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October 19, 2023 

Legislative Committee on Administrative Rules 

Re: 10 V.S.A. Appendix § 44, Furbearing Species 

Dear Chair Squirrell and Esteemed Committee Members, 

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to submit additional written testimony in response to 
the proposed rules put forth by the Vermont Fish & Wildlife Department (the Department) 
regarding trapping and hunting of coyotes with hounds. 

My name is Bob Galvin, and I am the Vermont State Director for the nonprofits Animal 
Wellness Action (AWA) and Center for a Humane Economy (CHE). I have a M.S. in Biology 
and several years of experience conducting wildlife research in the field. I have attended every 
Fish and Wildlife Board meeting since February of this year and participated in all three public 
hearings related to Acts 159 and 165 this summer. I write today as a concerned Vermonter and 
on behalf of AWA and CHE’s Vermont members. 

This testimony addresses several, but not all, misleading claims made by the Department during 
the October 5, 2023 LCAR meeting. I will first list the claim made by the Department, with 
direct testimony from the Department at the Oct. 5 meeting in quotes, and then our response.  

Department Claim: “The Association of Fish and Wildlife agencies conducted a decades long 
study of over 600 trap types and 23 different fur bearing species to come up with the BMPs we 
are discussing today.” 

Context: Concerns over AFWA’s BMP-testing process are well documented, including in a 
2017 paper published in the Journal of International Wildlife Law & Policy entitled “How the 
United States was Able to Dodge International Reforms Designed to Make Wildlife Trapping 
Less Cruel”. From the paper: 

“The BMP testing program is unquestionably subject to bias, subjectivity, and inaccuracy. 
The use of professional fur trappers—who have a strong interest in the outcome—as testers 
undermines the veracity and accuracy of the data and the scientific rigor of the process.”  

Additionally, no body-gripping kill traps were tested according to BMP standards in the 2021 
Wildlife Monographs paper cited by the Department. From the 2021 Wildlife Monographs paper 
they base these BMPs on: "We present performance data for 84 models of restraining traps (6 
cage traps, 68 foothold traps, 9 foot-encapsulating traps, and 1 power-activated footsnare) on 19 
furbearing species, or 231 trap-species combinations." To reiterate, no body-gripping kill traps 
were tested in the Wildlife Monographs study and F&W did not mention this critical fact to 
LCAR. It is our position that if there is no BMP testing data for these traps that is publicly  
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available, then body-gripping kill traps do not meet the legislative mandate as outlined in Act 
159. 

Department Claim: The regulations surrounding trapping BMPs are enforceable. 

Context: While Warden Mike Scott said that these BMP regulations are meant to be enforceable, 
there are serious questions that arise regarding the enforceability of many aspects of BMPs that 
were not covered by the warden. For instance, how would a warden know if the pan tension is 
appropriately set on a given trap unless they were to spring the trap themselves? Similar 
questions arise when considering the enforceability of enforcing BMP-approved traps, because 
conventional traps and BMP-traps are often indistinguishable. Additionally, does the warden 
service have the capacity to check each individual trap they see? I think it’s worth discussing 
how some of these finer details will be enforced in the field.  

 

Department Claim: Vermont is the first state in the country to put BMP regulations into law. 

Context: The  Association of Fisheries and Wildlife Agencies never intended the BMPs to be 
enacted into law, and the 2021 Wildlife Monographs study explicitly says, “We intended BMPs 
to be implemented through a voluntary and educational approach”.  

Some of the specific difficulties in making BMPs mandatory are further explained in the paper:  

“Some regulatory agencies may consider use of our results to prohibit traps that do not 
meet BMP standards, but attempting to do so may result in numerous practical or 

regulatory challenges that must be carefully considered. Agencies must consider the reality 
that nearly all traps are BMP-compliant for at least 1 species, appropriate responses when 

a trap set for 1 species for which it meets BMP standards catches another legally 
harvestable species for which it does not, potential use of trap brand names in regulations, 

and how to determine when an untested trap is similar to one that has been tested. 
Conversely, regulatory agencies may use our findings to support decisions that allow the 

use of currently prohibited devices, such as has occurred in recent years with cable 
restraints in numerous states. Because state and tribal authorities are the primary 

management agencies that regulate capture or harvest of non-migratory wildlife, we 
assume the approach to BMP implementation will vary, but regardless of the approach, we 

strongly recommend that they encourage their use by all those directly or indirectly 
involved in the capture of furbearing mammals.” 

It is precisely because of these difficulties that AFWA does not recommend these BMPs be put 
into law, and that additional context was not provided by the Department. 

Department Claim: “There’s also a trapper survey that trappers have to fill out, and that 
includes reporting on incidental traps of animals other than the target animals. So it’s pretty 
comprehensive.” 
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Context: According to Department data included in Attachment 4, over the past 3 years 
anywhere from 17.8%-31.5% of the trapper surveys mailed out annually were not returned to the 
Department. We are missing an immense amount of data if such a significant portion of trappers 
are not returning these surveys, and that aspect of the survey’s reliability was overlooked. 

Prior to 2018, trapper surveys were completely voluntary, so the Department is missing 
important historical data to accurately judge the scale of the dangers of trapping to non-target 
animals. In addition, it is impossible to know if trappers are submitting all of the data on their 
annual surveys. Because there’s no corroborating data for most species, the data should never be 
considered complete. 

 

Department Claim: “Two dogs were killed last year by traps. Both those incidents involved 
illegal trapping in violation of our rules.” 

Context: While the dog in Corinth was killed in an illegal trap, the dog who was killed in a trap 
in Underhill, VT last year was, in fact, killed in a legally set trap. From Warden Jeremy 
Schmid’s description of the incident in the warden report (Attachment 1): “Dog killed in a 
legally set trap, no F&W violation”. The Department’s attempt to conflate pets being caught in 
traps with illegal trapping is something for the Committee to think about when considering future 
testimony from them. 

 

Department Claim: While talking about the length of the trapping season, F&W said that traps 
set underwater are set “during a critical time period of the year where people are not in the 
water”. 

Context: F&W said that traps must be set “underwater”, which is inaccurate. Wildlife advocates 
made that recommendation during the working groups, and that was ignored. 

The statutory language governing traps set in the water reads, “A person shall not set a trap 
between December 31 and the following fourth Saturday in October unless the trap is set in the 
water” - nowhere do they mention that traps have to be submerged underwater, only that they 
have to be set in the water. A large body-gripping kill trap set in a stream presents a serious 
threat to the public and to non-target animals from the 4th Saturday of October through March 
31st. 

Beyond the threat to non-target animals and the public during the trapping season, it will still be 
legal to set body-gripping kill traps in the water to trap nuisance wildlife. The day before the 
October 5 LCAR meeting, a dog in Castleton, VT was caught in a legally set body-gripping kill 
trap set for beaver approximately 7 feet off a walking path.  
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Department Claim: The Department tries to encourage non-consumptive recreational activities 
on forest and park land, and tries to discourage that sort of recreation in Wildlife Management 
Areas. 

Context: Dead Creek WMA's Wildlife Day just occurred on October 7. Listed as activities were 
a bird walk, a forest walk, a plant identification walk, an invasive species walk, and a lizard and 
snake identification session, among other activities. There was no trapping demonstration at the 
event, which leads one to believe that non-consumptive recreation might be encouraged at 
WMAs more than F&W expressed in their October 5 testimony. You can read the full activity 
list for the event here. 

Consumptive users, such as bird dog hunters, would also benefit from trap setbacks. This safety 
measure does not only help non-consumptives. 

 
Department Claim: “Any meat bait being used in conjunction with a foothold trap would also 
have to be concealed either with materials such as leaves, dirt, snow, soil, sticks and leaves.” 

Context: Warden Scott failed to mention that, in creating rules surrounding bait, the Department 
ignored the recommendations from wildlife advocates during the working group meetings to 
mirror other states’ regulations, like Maine, that require all animal-matter-based bait (including 
feathers and bone) to be covered. Maine defines bait as “animal matter including meat, skin, 
bones, feathers, hair or any other solid substance that used to be part of an animal”, and this 
definition better protects non-target wildlife who are still attracted to the smell or sight of non-
meat-based bait.  

In addition, allowing snow to be an accepted method of cover raises concerns due to the fact that 
snow can melt, thereby leaving the bait exposed. 

 

Department Claim: “Most trappers trap during the season and they use the fur. They eat the 
meat.” 

Context: The claim that Vermont trappers are eating the meat from all of the animals they trap is 
not based in fact. Have you ever heard of skunk meat being consumed in our state? What about 
otter or fisher meat? Beyond anecdotal evidence, there is data to support the notion that most 
trappers are not trapping for fur or meat. According to a 2020 survey conducted in Maine by 
Responsive Management, the same company that operated the Vermont survey the Department 
has been referencing, 65% of trappers polled said the main reason they participated in trapping 
was “recreation/be outdoors/challenge/sport”. Only 9% of the over 460 trappers polled said the 
main reason they trapped was for pelts, 7% said the main reason they trapped was for income, 
and 6% said the main reason they trapped was meat.  
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In addition to using the fur for personal use, which 62% of Vermonters polled disapprove of, 
trappers also sell the fur at annual fur auctions hosted by the Vermont Trappers Association. At  
the 2023 auction, 136 muskrat skins sold for an average of $2.47 apiece, 73 raccoon skins sold 
for an average of $6.90 apiece, and 116 mink skins were sold for an average of $5.80 apiece. 
You can read the full results of the 2023 fur auction in Attachment 3. 

  

Department Claim: Wildlife Management Areas (WMAs) have been specifically purchased for 
the purpose of maintaining wildlife habitat as well as facilitating wildlife-based recreation, so 
they are exempt from the trail setback rules. 

Context: How much money from trapping licenses was used to purchase the WMAs, and how 
much of the funding came from other sources? In an email sent to Catherine Gjessing by Protect 
Our Wildlife in 2023, Gjessing was unable to provide an answer. As far as I’m aware, the public 
has no idea how much, if any, of the approximately $21,000 a year the Department receives in 
trapping license fees goes toward funding WMAs. 

  

Department Claim: Trapping is “low risk” to incidental animals. 

Context: F&W did not give any supporting evidence to support that the risk of traps to non-
target animals is low. There were at least 18 dogs and cats reported caught in traps in 2022, 
resulting in three deaths.  

On October 4, a dog in Castleton was caught in a body-gripping kill trap set for beaver and 
sustained serious injuries. The fact that non-target animals are still being caught to this day, less 
than 10 feet from a commonly-used trail, indicates that this is not a low risk activity for Vermont 
pet owners and wildlife. The Department mentioned that the risk of a dog being caught in a trap 
is “orders of magnitude less than risks with pets in car accidents struck by vehicles, pets attacked 
by other animals or pets”. The greater risk of a dog being struck by a vehicle does not preclude 
action by the Department to minimize the risk that a dog is caught in a trap.  

Additionally, prior to legislative mandates in 2019 and 2022, respectively, the Department did 
not require the trapping of dogs and cats and non-targets. Therefore, they do not have a complete 
historical accounting of incidental takes of animals. 

 
Department Claim: “The Association [of Fish and Wildlife Agencies] represents almost every 
state Fish and Wildlife agency in the United States, along with a whole host of federal entities, 
including EPA, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and a number of non-governmental organizations 
and natural resource agencies.” 
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Context: AFWA’s members also include the National Trappers Association, Fur Institute of 
Canada, Fur Takers of America, Inc., and the National Rifle Association. Some of AFWA’s 
communications strategies include a paper titled “Communication Strategy for Trapping and 
Furbearer Management’’ that offers advice to Fish & Wildlife agencies with titles such as “How 
to Build Credibility with the Media,” and “How to Sell Your Story”. AFWA is not an impartial 
party in this conversation - they teach Fish & Wildlife departments all around the country how to 
effectively sell trapping to the public. 

 
Department Claim: “Nonetheless, there has been testimony before the legislature already that 
AFWA is a marketing entity, that every single Fish and Wildlife agency in the United States is 
biased, that we are gaslighting the public and you and that the study that AFWA performed is 
biased as well.” 

Context: Here is part of AFWA’s mission from their own website: “The Association represents 
its state agency members on Capitol Hill and before the Administration to advance favorable fish 
and wildlife conservation policy and funding and works to ensure that all entities work 
collaboratively on the most important issues.” By AFWA’s own admission, part of their job is to 
market state wildlife management to the federal legislature and the public. This 
misrepresentation oversimplifies the nuances of the conversations wildlife advocates have been 
having with the Department, and this is yet another example of why wildlife advocates feel they 
are not being meaningfully listened to on these issues. 

 

Department Claim: F&W is concerned about the impacts of people with dogs on their wildlife 
management areas. 

Context: This directly contradicts the Department’s position on allowing packs of hounds to 
chase after coyote, bear, and other wildlife on WMA land – if there are genuine concerns about 
the impacts of dogs on these lands, why would there not be stronger regulations on hound 
hunting on these lands? Earlier this year, the Department actually fought scientists who work at 
the Silvio O. Conte National Wildlife Refuge on the topic of the hound training season within the 
refuge. Refuge scientists supported measures to shorten the hound training season by two months 
with the stated goal of protecting critical habitat for ground-nesting birds. Yet, the Department 
did not support a policy that would have put greater restrictions on unleashed dogs in the Refuge. 

 

Department Claim: “Overall, 60% of residents either strongly or moderately supported 
regulated trapping, 10% didn’t know, and 29% disapproved of it.” 

Context: The survey also mentions that when the word “regulated” is removed from the phrase 
“regulated trapping”, approval falls from 60% to 42%, a significant drop. Here are some relevant 
survey results that weren’t included in the Department’s testimony about the survey: 



 
 

                

611 Pennsylvania Ave. S.E. #136 | Washington, D.C. 20003 
Helping animals by promoting legal standards forbidding cruelty. 

 68% of residents disapprove of trapping for recreation, while only 26% of residents 
approve. 

 62% of residents disapprove of trapping wild animals for fur for clothing, while only 
31% of residents approve. 

 50% of residents agreed with the statement, “Even though trapping is regulated by the 
state, regulated trapping can still cause wildlife species to become endangered or extinct”. 
Only 32% of residents disagreed with the statement. 

 68% of residents who disapprove of trapping or regulated trapping say that they 
disapprove because trapping is cruel/inhumane. 

 When asked, “Which of these outdoor activities have you participated in within the past 2 
years in Vermont?”, 69% of residents said hiking or trail use and 55% said wildlife 
watching/birdwatching. Twenty-one percent of residents said they went fishing, 15% 
hunted, and only 4% trapped. 

 Only 1% of residents said the otter population in their area was too high. Thirty percent 
said the population was about right, and 11% said it was too low. Yet the Department 
allows an exceptionally long otter trapping season (five months). 

 

Department Claim: Trapping is crucial to wildlife management. 

Context: It is incumbent on the Department to explain precisely how trapping is crucial to 
wildlife management. In an attached 2022 email from F&W biologist Chris Bernier (Attachment 
2), who served as the furbearer biologist for years, he mentions several ways that trapping is not 
actually critical to wildlife management in Vermont. The text below is from a September 2022 
email obtained through a public records request: 

 

 

Department Claim: Packs of hounds used to chase wildlife are well-trained. 

Context: This is not only untrue but anecdotal and was misrepresented to the Committee.   There 
are no current or proposed regulations that address the training of hounds used to hunt wildlife. If 
there are no regulations requiring standardized training, what evidence do we have that these 
hounds actually are trained?  
 
Also, F&W counsel mentioned the following example that highlights the importance of training 
on the behavior of a given dog: “The difference between just the dog and the trained dogs… I 



 
 

                

611 Pennsylvania Ave. S.E. #136 | Washington, D.C. 20003 
Helping animals by promoting legal standards forbidding cruelty. 

have two dogs, I have a pit bull mix like that and he's really, really good right next to me. And he 
responds to voice control. But then I have a hound next and I have to put her on a leash in the 
woods because she will chase anything that moves.” This illustrates that if hounds are not well-
trained simply by virtue of what they were bred to do; they could be chasing all kinds of animals 
if they pick up a scent, regardless of whether the animal is the targeted species. 

  

Department Claim: “The department's position that trapping is a form of hunting has been our 
position for decades.” 

Context: On October 10, I attended an Environmental Leadership Training course by the 
Department, and in their presentation (slide shown below), you can clearly see that hunting and 
trapping are separated into different activities. If the Department considered them the same thing, 
why would there be the need to separate hunters and trappers as separate entities? Additionally, 
wildlife advocates requested records from the Department verifying this decades-long position 
and only received one document dating from before 2015 - the only piece of additional evidence 
supplied was “conversations with staff who have, in fact, been working at the Department for 
decades”. Anecdotal evidence has been decried by the Department when used by wildlife 
advocates, and it is unfair that the Department is relying on anecdotal information in this case. 

If the Department wants to redefine trapping as hunting, then that substantive change must go 
through the legislative process where the public is aware and has an opportunity to submit 
testimony. 
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Sincerely Yours, 
 
Bob Galvin 
Vermont State Director 
 
 
 
 
 
 





1/10/23, 10:45 AM 22FW006028: Fish + Wildlife Complaint

https://valcourcloud-vt.com/rms/incidents/2864401/edit 2/6

Dispatch Narratives

------------- 937: Schmid, Jeremy - 11/02/22 08:46 -------------
961 attempted to make contact with homeowner but no one was home, I will try to make contact during shift today.
------------- Disp 35831: Eldred, Erika - 11/01/22 12:48 -------------
961 ADV HE HAS SPOKEN TO THE ACO ABOUT THIS, AND MAY BE FOLLOWING UP - WILL ADV DISPATCH WHEN/IF WE CAN ASSGN
IT TO HIM
------------- Disp 35831: Eldred, Erika - 11/01/22 12:46 -------------
945 TIED UP WITH A CASE / CHK WITH 961
------------- Disp 35831: Eldred, Erika - 11/01/22 11:58 -------------
LEFT VM FOR 936 TO SEE IF SHE AND 945 WOULD TAKE THIS.
------------- Disp 42061: Dubuque, Benjamin - 10/31/22 19:12 -------------
937 is off on 11/1 // 937 wants any warden on duty tomorrow to be notified and reach out to complainaint
------------- Disp 42061: Dubuque, Benjamin - 10/31/22 19:10 -------------
937 advised
------------- Disp 42061: Dubuque, Benjamin - 10/31/22 19:09 -------------
257 req. 937 be advised of this case
------------- Disp 42061: Dubuque, Benjamin - 10/31/22 18:34 -------------

 /  / aco underhill /  / got a call about an hour ago about a dog missing / hanging in a tree in a bear trap / were
able to get it down but the owner doesn’t know the neighbors /  /  /  

MRI# NCIC NIC# Narrative
Cancelled
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