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Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Good morning, Commissioners. I’m Cody Norton, the Bear, Furbearer, and Small Game Specialist for the Wildlife Division, and I’m going to provide an update on bear population trends and the regulations process.



Bear Regulations
• Two-year cycle

– 2025-26
• Bear Forum

– August 2024
• NRC & Director

– For Information: February 2025
– For Action: March 2025

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Bear regulations and quotas are reviewed on a 2-year cycle, which allows for some consistency in order to evaluate the impacts of management actions. We are currently in the middle of the 2025-26 bear regulations cycle. We have been and will continue to have discussions internally and externally regarding bear management in order to develop recommendations that will be brought forward next winter. These discussions involve our local field staff, internal bear working group, Law Enforcement Division staff, and federal and tribal biologists, as well as convening our external Bear Forum (which will meet again this August), and opportunistic input provided by hunters, landowners, farmers, bear enthusiasts, and others throughout the process. We plan to bring recommendations for the 2025 and 2026 bear hunting seasons to you next February for Information and March for Action.



Bear Management Units

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
We currently have 10 bear management units that are open for bear hunting in Michigan, throughout the Upper and northern Lower Peninsula, which allow us to distribute bear harvest and hunting pressure across bear range. The mainland of the UP is broken up into 6 units: Baraga, Bergland, and Amasa in the west, Gwinn and Carney in the central, and Newberry in the east. Drummond Island off the east coast of the UP is its own unit. And the NLP is broken up into 3 units: Red Oak, Baldwin, and Gladwin.



Upper Peninsula

• Population Trajectory Goal: To continue to increase the bear 
population, but at a slower rate, by increasing harvest slightly.

10,218 bears 
in 2022.  Up 
21% since 
2012

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Here are our latest UP bear population estimates from our Statistical Catch-At-Age Analysis model. Note that the latest year is 2022, as we still need bear ages calculated from teeth collected from harvested bears (April) and the results of the bear harvest survey report (August) in order to produce a 2023 estimate. The 2022 UP estimate of 10,218 bears is up 21% since 2012 (when license quotas were decreased by about 30% across the state) and up 23% since 1992, and is equivalent to over 1 bear per 2 square miles in the UP. This population growth is generally in alignment with our population trajectory goal in the UP, which is to continue to increase the bear population, but at a slower rate, by increasing harvest slightly. 



Northern Lower Peninsula

• Population Trajectory Goal: To slow the population growth to 
eventually achieve a stable population.

2,008 bears 
in 2022.  Up 
55% since 
2012

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Here are the latest northern Lower Peninsula bear population estimates. The 2022 estimate of 2,008 bears is up 55% from 2012 and 169% since 1992, and is equivalent to about 1 bear per 9 square miles in the NLP. Our population trajectory goal in the NLP is to slow population growth to eventually achieve a stable population. You can see that our abundance trends are starting to show some stabilization in the NLP population, which is something we’ve been working towards for several years.




Expanding Distribution

74%

7,800 mi2 13,600 mi2

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
It’s important to keep in mind that the increasing trend in NLP bear abundance isn’t just the result of having more bears in the areas we’ve typically had them, but also due to an expanding distribution into areas where we haven’t seen bears in recent years. The map on the left shows harvest locations from 2011 (right before that 30% license quota reduction), and the map on the right shows harvest 10 years later in 2021. This reflects the expanding bear population into the western Red Oak, Baldwin, and northern Gladwin BMUs that we’ve been seeing.




Other Indices and Information
• Hunter effort 
• Hunter success rates 
• Hunter opinion
• Square miles/bear harvested
• Nuisance bear complaints
• Habitat and mast

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The SCAA model gives us a population estimate at the regional scale, but in order to evaluate trends in bear abundance at the Bear Management Unit scale, we also use a variety of other indicators as well. We calculate the number of days required to harvest a bear (which represents hunter effort), which is a form of Catch-Per-Unit-Effort and our most robust BMU-level trend indicator, from the bear hunter mail survey. We also calculate the proportion of hunters that are successful (hunter success rate) from the survey. We gather input from hunters on how they perceive the bear population in their hunting areas. We do this through the Bear Forum, Sportsman Coalition meetings throughout the UP, and unsolicited input from hunters who reach out to WLD staff. We also calculate the square miles per harvested bear, document nuisance bear activity through our online reporting system, and monitor habitat and mast production by communicating with wildlife and forestry staff, as well as hunters.

###work with law enforcement staff to monitor levels of bear/vehicle collisions when relevant (used in Baldwin BMU to address specific question).



2023 Statewide Harvest
(State licensed hunters)

• 1,854 bears harvested statewide
• 3% below last year (1,905)
• 9% above 10-year average
• Very good success rates in the EUP

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
State-licensed hunters harvested 1,854 bears during the 2023 season, statewide. Harvest this past season was up 3% from 2022 and about 9% above the 10-year average. We saw exceptional success rates in the eastern UP BMUs, with other units showing good success rates as well. Tribal-licensed hunters harvested an additional 63 bears statewide.

### Desired harvest*
### The state desired harvest was 1,724 bears, and harvest ended up being about 8% above that.




Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Here, you can see how the different Bear Management Units stacked up this year for the number of bears harvested, with state-licensed harvest in blue and Tribal harvest in orange. You’ll notice Drummond Island, Gladwin, and Carney are at the lower end of the of the spectrum, with Newberry, Baraga, and Red Oak at the higher end for number of bears harvested.




Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Here is the number of square miles per harvested bear for each Bear Management Unit, which represents harvest intensity. Notice there are generally fewer square miles per harvested bear (or higher harvest intensity) in the UP compared to the NLP, with Gladwin being the highest since it is made up of transitional habitat and is at the southern extent of bear range.




2022 Bear Hunter Survey
• Most hunters (88%) relied primarily on bait-only
• 9% relied primarily on dogs alone or a combination of 

baiting (strike) and dogs
• 85% of harvested bears were taken over bait
• Bait-only hunters had a 38% success rate, dog hunters 

had a 57% success rate

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Here are some statistics from our 2022 bear hunter mail survey (won’t have 2023 results until August). During the 2022 season, 88% of hunters relied primarily on bait-only to pursue bears., while 9% relied primarily on dogs alone or a combination of strike baits and dogs. 85% of harvested bears were taken over bait. Bait-only hunters had a 38% success rate, while dog hunters had a 57% success rate. 

### “Dogs-only” makes up about 2% of hunters.




2022 Bear Hunter Survey
• The success rate of hunters that hired a guide was 55%
• Approximately 732 hunters (14%) hired a guide
• 5,844 people bought a bear license, which is a decrease 

of 27% since 2012 (7,994)
• 60,636 people applied, increase of 19% since 2012 

(51,152)

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The success rate of hunters using a guide was 55%, and about 14% of hunters reported hiring a guide. 5,844 people bought a bear license in 2022, which was a decrease of 27% since 2012. But, it’s important to note that the number of applicants was actually 19% greater, so the decrease in bear licenses purchased is the result of fewer licenses being available, not a decrease in interest in bear hunting.

### ?,??? licenses sold in 2023 (ask Lisa), 60,100 people applied (34,246 for preference point-only).

### New feature in 2022 where applicants could choose to be automatically enrolled to purchase a preference point each year. So far, over 4,000 people have chosen to do this.




1,411

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Here you can see the state and tribal harvest in the Upper Peninsula from 1990 to this past season. In 2023, state-licensed hunters harvested 1,411 bears. This was 18% above our desired harvest of 1,196 and about 1% below the long-term average. Tribal hunters harvested an additional 37 bears in the UP.




Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
And here you can see the long-term harvest broken down by Bear Management Units, with more harvest typically occurring in the Baraga, Newberry, and Bergland units and less in the Gwinn, Amasa, and Carney units. Much of this difference is due to Bear Management Unit size and habitat. However, you can see how high success rates this year for Newberry and Gwinn resulted in additional harvest in those units compared to previous years, but are consistent with increasing trends in those units.

### Amasa – DH: 165, Reg: 170 (3%)
### Baraga – DH: 300, Reg: 282 (6%)
### Bergland – DH: 200, Reg: 216 (8%)
### Carney – DH: 116, Reg: 133 (15%)
### Newberry – DH: 260, Reg: 392 (51%)
### Gwinn – DH: 150, Reg: 212 (41%)
### Drummond – DH: 5, Reg: 5 (0%)



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
This map shows the UP-harvest locations for the 2023 bear hunting season. You can see that harvest is well distributed across the much of the Peninsula, with some heavier concentrations in the western UP BMUs that are typical. You’ll also see a relatively concentrated area in the Newberry BMU resulting from higher harvest this year. Lot of quality bear habitat, contiguous forests, undeveloped public lands throughout UP.




444

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
And here is the state and tribal harvest in the Northern Lower Peninsula from 1990 to this past season. In 2023, state-licensed hunters harvested 444 bears, which is about 16% below our desired harvest of 528 and about 44% above the long-term average. Tribal hunters harvested an additional 26 bears in the northern Lower.




Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
And here you can see that long-term harvest broken down by Bear Management Unit, with the majority of harvest in the NLP occurring in the Red Oak unit, but an increasing percentage in the Baldwin and Gladwin units in recent years as well. All three units saw lower harvest levels this year compared with last year, with the most noticeable decrease in Red Oak. However, we adjusted license quotas down in Red Oak for the 2023 season, and our harvest is only 10% below our desired harvest.

### Baldwin – DH: 185, Reg: 132 (29%)
### Gladwin – DH: 26, Reg: 28 (8%)
### Red Oak – DH: 317, Reg: 284 (10%)



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Here are the northern Lower Peninsula’s harvest locations. You can see the heavy harvest in the Club Country area in the eastern portion of the Red Oak unit, as well as the public lands west of Cadillac in the Baldwin unit. Harvest in the Gladwin unit is mostly centered around large tracts of public land connected to the Red Oak unit, but harvest distribution continues to expand in recent years.




Upper Peninsula

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Here is the number of days hunted per harvested bear in the UP, through 2022 when it took about 22 days to harvest a bear. We can see a generally decreasing trend in the amount of effort required to harvest a bear since 2012, which indicates an increasing population.




Upper Peninsula

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Here’s the percentage of successful state-licensed hunters in the UP through 2022, when hunter success was 33%. You can see a generally increasing trend since 2012, which similarly indicates an increasing population.




Northern Lower Peninsula

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Here is the amount of effort required to harvest a bear in the NLP through 2022, when it reached about 14 days per bear. You can see a strong, decreasing trend since 1990 to levels well below the UP BMUs. However, in recent years we have begun to see relatively consistent levels of effort, suggesting a stabilizing bear population.




Northern Lower Peninsula

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Here’s the percentage of successful hunters in the northern Lower Peninsula through 2022, when success reached 46%. There is a consistent, increasing trend since 1990, but similarly we have been seeing more stable levels of success in recent years.




Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Here is a map of 2023 bear activity reports, which we use as an index of nuisance bear activity. These reports involve a variety of nuisance activity, ranging from bears raiding bird feeders to breaking into buildings or killing livestock. In the UP, you can see that nuisance issues are fairly spread out, with clusters near towns and some agricultural areas, although the Marquette area saw a relatively high concentration of nuisance issues last year. In the northern Lower Peninsula, we generally see concentrations of nuisance issues in the northern three counties of the Baldwin unit, as well as some concentrations around Gaylord and other areas of the Red Oak unit. However, the northern Lower Peninsula map looks quite a bit different than it has in recent years, due to a reduced amount of nuisance activity.

### Less than 5% of reports each year aren’t related to a nuisance issue.




Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The number of nuisance complaints in the UP has been relatively stable over time, with fluctuations likely due more to natural food abundance and other factors than actual changes in population size. In 2023, we had 149 nuisance complaints in the UP.




Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
In the northern Lower Peninsula nuisance complaints had quadrupled in the last 12 years. Wildlife Division staff in the NLP had to implement an on-call system in 2016 due to this increase in nuisance activity. However, similar to the abundance trends in the NLP, it appears we are seeing some stabilization of reports, and had the least amount of reports since 2017 last year. There were 118 nuisance complaints in the NLP during 2023.




Bear Management Goals
• Maintain a sustainable population within 

biological carrying capacity
• Facilitate bear-related benefits
• Minimize bear-related conflicts
• Conduct science-based and socially 

acceptable management

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
As a reminder, the four main goals we strive to meet while managing bears in Michigan are: to maintain a sustainable population within biological carrying capacity, facilitate bear-related benefits, minimize bear-related conflicts, and conduct science-based and socially acceptable management. These are all equally important to successfully managing our bear population and will be important to keep in mind as we work through the 2025-26 regulations cycle and continue developing harvest quota and regulation recommendations this year.

### 2nd Hunt Period in NLP




Thank You

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Thank you Commissioners, and if you have any questions I can try to answer them for you.




Antler Point Restriction 
Guidelines

Chad Stewart, Deer and Elk Management Specialist
Wildlife Division

February 8, 2024



DNR/NRC Guidelines, Initiation, 
Evaluation, and Review of 

Mandatory APRs
• Identify four keys to successful 

implementation of APRs
– Willingness of the sponsoring parties to 

coordinate and support public information 
meetings

– Support from both landowners and hunters
– Regulations understandable and enforceable
– Sufficient trial period for the regulation to impact 

herd structure



History of APR workgroups

• First formed APR workgroup in 1998
– Guidelines adopted from Georgia

• Regulations must protect >50% of yearling bucks

• Second group revised the policy in 2010
• At the request of the NRC, a third group was 

developed and updated the document in 
2019



APR Workgroup Participants

• Michigan Quality Deer Management Association

• Michigan United Conservation Clubs

• United Sportsmen Alliance

• Michigan Bow Hunters

• Michigan Farm Bureau

• UP Whitetails

• Western UP Citizen’s Advisory Council

• Oakland Hunt Club

• Thumb Hunters for APRs

• Michigan DNR Wildlife Division

• Michigan DNR Law Enforcement Division

• Michigan State University

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Meeting held September 7th, 2019
Professionally facilitated
Simplify exemptions for APRs
Supporting percentage should trigger a Dept recommendation
Can a management framework be developed that includeds comprehensive deer management considerations




Group Recommendations

• Expanded APR exemptions for Junior 
hunters (10-16) and for all hunters who 
qualify for the Independence hunt, and for all 
apprentice license holders
– All individuals exempt from mandatory APRs, 

including the 4 point rule on the restricted tag of 
the combination license during all hunting 
seasons

– Passed by NRC



Group Recommendations

• Reduce the threshold for APR 
recommendation to the NRC from 66% to 
60%
– Recommendation should not be subject to error estimate 

(ex. 59% support +/- 2%)
– Percentage support not renegotiated for 10 years
– DMAP and Damage Permit holders included in survey
– Survey population should come from previous years 

participants, not simply from the preceding year
• To be determined by the survey specialist



Group Recommendations

• Group agreed that a management 
framework should be put in place to meet 
benchmarks
– Felt that this would entail the development of 

another work group
– Recommended to be installed at a later date



Workgroup Results Presented to 
NRC



July 2020 Resolution
• Department’s APR Guidelines 

– Stay at 66% percent approval rating until active 
research study is conducted in the CWD zone is 
concluded or for five years, whichever is longer

– No new surveys related to APRs until CWD 
study is concluded, or five years, whichever is 
longer

– DNR cannot revise guidelines without approval 
by NRC and proper public vetting, comments, 
transparency

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Resolution passed unanimously
January 2025 timeline before APRs can be considered



Thank You
www.michigan.gov/deer



2024-2025
Furbearer Regulations Cycle

Cody Norton
Wildlife Division

February 8, 2024

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Hello Commissioners. Again, I’m Cody Norton, Bear, Furbearer, and Small Game Specialist for the Wildlife Division. And now, I’ll be presenting proposed recommended changes for the 2024-25 furbearer harvest seasons. 



Furbearer Regulations
• Two-year cycle

– 2024-25
• Input

– WLD staff
– LED staff
– Furbearer Workgroup (internal)
– Tribal biologists
– Furtaker User Group (external)

• NRC & Director
– For Information: February
– For Action: March

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Furbearer regulations and bag limits are reviewed on a 2-year cycle, similar to bears which we covered earlier this morning. Recommended changes are developed and reviewed by our local field staff, internal furbearer working group, Law Enforcement Division staff, and federal and tribal biologists, as well as by convening our external Furtaker User Group (which will meet again this August), and also discussed opportunistically with hunters, trappers, and other folks interested in furbearer management throughout the process. Recommendations for the 2024 and 2025 furbearer hunting and trapping seasons are being presented for information today, and will be up for action next month.




Proposed Changes
• Require trap warning signs near public roads 

and trails
• UP bobcat trapping season dates
• UP second bobcat kill tag landownership
• Fisher and marten combined bag limit
• Centerfire firearm use at night in the LFDZ
• Coyote hunting season length

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Here is a list of the proposed changes that we chose to address this cycle. We’ll go into further detail on each of these on subsequent slides. Generally, they involve bobcat hunting and trapping in the UP, fisher and marten trapping, predator hunting, and concern about domestic dogs being caught in traps. These topics were brought forward from members of the public, stakeholder groups, internal staff, or a combination of sources.



Require Trap Warning Signs 
near Public Roads and Trails

• Proposal: if a trap is set within 25 feet of a 
public road or trail, a warning sign must be 
posted in both directions, 100-150 feet 
before nearest point to trap.
– Regulations already in place
– Education and outreach more effective
– Illegal take of protected & limited-take species
– Trapper harassment and theft

• Department does not recommend this 
proposal

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The first proposal was brought forward by a member of the public due to concern for domestic dogs being incidentally caught in traps set for furbearers. The proposal is that if a trap of any kind is set within 25 feet of a public road, drive, or trail, a warning sign must be posted in a highly visible place along the trail in both directions, 100 to 150 feet before the trail’s nearest point to the trap (or first trap if multiple traps are set close together). Department has several concerns with this proposal. There are a variety of regulations already in place designed to minimize the likelihood of a domestic dog becoming caught in a trap, including requiring large body-gripping traps to be half submerged in water, at least 4 feet off the ground, or in a container specifically designed to keep dogs from reaching the trap; not allowing non-lethal cable restraints to be placed on public lands; and others. The Department feels that education and outreach is a more effective approach to reducing conflicts between dog owners and trappers, and has recently conducted social media posts and is developing informative signs to be placed at kiosks at trailheads and Customer Service Centers in the near future, to increase awareness of trapping and how to safely remove dogs from traps. The Department also has concerns about the increased illegal take of protected species and limited-take species by people other than the trapper. And we have concerns about trapper harassment, theft of traps, and theft of animals caught in traps. The majority of the Furtaker User Group was opposed for many of the same concerns. As a result, the Department does not recommend this proposal.



Require Trap Warning Signs 
near Public Roads and Trails

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Here are examples of some of the social media posts and informative signs we are employing  in order to increase awareness of trapping on public lands and how to remove dogs from traps safely.



UP Bobcat Trapping Season 
Dates

• Currently, season is Oct. 24 - Dec. 26
• Proposal: Change UP bobcat trapping 

season dates to Nov. 1 - Nov. 14 and Dec. 
1 - Jan. 18
– Same number of days
– Dry ground and snow conditions
– Avoid conflicts with firearm deer season
– Pelt primeness

• Department recommends this proposal

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The second proposal involves shifting the Upper Peninsula bobcat trapping season dates. The current UP bobcat trapping season is from October 24th to December 26th. However, 2022 was the first season with these dates, as prior to 2022 the season was December 1st to February 1st. It was moved due to a desire from several UP-trapping groups to be able to target bobcats during dry ground conditions, and keep bobcats incidentally caught in coyote sets. However, several other groups have indicated they would rather have a late trapping season to be able to trap when pelts are more prime, snow is present, there are less hunting and trapping opportunities, and avoid firearm deer season when there are a lot more people in the woods and it is sometimes difficult to access private lands. The Department wants to keep the season the same length to avoid increasing harvest. The Department and all of the trapping groups represented on the Furtaker User Group worked together to develop a proposed compromise, that allows for both dry ground and snow conditions, while avoiding firearm deer season and keeping the season length the same. The proposal would result in two periods: November 1st to 14th, and December 1st to January 18th. This proposal was supported by all of the groups involved. The Department recommends this proposal.

### Some staff have concerns that some trappers may attempt to keep bobcats caught between the two periods. We plan to evaluate this and see if this concern is warranted.
### We did not see a change in harvest from 2021 to 2022 when season dates changed.



UP Second Bobcat Kill Tag 
Land Ownership

• Currently, the second bobcat kill tag can 
only be used on private land in Unit A.

• Proposal: Allow second bobcat kill tag to 
be used on public or private land in Unit A.
– Increased opportunity
– No significant biological impact

• Department recommends this proposal

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The third proposal is to remove the land ownership requirement on the second bobcat kill tag in the UP (excluding Drummond Island). This second kill tag could be used on public or private land from 2009 to 2017, but was changed to private land-only in 2018. The intent behind this change was to reduce harvest while softening the impact to opportunity for stakeholders. However, making this second kill tag private-land only did not significantly reduce harvest, but did result in decreased opportunity for stakeholders that may not own or have access to private lands. The majority of the Furtaker User Group supports this proposal. The Department recommends this proposal.

### This is particularly restrictive for hound hunters that may start running a bobcat on private land, but the animal is treed on public land. 



Abundance Trends

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
This graph shows estimated hunter and trapper effort per harvested bobcat in the UP, which is a form of Catch-Per-Unit-Effort and likely our best trend indicator of bobcat abundance. We can see a stable-to decreasing trend in effort in recent years, which suggests a stable to increasing bobcat population. 



Public or private Private-only

80% 79%

20% 21%

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Here you can see the percentage of bobcats harvested in Unit A (UP excluding Drummond Island) that were tagged using a first kill tag (tan) or second kill tag (blue). Again, the second kill tag could be used on public or private land from 2009 to 2017, and then could only be used on private land from 2018 to 2022. You can see that during both periods, the proportion of cats registered on the 2nd kill tags was nearly identical at 20% and 21%. This indicates that allowing the second kill tag to be used on public or private land is not likely to result in a significant increase in harvest.



Bag Limit
None

Bag Limit
1

Bag Limit
2

Bag Limit
3

Bag Limit
2

Bag Limit
2 (1 private-only)

Hunting

Trapping

Season Length

128 days 90 days 60 days

128 days 60 days

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Here is bobcat harvest in the UP from 1985 through 2022 shown in the tan bars, with season length represented by the red and blue lines at the bottom of the graph (red = trap, blue = hunt), and bag limit shown at the top.



Bag Limit
None

Bag Limit
1

Bag Limit
2

Bag Limit
3

Bag Limit
2

Bag Limit
2 (1 private-only)

Hunting

Trapping

Season Length

128 days 90 days 60 days

128 days 60 days

317 288

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
We can see that during 2009 to 2017 when we had season lengths of 60 days and the second kill tag could be used on public and private lands, mean bobcat harvest (317) was relatively similar to mean harvest during 2018-2022 when the second kill tag was restricted to private-land only (288, 29 cats higher). Similarly, this indicates that allowing the second kill tag to be used on public and private land is not likely to result in a significant increase in harvest.



Fisher and Marten Combined 
Bag Limit

• Currently, combined bag limit of two, of 
which only one may be fisher.

• Proposal: Change bag limit to two of any 
combination.
– Two marten, two fisher, or one of each
– More opportunity
– Simplify regulations

• Department recommends this proposal

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The fourth proposed change this cycle is to establish a combined bag limit of two marten and fisher in any combination. Currently, the marten and fisher combined bag limit is 2 animals, but only one may be a fisher. This proposal would simplify regulations, allow for more opportunity for furtakers, and is not expected to significantly increase fisher harvest or negatively impact the fisher population. The proposal was supported by the majority of the Furtaker User Group. The Department recommends this proposal.



Abundance Trends

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Here is the amount of effort required per harvested fisher. In recent years, we can see a stabilized to decreasing trend, similar to what we saw in bobcats, that suggests a stable to increasing fisher population.



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Here is registered fisher harvest from 1989 to 2022, represented by the tan bars. Once again, you can see season length and area open to trapping on the red lines on the bottom, and bag limit at the top of the graph. 



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
In 2017, the marten and fisher season was shortened from 15 days to 10 days. This shortening of the season resulted in a decrease in mean fisher harvest by 24% (57 animals).



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
However, this season length reduction also corresponded with a bag limit change to allow the take of up to 2 marten. Here we’ve added marten harvest represented by the blue bars.



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Even with allowing the take of an additional marten, harvest since 2018 has averaged 26% lower than what it was during 2011-2017 with a more restrictive bag limit. This is due in large part to the shorter season length. This provides additional evidence that with the proposed change to allow up to 2 fisher be kept, a large increase in fisher harvest is not likely to occur due to the short season.



Incidental Catch

• 87% of marten trappers used 
conibears
– 27% footholds

• 83% of fisher trappers used 
conibears
– 28% footholds

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
An additional consideration with marten and fisher quotas is the incidental capture. Over 80% of trappers reported using conibear, or body-gripping traps when attempting to harvest marten or fisher on the latest marten and fisher harvest mail survey. These traps are designed to quickly kill the animal, and makes the release of incidentally caught animals extremely limited. As a result, having a combined bag limit of 2 marten and fisher in any combination should reduce the likelihood of catching incidental animals that can’t be released.



Centerfire Firearm Use at Night 
in the LFDZ

• Currently, centerfire firearms can be used at night 
in the LFDZ on private lands only.

• Proposal: Allow <.269 cal. Centerfire firearms at 
night in the LFDZ on public and private lands to 
hunt coyote, fox, raccoon, and opossum.
– Increased opportunity
– Simplify regulations
– Do not expect increased risk of injury

• Department recommends this proposal

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The fifth proposed change is to allow the use of centerfire firearms up to .269 caliber to be used to hunt coyote, fox, raccoon, and opossum at night in the Limited Firearm Deer Zone on public lands. Currently, this is only allowed on private lands in the Limited Firearm Deer Zone. This change would allow for additional opportunity for predator hunters and would simplify regulations across land ownership types. The use of centerfires at night on private lands has been successful, and Law Enforcement Division staff do not expect an increased risk of injury due to allowing their use on public lands as well. The majority of the furtaker user group supports this proposal. The Department recommends the proposal.



Current Regulations

• North of LFDZ
– Day – any centerfire
– Night - <.269 cal.

• LFDZ
– Day – any centerfire
– Night

• Private - <.269 cal.

• Public – no centerfire

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Here you can see the current restrictions on centerfire use day and night, inside and outside of the Limited Firearm Deer Zone, which is shown by the blue line on the map to the right. The proposed change would essentially make regulations consistent across the state, except for some additional restrictions in the Limited Firearm Deer Zone during firearm deer season.

### Firearm deer season in LFDZ - >.35 caliber with straight-walled cartridges, min case length 1.16 in and max case length 1.8 in (same as what’s legal for deer).
### Firearm deer season in LFDZ – no centerfires at night
### Quiet period statewide – no centerfires at night
### Also illegal to use a centerfire at night in any state park or state recreation area year-round



Coyote Hunting Season Length

• Currently, coyote hunting season is year-round.
• Proposal: Change coyote hunting season to July 

15 to April 15, statewide.
– Avoid time when coyotes have dependent young
– Consistent with management of other species
– Public perception and future opportunities
– Still year-round on private land to mitigate damage
– Do not expect change in harvest

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The final proposed changed is to shorten the coyote hunting season from year-round to a 9-month long season, taking place from July 15 to April 15 each year. These proposed season dates represent what coyote season in Michigan was prior to 2016. This proposal was brought forward by several stakeholder groups that requested the season be shortened so that it does not include the time when coyotes have dependent young, due to concern about public perception and potential impacts to coyote and hunting and trapping seasons that could result from negative public perception. Similarly, the Department wants to ensure that coyote hunting remains as a management tool and recreational opportunity in the future, and has concerns that the take of coyotes when they have dependent young could impact this. The proposed change would also make the coyote hunting season more consistent with hunting seasons for most other game species, that are generally not hunted during times when they have dependent young. The proposed change would not impact regulations surrounding wildlife conflict, that allow coyotes to be taken year-round on private property if doing or physically present where they could cause damage. Some predator hunters have indicated that the proposed change would result in decreased opportunity and restrict hunting prior to crops becoming too tall to effectively hunt. Still, the proposed 9-month hunting season would remain one of the longest seasons and provide greater opportunity for hunters compared to most game species in Michigan. As expected, the Department has not seen a significant increase in coyote harvest the season was made year-round in 2016. Therefore, the department does not expect a significant decrease in coyote harvest due to the proposed change. In addition, estimates of coyote harvest and the number of coyotes harvested per hunter suggest that current participation during the time proposed to be closed is limited. This proposed change is being brought forward to the Commission because it was supported by a majority of the Furtaker User Group.

### Department has decided to remain more neutral on this proposed change, but bring it forward due to the recommendation of the Furtaker User Group. Besides wanting to retain coyote hunting and trapping as a management tool, this is largely a social issue and the Commission is well-suited to address. Provide information on the impact of previous regulation changes on coyote harvest and abundance, and concerns expressed by stakeholders, but not explicitly state whether supportive or against proposal. 

### In 2016, the season was made year-round at the request of the Commission. However, the Department did not expect a significant biological impact to coyote populations at the statewide level. Instead, the Department felt that in some localized areas, some temporary reductions in coyote densities may occur, but these reductions would be based on the level of increase in harvest and likely be short-lived.

### Coyote breeding season is in late February/early March, pups born in mid-April after 63-day gestation period, Weaned after 5-7 weeks in mid-June, and no longer dependent on adults/considered self-sufficient by 14 weeks, around mid-July.

### Opossums, skunks, and weasels are only other furbearers with year-round season. Generally aren’t people out targeting them that time of year. Likely just overlooked/lack of stakeholder interest.
### Other states – Minnesota (year-round), Wisconsin (year-round), Indiana (Oct 15 – Mar 15), Ohio (year-round),  Illinois (year-round, but closed during firearm deer seasons), Ontario (split: Sep 15 – Mar 31 or year-round).

### 7,000 people hunt coyotes, harvest 13,000 coyotes (2020). 3,500 people trap coyotes, harvest 11,000 coyotes.
### When 60% of coyote population removed from an area, population can recover within a year (Pitt et al. 2001).
### A 3-year South Carolina study reduced coyotes by 78% each year and their numbers rebounded to pre-trapping levels in nine months (Kilgo et al. 2014).
### To cause a decline in the coyote population, 90% of coyotes must be removed. However, the population can recover in less than five years without continued intensive removal (Pitt et al. 2001).



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
To get an idea of where most coyote harvest is occurring, this graph shows the proportion of estimated coyote harvest by region, with Upper Peninsula in blue, Northern Lower Peninsula in orange, and Southern Lower Peninsula in gray. You can see that the vast majority of coyotes are harvested by hunters in the Lower Peninsula, split pretty evenly between the northern lower and southern lower.

### 2006-2021
### Predator hunting
### Small Game Survey (don’t ask peninsula on furbearer survey; we do ask county, but estimates variable when sample size low)

### ~14,000 coyotes estimated harvested on furbearer survey



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
This graph shows the estimated number of hunters that hunt each year on: only private land, only public land, both private and public land, and unknown land ownership. You’ll notice that the vast majority hunt only on private (63%) or a combination of private and public (21%). Under the proposed change, coyotes would still be able to be taken year-round on private property if a coyote is causing damage or physically present where it could cause damage.

### 2006-2021
### Small Game Survey (don’t ask land ownership on furbearer survey).



Jul. 15 – Apr. 15 Year-round

Harvest per Hunter

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
This graph shows the estimated number of coyotes harvested per hunter in Michigan. These estimates are calculated from our annual furbearer mail surveys. The red dotted line shows when coyote hunting season became year-round in 2016. Since that time, there has not been an increase in the number of coyotes harvested per hunter.



Jul. 15 – Apr. 15 Year-round

Harvest

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Here you can see the estimated number of coyotes harvested by hunters statewide. You can see that harvest has not increased since the season was made year-round in 2016.

### Coyote harvest appears to be driven in large part by the number of hunters.



Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Here is the estimated number of coyotes harvested per day of hunter or trapper effort (hunter top, trapper bottom). Similar to the graphs I showed for bobcat and fisher, this is a form of catch-per-unit-effort and reflects trends in abundance. You can see that there are no trends in harvest per day of effort that would indicate a change in coyote abundance due to implementation of a year-round season in 2016.



Thank You

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Thank you Commissioners, and I can try to answer any questions you may have.

### Bobcat Unit H: Harvest – 27 (Hunt: 8, Trap: 19)
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