Status, Impact and Ecology of
Eastern Coyotes in NH

Photo by John Green
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Deer Vulnerability to Predation

¢ Region

¢ Snow depth and condition
& Duration of winter

& Food availability

= Browse
= Alternative prey abundance
¢ Habitat guality (stand dynamics, DVWA)
¢ Deer density
¢ Predator density

Lavigne 1992, Patterson 1994, Parker 1995, Patterson et al. (1998), Whitlaw et al. (1998), Patterson and Messier (2000)
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Predation of Deer

¢ NMost by coyotes, some by ¢ Fawn survival lower in SE (SC,
bobcats and bears NC) and higher in MW and NE
(ME, MA, PA, MI) - predation
& \Varies by deer age class was higher in areas with very.
during winter high deer density

¢ Fawn survivalvariable (0.14-
0.76)

- Coyote caused 68%) of
predation, $2% ofall
mortalities

= 36,7 Y (119) 6l 43ipredation
events




Predation of Deer (cont.)
¢ Fawn survival rates vary with or without
predators

= Compensatory.
= Additive

Cook et al, (1971), Carroll and Brown (1977), Bartush and Lewis (1981), Huegel et al. (1985), Messier et
al. (1986), Nelson and Woolf (1987), Decker et al. (1992), Bowman et al. (1998), Long et al. (1998),
Whitlaw et al. (1998), Ballard et al. (1999), DePerno et al. (2003), Ballard et al. (2003), Patterson and
Messier (2003), Vreeland et al. (2004), Howze et al. (2009), VanGilder et al. (2009), Kilgo et al. (2012),
Chitwood et al. (2014), Chitwood et al. (2015), Cherry et al. (2016), Kilgo et al. (2016), Kilgo et al. (2019),
Wright et al. (2019), Dion et al. (2020), Kautz et al. (2022), Muthersbaugh (2023), Warbington et al.
(2017), Gingery et al. (2018), Bragina et al. (2019)



Impact of Coyote Predation

¢ Mixed conclusions regarding predation affects
on deer population growth S—

coyote colonization

2016

¢ Predator impacts
minimized by reducing hunter
antlerless harvest

10 Increase deer recruitment

Cook et al, (1971), Carroll and Brown (1977), Bartush and Lewis (1981), Huegel et al. (1985), Messier et
al. (1986), Nelson and Woolf (1987), Decker et al. (1992), Bowman et al. (1998), Long et al. (1998),
Whitlaw et al. (1998), Ballard et al. (1999), DePerno et al. (2003), Ballard et al. (2003), Patterson and
Messier (2003), Vreeland et al. (2004), Howze et al. (2009), VanGilder et al. (2009), Kilgo et al. (2012),
Chitwood et al. (2014), Chitwood et al. (2015), Cherry et al. (2016), Kilgo et al. (2016), Kilgo et al.
(2019), Wright et al. (2019), Dion et al. (2020), Kautz et al. (2022), Muthersbaugh (2023), Warbington et
al. (2017), Gingery et al. (2018), Bragina et al. (2019)



Predator Management

= \/aried response In prey recruitment after
removal

= Predator removal needs to be intense and
prolonged to have iImpact

& Coyotes have a physielogical response (not
behavieral) after reduction

Connolly and Longhurst (1975, 1995), Gese (2005), Kilgo et al. (2014), Chitwood et al. (2015), Gulsby
et al. (2015)



Turkey Predation

¢ Timmins (2003) New Hampshire 2001-2002

Monitored 45 radioed hens in the northern part NH and some adjacent towns
across the Connecticut River in Vermont.

Nineteen known mortalities occurred during the study.

Twelve or 63% of hen mortality occurred during reproductive efforts (May-July).
Most were from predation.

¢ 3 hens during laying,
¢ 6 hens during incubation on nests
¢ 3 hens during brood rearing.

Predation events included
¢ 5 by coyotes,
¢ 2 by red fox,
¢ 2 by bobcat and
¢ 1 by great-horned owl.
.

Other causes of mortality included 2 from car kills, 1 from hay mowing, 1
from fence entanglement and 1 unknown



Is There a Problem in NH’?
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Statewide Adult Buck Harvest
2-Year Running Average

¥ Desired Change =-23%

——Adult Bucks —Objective --+/-12.5%



ndices of Coyote Abundance and
Population Trends in NH




Coyote Data Collected Multiple Ways

¢ Trapper Harvest Data - 1995
¢ Bait Permit Data - 2014
¢ WCO Take - 2004

¢ lurkey Hunter Survey - 2019
¢ Bow Hunter Sunvey:-2019

9 Research (UNF)=2022
guantiiy furhearer density




Coyote Trapper CPUE by Region

o SOUTH (WMU:G-M)

 NORTH (WMU:A-F)
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Coyote Take and Pelt Price
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Trap Nights

Coyote Effort and Pelt Price
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Coyote Take by WCO
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Sheet1

		Year		Take		Column2		Column3

		2007-08		52

		2008-09		76

		2009-10		115

		2010-11		50

		2011-12		51

		2012-13		41

		2013-14		49

		2014-15		52

		2015-16		17

		2016-17		52

		2017-18		11

		2018-19		88

		2019-20		47

		2020-21		68

		2021-22		16






Per 100 Hours

Coyote Observation Rate by Turkey Hunters
and Coyote Trapper CPUE
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Human-Coyote Conflicts in NH
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Coyote Hunting Seasons and Reporting
Requirements in the NE

Mandatory
Reporting

New Hampshire NCS No
Maine NCS No
Vermont NCS No
Massachusetts Oct 14-Mar 8
New York Oct 1-Mar 31 No
Connecticut NCS No
Nova Scotia NCS No
New Brunswick Oct 2-Feb 29 No
Quebec Oct 18-Mar 31 No

State/Province Season Dates




Suggestions Identified by GMT

& Mandatory online reporting of all furbearers
taken by hunting

= Harvest tally « Date

= Hunter effort = |_ocation
= SEex « Viethod

¢ Hoeunditraining PEMMILTor Coyote
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