year of sampling shoule:2®1.
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Table 1. Number of furtakeand combination (combined hunting and trapping) licessés in
Pennsylvania.

License Year Furtaker licenses sold Combination licenses sold
1985 64,000
1986 44,087
1987 42,000
1988 36,000
1989 29,000
1990 20,377
1991 20,251
1992 20,345
1993 19,458
1994 22,376
1995 21,376
1996 25,636
1997 27,413
1998 25,877
1999 17,59F
2000 18,55F
2001 19,410
2002 20,676
2003 22,454
2004 24,094
2005 23,947
2006 26,589
2007 28,0332
2008 29,7172
2009 31,1222
2010 35,2I¢
2011 36,192
2012 39,913 104,883
2013 44 591 112,85
2014 45,069 118,434
2015 44,534 121,767
2016 43,735 123,476

aCombination license holdevgere extended furtaker privileges since 1999, but the number who
pursue furbearers was not determined until the 2012 season. Therefore, prior to 2012, the number
of licenses sold misrepresented to an unknown degree the number of furtakers in Pennsylvania.
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Table 2. Annual harvest and percent chang®)@f 3-year moving average by species in Pennsylvsiniee200Q
License Coyote Coyote
Year Raccoon % D Red Fox % D Gray Fox % D (furtakers® % D (total®) % D Skunk % D Opossum % D Weasel % D
2000 108,891 33,06( 24.,45; 10,38: 7,53¢ 29,09: 34(
2001 121,81 33,00 23,27¢ 12,36: 9,24t 27,19: 657
2002 106,48! 33,00° 18,80¢ 11,44« 7,20 34,78’ 40¢€
2003 104,78 -1.z 31,659: -1kF 15,95¢ -12.¢ 11,697 3. 9,31¢ 7.4 33,76( 5.1 35¢ 14
2004 - - - - - - - -
2005 106,08: -4.7 40,55. 7.7 17,61¢ -9.¢ 9,67C -7.¢  20,37" 9,997 2.¢ 43,770 17.2 567 -6.2
2006  138,64( 10.1 4551 11.¢ 20,75« 3.7 11,87¢ 1.c 21,60 10,68° 13.1 48,10: 11.€ 487 6.1
2007 121,46t 4.t 52,000 17.c 18,61 4.¢ 13,36( 5.C 28,97 9,81¢ 1.7 41,16¢ 5.6 44C 5.7

2008 142,80t 10.C 44,74t 3. 20,84 5.7 12,77¢ 8¢ 23,69¢ 47 12,33. 7.7 54,27: 7.8 504 -4.z
2009 112,55( -6t 37,41t -5.7 13,79¢ -11.¢ 13,43t 4.1 30,38t 11. 8,31« -7.2 37,27 -7.5 46¢ -1.2
2010 125,42: 11 54,66 2C 15,69. -5.t 14,73 3.t  26,65¢{ -2.€ 8,93t -2.¢ 36,18t -3.8 43€ -0.2
2011 174,85t 8.4  68,21¢ 17. 19,38( -2.¢ 1592« 7.7 32,20 10t 13,050 2& 49,62t -3.€ 65z 10.t
2012 21014€ 23.¢ 67,46 18.7 17,41 7.4 19,47( 13.7  40,49% 11.: 7,32¢ -3.2 78,02¢ 33.1 604 8.7
2013 197,38( 14.1 61,39: 3kt 15,70C 0.C 16,25¢ 3.C 40,95t 14. 7,73: -4.1 57,13t 12.¢ 11C -19.2
2014  203,31: 4. 55,65¢ -64 21,76¢ 4.t 21,14¢ 101  31,67¢ -0t 13,96¢ 3.2 59,64! 54 37z -20.t
2015 14909¢ -100  65,15¢ -1.3 16,60¢ -1.5 25,34« 103  38,61. -1.7 6,92( -14 36,21¢ -215 21€ -357
2016 92,01¢ -21.2  47,44. -6.7 10,72% -11.¢ 17,07¢ 5.2  25,79¢ -9.1 6,13% -10.2 22,51¢ -32.4 27€ -32.¢
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Table 2. cont.

License

Year Muskrat % D Mink % D Beavef % D Bobca® % D Fisher¢ % D Otter® % D

2000 79,88( 8,61« 8,40¢ 58

2001 121,99: 13,21« 10,93« 14¢€

2002 75,34( 10,06¢ 4,53¢ 13t

2003 71,36¢ -3.1 6,49¢ -6.€ 7,87¢ 2.2 14C 24.:

2004 - - - 19€¢ 11.¢

2005 70,99F -19.C 9,33t  -13.( 14,28! 14.: 221 18.:

2006 121,16 21.1 12,68( 10.1 14,21( 36.2 25¢ 21.

2007 121,44¢ 19.C 10,00¢ 12.: 11,54. 10.1 35€ 23.7

2008 74,05¢ 1. 8,63: 2.2 9,94: -10.t 487 31.¢

2009 63,98¢{ -18.1 7,261 -17. 9,70¢ -12.€ 50€ 22t

2010 58,29¢ -24.:2 8,20¢ -7.C 9,25¢ 7.2 1,137 57.¢ 152

2011 89,27 7.7 11,858 13« 18,21 28 96¢ 22.¢ 12¢

2012 93,15! 13. 12,45: 19.C 9,71: 0.C 1,05¢ 21.1 22¢

2013 83,88( 10.t 7,85¢ -1.1 15,13  15.¢ 1,16¢ 0. 341 374

2014 115,74 9. 14,53: 8.2 17,60° -1.4 1,13 5.1 447  45.¢

2015 66,397 -9.1 8,563( -11.c 16,92( 17.0 1,032 -0.7 401 171 46

2016 43,43¢ -20.7 7,801 -16.7 7,88¢ 1.7 844 -6.€ 422 191 36

2 Coyote harvest by furtaker license holders dektimated from the Furtaker Suryey

b Total coyote harvest by hunters and trappers estimated from the Furtaker Survey and the Game Take Survey.

¢ Furtaker survey was not conducted during the 2id@hse year

d Beaver harvest was based on mandatory pelt tagging totals until 2004. Harvestimvated from furtaker surveys
begiming with the 2003icense year

€ Bobcat, fisher, and river otter harvesterebased on mandatory repogitotals.
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Table 3 Estimated harvests of furbearers by WMU dutimg 205 hunting and trappinticense year
WMU Raccoon Red Fox Gray Fox Coyoté® Skunk Opossum Weasel
1A 5,890 209 105 1,191 29 669 0
1B 8,051 562 209 703 248 966 27
2A 6,024 588 157 1,143 73 2,060 9
2B 6,053 288 144 548 44 1,094 0
2C 6,897 2,301 1,046 1,941 350 2,292 36
2D 3,892 471 562 679 248 695 0
2E 1,865 562 523 488 88 335 9
2F 1,021 588 536 453 15 245 18
2G 1,510 575 1,151 941 29 528 0
2H 725 222 262 476 0 90 0
3A 1,391 641 301 1,131 117 219 54
3B 3,019 1,203 1,347 869 292 2,382 27
3C 1,302 628 615 607 161 657 9
3D 1,376 680 157 381 175 90 18
4A 4,484 1,255 837 917 277 1,069 0
4B 3,374 2,563 301 464 277 863 0
4C 4,114 2,981 275 798 423 824 9
4D 4,336 1,491 916 750 423 824 36
4E 2,620 2,393 379 417 789 850 0
5A 6,038 3,583 222 429 219 1,081 0
5B 8,125 8,513 196 726 876 2,163 0
5C 6,068 11,965 105 524 380 657 0
5D 400 1,425 0 24 58 0 0
Unknown 3,438 1,7% 379 478 542 1,880 26

Total 92,013 47,442 10,725 17,08 6,133 22,520

N
(00}
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Table 3 cont

WMU Muskrat  Mink Beaver Bobcaf Fisher®  Otter®
1A 3,011 113 743
1B 4,542 694 2,204 69
2A 1,295 178 50 27
2B 942 97 124
2C 2,490 420 136 58 48
2D 1,548 275 99 64
2E 1,262 226 421 47 28
2F 3,095 81 570 69 34
2G 0 0 285 104 22
2H 101 65 111 26 9
3A 2,103 388 681 68 13
3B 421 162 136 79 10
3C 622 194 632 102 20 18
3D 976 65 706 45 33 18
4A 1,413 307 37 53
4B 2,574 888 50
4C 925 355 74 34
4D 656 291 173 89 34
4E 1,026 242 136 41 38
5A 4,593 888 12
5B 7,116 1,244 37
5C 1,783 242 161
5D 0 16 62

Unknown 942 370 248 2
Total 43,436 7,801 7,888 844 422 36
& Coyote harvest by furtaker license holders detimated from the Furtaker
Survey).

b Bobcat, fsher and river otter harvestwere based on mandatory reporting
totals
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Table 4. Average pelt prices paid and percent chandg® (#03-year moving avexges for furbearer species in Pennsylvania.
Trapping Average pelt price ($}

season Raccoon %D RedFox %D GrayFox %D Coyote %D Skunk %D Opossum % D
198687 19.89 29.15 33.76 31.57 1.00 3.05

198788 9.78 17.20 31.93 13.50 1.99

198889 5.29 15.97 11.58 19.00 1.28

198990 3.40 472 9.30 -31.9 8.79 -323 11.60 -31.2 1.92 1.11 -307
199091 3.35 -348 8.83 -19.7 8.43 -44.9 10.01  -79 1.00 0.96 -235
199192 7.12 15.2 1355 -71 12.78 4.2 18.37 -16 2.25 2.17 266
199293 6.77 24.3 12.96 116 11.32 8.4 25.40 345 1.71 142
199394 8.54 30.1 15.44 18.7 11.02 8.0 24.15 26.3 2.66 1.88 19.0
199495 9.15 9.1 18.73 123 11.47  -37 24.70 9.3 2.21 151 -115
199596 10.27 14.3 16.30 7.1 9.40 57 13.36 -16.2 3.00 1.74 0.6
199697 15.34 24.3 18.05 5.2 11.94 2.9 20.68 -5.6 3.92 1.83 -1.0
199798 12.07 8.4 13.18 -105 965 55 9.72 -255 141  -20
199899 6.87 -9.0 9.73 -138 484 -14.7 6.40 -15.9 0.49 -251
199300 4.94 -30.3 10.72 -17.9 6.19 -21.8 1543 -143 1.47 -9.7
200001 742  -195 16.58 10.1 8.61 -50 16.07 201 247 315
200102 8.34 7.6 20.14 281 10.05 265 17.16 284 1.54 237
200203 9.39 21.5 22.84 255 12.81 266 2257 147 212 119
200304 10.15 10.9 19.92 5.6 18.74 322 25.29 165 203 7.2
200506 10.11 6.3 16.48 58 18.04 192 9.37 -12.0 3.14 251 170
200607 17.50 27.4 20.36  -4.2 26.54 277 24.50 3.4 4.50 5.05 440
200708 12.88 7.2 20.84 1.6 43.84 396 20.02 -89 4.04 2.45 4.4
200809 9.79 -0.8 1158 -85 25.11 8.0 12.37 5.6 442 110 3.45 9.4
200910 1158 -147 10.48 -18.7 20.76 6.1 17.27 -127 4.62 0.9 2.62 -222
201011 12.38 -15 14.63 -145 19.59 -27.0 18.40 -33 3.62 -32 199 54
201112 12.81 8.9 23.48 324 23.87 -1.9 15.52 6.6 3.30 -88 2.26 -1438
201213 15.14 9.7 41.34 635 29.65 138 20.62 6.5 3.05 -136 3.23 8.9
201314 14.67 5.7 38.07 295 25.98 8.7 23.15 8.7 3.36 27 4.09 280
2014-15 7.83  -117 20.80 -26 14.46 -11.8 18.82 5.6 428 101 208 -1.9
2015-16 3.61  -30.6 9.28 -32.0 10.24 -27.7 15.62 -8.0 3.14 0.8 1.69 -164
2016-17 3.30  -435 852 -434 10.21  -311 1253 -184 463 118 160 -317




Table 4.cont
Trapping Average pelt price ($}
Season Muskrat % D Mink % D Beaver % D Bobcat % D Fisher %D
198687 4.84 24.19 33.00
198788 5.36 31.11 22.60
198889 2.91 29.45 20.22
198990 142 -26.1 22.29 2.2 17.77 -20.1
199091 1.61 -387 19.06 -145 9.71 -213
199192 2.95 0.7 26.23 -4.5 13.14 -1438
199293 225 139 19.95 -3.5 10.63 -17.6
199394 2.88 186 18.35 1.1 19.03 278
199495 3.09 1.7 14.08 -18.8 19.94 159
199596 3.15 109 11.88 -154 19.65 182
199697 6.03 345 19.06 1.6 29.37 176
199798 3.44 2.9 11.66 -5.4 21.73 2.6
199899 1.87 -10.1 9.48 -5.6 15.29 -6.2
1993900 3.16 -25.3 9.75 -23.2 16.08 -20.0
200001 3.40 -0.5 9.64 -6.5 20.00 -3.3
200102 3.85 235 8.47 -3.5 15.86 1.1
200203 3.81 6.2 9.69 -0.2 14.33 -3.4
200304 3.33 -0.6 10.50 3.1 1584 83
200506 2.89 -8.7 12.84 152 16.11 0.5
200607 6.10 228 17.42 234 17.18 6.2
200708 3.20 -1.1 12.88 5.8 22.14 128
200809 3.96 8.8 10.06 -6.4 18.05 35 26.36
200910 7.35 9.4 11.02 -15.9 18.29 1.9 43.50
201011 6.92 256 13.95 3.2 1490 -124 36.83 41.60
201112 11.00 386 19.48 26.9 21.36 6.5 46.52 18.9 36.42
201213 13.38 239 24.86 311 22.32 7.4 76.12 25.7 52.15
201314 1256 18.0 18.89 8.5 21.26 10.9 81.72 28.2 74.00 249
2014-15 574 -14.2 10.71 -13.9 13.32 -124 60.64 6.9 51.00 9.0
2015-16 3.10 -324 5.60 -354 10.09 -215 43.09 -15.1 5296 05
2016-17 3.14  -440 6.61 -34.9 9.15 -271 39.78 -226 2778 -260

2 Average pelt prices pa@t PA Trappers Association fur sal®lt price information was not collectddring20042005
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Table 5. Number of incidental bobcat captures estimated from the annual Furtaker Survey. This
survey was not conducted during 26Pd05.

Furtaker Bobcat®  Extrapolated 3-year moving

Trapping Survey licenses captured and bobcat average (bobcat
season respondents
sold? released captures captures)

19901991 2,302 20,377 40 354

19911992 2,361 20,215 24 205

19921993 1,652 20,345 26 320 293
19931994 2,175 19,246 16 142 222
19941995 2,056 21,905 101 1,076 513
19951996 2,181 21,840 46 460 559
19961997 2,363 25,636 62 673 736
19971998 2,233 27,413 46 565 566
19981999 2,466 25,877 108 1,133 790
19992000 1,557 17,414 62 693 797
20002001 1,681 18,551 52 574 9901
20012002 1,553 19,410 56 700 656
20022003 1,779 20,676 45 523 599
20032004 2,204 22,454 68 693 639
20052006 2,412 23,941 165 1,638 951
20062007 2,436 26,589 175 1,910 1,414
20072008 2,994 28,033 235 2,200 1,916
20082009 2,622 29,717 274 3,105 2,405
20092010 3,186 31,122 235 2,296 2,534
20102011 4,421 35,279 221 1,764 2,388
20112012 4,080 36,192 212 1,881 1,980
20122013 3,223 39,913 105 1,300 1,648
20132014 4,439 44,591 175 1,758 1,646
20142015 4,720 45,069 189 1,805 1,621
20152016 4,443 44,506 161 1,613 1,725
20162017 4,477 43,735 138 1,481 1,633

2 Excludes junior and senior combination license holders
b Does not include bobcats legally harvested by permit holders.
‘r=082,P<0.05
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Table 6. Number of incidental fisher captures estimated from the annual Furtaker Survey. This
survey was not conducted during 26Pd05.

Furtaker Fishers Extrapolated  3-year moving

Trapping Survey licenses captured and fisher averagé (fisher
season respondents sold? released captures captures)

19992000 1,557 17,414 5 56

20002001 1,681 18,551 1 11

20012002 1,553 19,410 6 75 47
20022003 1,779 20,676 11 128 71
20032004 2,204 22,454 10 102 102
20052006 2,412 23,941 83 824 351
20062007 2,436 26,589 87 950 625
20072008 2,994 28,033 105 983 919
2008-2009 2,622 29,717 167 1,893 1,275
200-2010 3,186 31,122 120 1,172 1,349
20102011 4,421 35,279 117 934 1,333
20112012 4,080 36,192 163 1,446 1,184
20122013 3,223 39,913 118 1,461 1,280
20132014 4,439 44,591 104 1,045 1,317
20142015 4,720 45,069 92 878 1,128
20152016 4,443 44,506 141 1,412 1,112
2016-2017 4477 43,735 282 3,751 2,014

2 Excludes junior and senior combination license holders.
b Does not include fishers legally harvested by permit holders.
‘r=0.8,P<0.05
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Table 7 Reports of otter and fisher captures and fisher observations estimated from annual
Wildlife Conservation Officer\WCO) questionnaires.

Survey  No. Districts No. Incidental No. Incidental No. Reported
Year Reporting Otter Captures Fisher Captures Fisher Observations
1995 123 15 - -
1996 123 15 - -
1997 123 31 10 60
1998 123 26 9 67
1999 127 30 6 94
2000 123 35 8 82
2001 137 25 6 105
2002 122 27 9 106
2003 133 26 20 206
2004 122 42 31 303
2005 123 50 49 341
2006 118 44 86 385
2007 133 57 132 481
2008 132 47 138 561
2009 125 36 106 615
2010 125 51 101 653
2011 131 59 130 837
2012 131 53 113 808
2013 132 45 94 999
2014 135 40 137 929
2015 136 61 109 1070

2016 130 52 90 881




Table8. Types and numbers of coyatgated complaints reported toiMlife ConservatiorOfficers (WCO).
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Survey Year

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Proportion o WCO
districtsreporting

, 66 64 44 54 62 50 59 61 58 58 66 61

coyotecomplaints (%)

Complaint nature/

species affected
Cattle 18 24 9 12 12 11 13 13 17 16 11 10
Sheep 43 29 19 22 29 20 19 26 23 23 24 25
Goats 5 3 4 7 4 5 4 8 5 5 10 7
Poultry 24 11 19 16 14 21 24 25 20 35 34 38
Dogs 12 19 8 9 17 8 12 9 5 15 17 14
Cats 25 38 28 19 25 29 27 24 17 25 27 34
Afraid of Coyotes 263 199 155 171 219 193 258 229 221 249 337 320
Deer 73 36 61 74 39 53 53 65 37 50 63 41
Turkeys 31 12 12 21 17 14 23 18 15 17 29 13
Other 32 36 36 32 17 31 48 18 33 26 11 47
Total Complaints 526 407 351 383 393 385 481 435 393 461 563 549

Coyotecaused mortalities
Cows 2 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 2 2 1 2
Calves 10 27 7 9 8 7 7 10 12 11 5 5
Sheep 30 47 28 47 57 25 22 49 41 44 24 42
Goats 0 2 3 4 3 4 5 6 5 3 7 4
Poultry 51 71 93 132 76 97 68 106 77 68 74 66
Dogs 3 3 1 2 1 1 7 3 0 4 6 4
Cats 16 33 15 34 19 18 53 28 25 23 19 24
Rabbits 8 12 2 8 16 6 7 5 7 22 4 2
Deer 13 10 8 10 7 6 8 6 11 18 13 9
Other 2 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 1
Total Depredation 135 206 159 247 188 165 178 213 181 195 154 159
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Table9. Frequency of furbearer complaints received by Wildlife Conservation Officers.
Species 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
Bobcat 50 37 52 75 63 62 65 50
Fisher 23 14 32 52 44 36 52 46
Fox 235 219 261 301 257 267 312 269
Weasel 17 12 22 20 26 20 20 30
River Otter 7 10 19 10 18 11 15 15
Mink 27 10 24 13 21 26 24 30
Muskrat 73 126 68 73 61 58 43 43
Raccoon 763 960 820 942 837 761 705 756
Opossum 139 121 97 117 90 74 91 134
Skunk 488 510 426 471 326 272 338 374
Coyote 393 386 481 435 393 461 563 549
Beaver 506 521 567 454 488 549 714 666

Table 10 Muskratgenderand age structure comparison based on pelt examinations during 1980
1983, 19841991,2010,and 206 in Pennsylvania

Sampling Sample 'gzﬂjgle Gender ratio (juven”egge rat(;(:ven"esl Percent
penOd Size harvest (male/female) adult) adult female) adults
19801983 14,559 727,213 1.5 3.4 8.4 23
1984199F 29,756 301,329 1.4 5.6 12.7 15
2010 8,924 58,295 1.5 8.3 20.2 11
2016 3,212 43,436 1.3 10.1 24.9 9

aPeriod of decreased trapping pressure (Hayden 1994).
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2016-2017 Furbearer Questionnaire
All questiongpertainto furbearerinformationwithin your district during May 2016to April 2017. If you coveredaportion of another district in
addition to your own, pleasecomplete a se parate (additional) que stionnaire pertaining specificallyto your added coveragearea. If you
arenewto this district or cannotanswerthesequestionspleaseelectronicallysubmitthis form anyway (leavingunknownanswerslank) or forward
it to the WCO who previouslyoccupiedor coveredyour district. Pleasedonotanswerfi ma royficd o tb questionsaskingfi H omva n y Give us
your best estimates. Please note that these types of questions will be asked annually

Navagating: Click on the blue boxesto entertext or numbers. Click on the option circles (O) to selectyour response.To advanceclick on the
next entry field.

istri WCO Name Number of
District No. |: | WMU

beaver
(enter 4-digit district number)

complaints
Beavers /
1. How many beaver complaints were serviced within each WMU in your district

2. How many problem beavers did you trap and transfer to a new location?

3. How many problem beavers did you dispatch/euthanize? :l

4. How would you describe beaver populations in your district?
Beaver populations are present each year and are ...| ("l increasing (! decreasing (I stable

Beaver populationsar@aot pr esent e achl Cy®rgdstabBhedd a r ¢ absent

River Otters
5. How many river otters were accidentally caught by trappers within your district? :I

6. How would you describe river otter populations in your district?
Otter populations are present each year and are ... () increasing (! decreasing (") stable

Otter populationsarqnot pr esent each | @odryestadishel ar e (ébsent

Fishers
7. How many reliable reports of fishers have you received in your district?

8. How many fishers were accidentally caught by trappers in your district? I:I

9. How would you describe fisher populations in your district?
Fi sher popul ations are pj|rCrisceaginy C:decedsingy (i atdle apnd are €

Fisher populationsar@ot pr esent e ac hl ("ypodyéstabistiedd a r € #hsent

Bobcats
10. How would you describe bobcat populations in your district?
Bobcat popul ations are p[Crisreasiny C2deceedsingy( gable apd are €

Bobcat populationsar@ot pr esent e ac h Cywrfestabishedd ar ) absent

Figure 1.Wildlife Conservation Officer &rbeareiQuestionnaire usefbr the 2016 survey period
(page 1).
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Coyotes
11. Did you receive any coyetelated complaints during this period? ) Yes ) No

If you received coyote complaints, please record the type and number of complaints and animals killed.
Omit any complaints that the Bureau of Dog Law Enforcement (PA Dept of Agriculture) serviced.

Number of CoyoteComplaints: Number ofAnimals Killed by Coyotes
Cattle Cows
Sheep Calves
Goats Sheep/Lambs
Poultry/Waterfowl Goats
Attacked Dogs Poultry/Waterfowl
Attacked Cats Dogs
Afraid of Coyotes Cats
Chased/Attacked Deer Rabbits
Chased/Attacked Wild Turkey Deer
haksSNnax hakSnax )

Nuisance Complaints
12. If you received nuisance complaints concerning other furbearer species, how many occurred in your district?

Bobcat Muskrat

Fisher Raccoon

Fox Opossum

Weasel Skunk

River Otter h G KSNJ
Mink

Other Mammals - Porcupines
13. How many porcupine complaints did you receive in your district during the past ye

14. Excluding the winter months, approximately how many dead porcupines
did you see on average along roadways within your district?
(unique/individual porcupines, not counted more than once)

' none

(" less than one each month
() 1-3 eachmonth

() 1-6 eachweek

(' one or more each day

15. How would you describe porcupine populations in your dis
Porcupine popul ations ar g imreasng € 1 decressiag C () staplee a and are ¢

Porcupine populationsar@ot pr esent e a £ poyfyedablished N d al @bseft

Thank you for your cooperation and assistance!
Please return this questionnaire to your regional wildlife manage ment supervisor
and other appropriate supervisors as an email attachment.

Figure 1 (cont.)Vildlife Conservation Officer Furbearer Questionnaire used for the 2016 survey
period (page 2).
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Figure 2.Bobcat population status and distribution based on Wildlife Conservation Officer
observations during 1995 an@1®.
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Figure 4. River otter population status based on Wildlife Conservation Officer observations
during 1995 and 2@l
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Figure 5. Beaver population status based on Wildlife Conservation Officer observations during
2007and 208.



