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Dear Chairman Deen and Honorable Committee Members,  
 
My name is Barry Londeree. I am the Vermont State Director for The Humane Society of the 
United States (HSUS), and I appreciate the opportunity to submit testimony in support of 
legislative action to establish a closed season on coyotes and to end wildlife killing contests in 
the state of Vermont.  
 
A growing number of wildlife scientists and state wildlife management agencies are 
acknowledging that the random killing of coyotes, such as is done in wildlife killing contests, is 
not consistent with the principles of modern, science-based wildlife management. The evidence 
is clear: over 100 years of coyote shooting, poisoning, and trapping has not reduced their 
populations. In fact, since 1850 when mass killings of coyotes began, the range of coyotes has 
tripled in the United States.i As the University of Illinois points out, “…coyote population 
reduction (removing some or all of the coyotes in an area) is usually unrealistic and always 
temporary.”ii In fact, the indiscriminate killing of coyotes can stimulate increases in their 
populations by disrupting their social structure, which, ironically, encourages more breeding 
and migration, and ultimately results in more coyotes.iii  
 
The alpha pair in a pack of coyotes is normally the only one that reproduces. When one or both 
members of the alpha pair are killed, other pairs will form and reproduce. At the same time, 
lone coyotes will move in to mate, young coyotes will start having offspring sooner, and litter 
sizes will grow.iv While widespread killing may temporarily reduce coyote numbers, coyotes 
bounce back quickly, even when up to 70 percent of their numbers are removed.v  
 
In addition, year-round, unrestricted hunting and wildlife killing contests that target coyotes 
will not reduce conflicts with humans, pets, or livestock. These practices target coyotes in 
woodlands and grasslands who are keeping to themselves, not coyotes who have become 
habituated to human food sources such as unsecured garbage, pet food, or livestock carcasses 
that have been left by humans.  
 
Coyotes are an integral part of healthy ecosystems, providing a number of free, natural 
ecological services. For example, coyotes help to control disease transmission, keep rodent 
populations in check, clean up animal carcasses, increase biodiversity, remove sick animals from 
the gene pool, and protect crops. Coyotes balance their ecosystems and have trophic cascade 
effects such as indirectly protecting ground-nesting birds from smaller carnivores and 
increasing the biological diversity of plant and wildlife communities.vi  
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Additionally, indiscriminate killing of coyotes through open hunts or killing contests will not 
increase game populations. While coyotes have a diverse diet, their favorite prey are rabbits 
and rodents.vii The best available science demonstrates that killing native carnivores to increase 
ungulate populations, such as deer, is unlikely to produce positive results because the key to 
ungulate survival is protecting breeding females and providing access to adequate nutrition, not 
preventing predation.viii Comprehensive studies, including those conducted in Coloradoix and 
Idaho,x show that killing native carnivores fails to grow deer herds. In recent studies that 
involved predator removal, those removals had no beneficial effect for mule deer.xi  

 

In 2016, in response to deer hunters who speculated that coyotes were having an adverse 
effect on their quarry, the Pennsylvania Game Commission issued a comprehensive statement 
that said, “During the late 1800s and early 1900s, the Game Commission focused much of its 
energy and resources into predator control efforts. During this period, we did not understand 
the relationship between predators and prey. After decades of using predator control (such as 
paying bounties) with no effect, and the emergence of wildlife management as a science, the 
agency finally accepted the reality that predator control does not work.” The commission 
added, “[Predators] don’t compete with our hunters for game. The limiting factor is habitat—
we must focus our efforts on habitat, and called it a “false prophecy” to “pretend that predator 
control can return small game hunting to the state.” Further, it stated that the focus must be 
based on “…science, not anecdotal comments stemming from theory or supposition.”xii 
 
A study by the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation found that on the 
whole, data indicated that deer numbers were growing in the presence of well-established 
coyote populations. That agency recommended against opening up a year-round coyote hunt, 
basing their decision in part on the fact that “…random removal of coyotes resulting from a 
year-round hunting season will not: (a) control or reduce coyote populations; (b) reduce or 
eliminate predation on livestock; or (c) result in an increase in deer densities.”xiii  

 
But in an addition to the widespread support of the biological science on this issue, we believe 
it is crucially important to also consider the social science. The wildlife of Vermont is held in the 
public trust, for the enjoyment of all citizens. And those citizens have made it clear that while 
they may be supportive of hunting, they have less and less tolerance for practices—such as 
year-round, limitless coyote hunting, or wildlife killing contests—that they believe to be 
inhumane, unsporting, wasteful, or ineffective. We hope that legislators will listen to their 
constituents when they express such concerns.  

In wildlife killing contests, participants compete for cash and prizes for killing wild animals 
including coyotes, bobcats, foxes, and many other species. Prizes are awarded on a variety of 
criteria, including the largest, smallest, or heaviest animals killed, or are based on a point 
system ascribed to each species killed. Gambling may also be a part of these contests, in the 
form of raffles and drawings for high-value items such as rifles and other hunting equipment, 
and non-participants may even bet on the outcome of the contest. These contests are no more 
than a blood sport, flouting the hunting ethics of sportsmanship and fair chase with the use of 
high-tech equipment, including predator calling devices. Wildlife killing contests also send a 
dangerous message to the youth of our state that hunting is about nothing more than 
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gratuitous killing for “fun,” cash, and bragging rights. This is not a good representation of 
Vermont’s longstanding outdoors tradition. 
 
For all of these reasons, it is time for Vermont to adopt changes in law that will reform the 
virtually unregulated open coyote hunting season and put a stop to gruesome, wasteful, and 
inhumane wildlife killing contests. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of this testimony and your Committee’s attention to this 
important legislation.  
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