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Introduction
Coyotes have been viewed as pests and a threat to livestock since American settlers first
encountered them, and this hostility supported early government policies that usually focused on
eradication.2 But despite decades of hunting, poisoning, and trapping programs, Canis latrans
has proliferated and expanded its range, both geographically and ecologically. While once
confined primarily to the plains and prairies of the West and Southwest, coyotes now inhabit
urban, suburban and rural habitats throughout Alaska and the lower 48 states, as well as much of
Canada and Mexico.3 In rural areas where larger predators such as wolves have been more
successfully eradicated, coyotes have taken their place as apex predators, and in developed areas
their intelligence and adaptability has allowed them to create new ecological niches in the urban
and suburban landscape.4

Fig. 1: Past and current distribution of coyotes in North America.5
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Urban coyotes are secretive and mostly escape human notice. They play an important predator
role in developed areas, culling populations of other nuisance animals like geese and rodents, and
many people are happy to coexist with them.6 But they can also prey on house pets, and while
coyote attacks on people are still far less common than dog bites,7 problems with aggressive
coyotes are becoming more frequent in many areas.8 Public concern about coyotes has grown as
well, fueled by unfamiliarity and negative media accounts,9 leading to increased calls for local
governments to address the issue.

Fig. 2: Coyote hunting for rodents under snow cover.
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Designing effective coyote control programs requires local governments to understand and
influence both coyote and human behavior, and it often involves cooperation with state and
federal wildlife agencies, neighboring municipalities, and community stakeholders. Coyote
management may be a daunting task for lawmakers that have no experience with predator control
issues, but appropriate coyote policies will only become more important as their populations
increase. Coyote management planning can also help municipalities to protect themselves from
possible tort claims,11 and it can contribute to broader government strategies for emerging urban
wildlife management issues.
The goal of this article is to provide a review of existing wildlife laws affecting coyotes as well
as the types of regulations and strategies being used to manage coyotes in urban and suburban
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settings. It will cover federal and state policies that were created to address hunting and ranching
issues, as well as the novel (and not-so-novel) programs that local governments have developed
to deal with the unique challenges of urban coyote management.
I. Federal Statutes Affecting Coyote Management
Coyotes are not protected wildlife under federal law,12 but a variety of federal statutes affect
coyote management and private hunting activities. Under the general requirements of the
National Environmental Policy Act, federal agencies may be required to evaluate the
environmental impacts of coyote management actions.13 The Endangered Species Act prohibits
wildlife actions that result in the taking of protected species or damage critical habitats, which
can include both federal and state hunting and trapping regulations.14 Additionally, a variety of
limitations on hunting, trapping and wildlife management activities are imposed federal lands.15
Coyotes are more directly impacted by the Animal Damage Control Act of 1931, which
authorized the eradication of a variety of predator species.16 The Animal Damage Control
program continues today under the administration of the U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA) Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) Wildlife Services (“Wildlife
Services”). The agency’s mandate has evolved over the years along with its understanding of
biodiversity and the ecological impacts of wildlife management, and it no longer focuses on
completely exterminating predator species.17 In 1997, the USDA summarized the program’s
guiding principles as follows:
Wildlife has either positive or negative values, depending on varying human perspectives
and circumstances . . . Wildlife is generally regarded as providing economic, recreational
and aesthetic benefits . . . and the mere knowledge that wildlife exists is a positive benefit
to many people. However . . . the activities of some wildlife may result in economic losses
to agriculture and damage to property . . . Sensitivity to varying perspectives and value is
required to manage the balance between human and wildlife needs. In addressing conflicts,
wildlife managers must consider not only the needs of those directly affected by wildlife
damage but a range of environmental, sociocultural and economic considerations as well.18
Coyote control was a priority when the Animal Damage Control program was enacted,19 and it
remains so today. In 2009, more than 80,000 coyotes were intentionally killed by Wildlife
Services; the only animals to be taken in larger numbers were blackbirds, cowbirds, grackles,
pigeons, and starlings. No other mammals rivaled coyotes; the next highest intentional kill
numbers were for feral swine (about 34,000), beavers (about 27,000), squirrels (about 22,000),
skunks (about 15,000), raccoons (about 12,000), prairie dogs (about 12,000), and rabbits (about
7,000).20
Lethal management techniques used by the USDA to control coyotes include “devices such as
snares and leg-hold traps, calling and shooting, and ... approved registered toxicants (i.e., sodium
cyanide in M-44 ejectors, sodium monofluoroacetate in Livestock Protection Collars (LPC), and
gas cartridges).”21 The agency uses a variety of other nonlethal approaches to prevent wildlife
damage as well, including public education, technical assistance, habitat manipulation and
behavior modification.22 As the agency has explained, “[p]reference [is] given to non-lethal
methods when they are deemed practical and effective.... However, non-lethal methods may not
always be applied.... The most appropriate initial response to a coyote damage problem could be
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a combination of non-lethal and lethal methods, or, the use of lethal methods only.”23 Regardless
of whether lethal or nonlethal techniques are used, the agency has recognized humaneness as a
factor to be taken into account, and strives “to use the most humane methods available to them,
recognizing the constraints of current technology, workforce, funding and social concerns.”24
The USDA’s Animal Damage Control program has been criticized for its massive scale, nonselectivity, detrimental impacts on biodiversity, general ineffectiveness, excessive cost, and
inadequate oversight.25 Judicial review, however, is difficult to obtain. So long as appropriate
findings are made, predator control actions qualify for categorical exclusion from review under
the National Environmental Policy Act,26 and very little evidence of coyote damage is necessary
to justify control measures. As one federal court explained, as long as there is evidence of some
predation, concerns regarding the necessity and effectiveness of extermination efforts will not
affect an agency’s decision to undertake a control program.27
Although the USDA’s coyote management activities are primarily intended to prevent livestock
and agricultural losses, Wildlife Services also conducts research and provides technical
assistance for urban and suburban coyote problems.28 Additionally, existing animal damage
control plans often cover large geographic areas that include both agricultural and developed
areas.29 In at least one instance, Wildlife Services has also entered into an agreement providing
enhanced coyote management specifically for urban and suburban coyotes.30
II. State Common Law and Statutes Affecting Coyote Management
The early common law, as famously described in Pierson v. Post, applied the rule of capture to
the ownership of wild animals and awarded ownership to the first taker.31 But the right to take
and capture was not unlimited, and a variety of regulations dating from the colonies established
closed seasons, set bag limits, and restricted certain hunting techniques.32 Despite these early
game laws, poor enforcement and widespread poaching33 led to overexploitation and the
decimation of various species by the late nineteenth century. The states, in response, enacted
comprehensive game management laws and created fish and wildlife agencies to provide
enforcement resources.34
Restrictive hunting regulations were justified on the basis of a state “ownership” interest in
wildlife, which can be understood as an analog to the public trust doctrine.35 Under this theory,
wildlife is considered to be owned by the states and held in trust for the benefit of all, subject, of
course, to constitutional limits and federal preemption.36 In the twentieth century, broad judicial
acceptance of the states’ police powers provided another basis for wildlife and hunting
regulations.37
Throughout the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, hunting regulations focused on the
conservation of commercially valuable game species, not on predator animals such as coyotes.38
In many states, the taking of unprotected predators was not only unregulated, but was
incentivized through state bounty programs, which often dated back to colonial times.39 Despite
their administrative burdens, opportunities for fraud, and general lack of success, 40 bounties
remained popular well into the latter part of the twentieth century, and some still remain on the
books today.41
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Fig. 3: A male heath-hen, photographed in 1909 prior to extinction of the species due to hunting.

Although most states have now abandoned the bounty system, coyotes and other predators are
often still subject to more permissive hunting and trapping regulations than game animals and
other species. Property owners, for example, are commonly allowed to kill coyotes on their land
without a hunting permit,42 and many statutes provide exceptions allowing hunting techniques
not available for other game, such as night hunting,43 poisoning and trapping devices,44 the use of
two-way radios to locate coyotes,45 and shooting from aircraft, snowmobiles, or other vehicles.46
In some states, such as Minnesota, coyotes may be taken at anytime, in any legal manner, and
without a permit.47
Although coyotes thus remain basically unprotected in most states, restrictions on hunting and
trapping techniques have been enacted in some jurisdictions. Hunting is prohibited altogether in
some protected state parks and ecological reserves,48 and outside of these areas, limited seasons
for coyote hunting are fairly common.49 Poisons and baits have also been banned in many states
because of their impacts on other species and human health.50 Certain types of body-gripping
traps and snares have similarly been banned or restricted in many states based on concerns about
humane treatment as well as potential injuries to domestic animals and children.51 While some of
these prohibitions include exceptions for nuisance and predator animals such as coyotes,52 others
apply equally to all animals.53 It has been held, however, that such hunting and trapping
restrictions are preempted to the extent that they prevent federal agencies from carrying out their
duties under the Endangered Species Act.54
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Because private sport hunting is dispersed and uncoordinated,55 many states have established
more direct programs intended to provide long-term coyote management, or have authorized
state agencies to work cooperatively with the USDA under the Animal Damage Control
program.56 State law may also provide specific requirements for the creation of local animal
control agencies.57 In Connecticut, for example, the state agriculture commissioner is responsible
for appointing state and regional animal control officers,58 and municipalities with more than
25,000 residents are required to appoint their own local animal control officers.59 Additional
regulations outline the authority that these officers have to impound and kill dangerous animals.60
A Florida statute authorizes local governments to enact animal control ordinances. It requires
animal control officers to meet certain training and continuing education requirements, and
specifies that they may not bear arms, but may carry a device to tranquilize or subdue animals.61
In addition to hunting and trapping regulations, many states prohibit or require special permits
for the keeping of coyotes and coyote-dog hybrids.62 Less common statutory provisions affecting
coyote populations include somewhat antiquated laws providing reimbursement for coyotecaused livestock damages,63 and more modern, often controversial, laws relating coyote
penning.64
III. Local coyote management planning and regulations
Local governments attempting to control coyotes in developed areas must be aware of federal
and state wildlife regulations, which may limit municipal coyote control activities. In New York,
for example, local governments must receive permits from the state Department of
Environmental Conservation for trapping and killing.65 State law may also limit the authority of
local animal management officials. Municipalities should also be aware of the opportunities for
cooperation with state and federal animal control agencies, since these programs can provide
significant funding.66
While state and federal wildlife agencies can offer assistance, controlling nuisance coyotes in
cities and suburban areas raises a variety of concerns that are not contemplated under most state
and federal predator control programs.67 Local governments often prohibit hunting, trapping and
poisoning, for example, and even where they do not, urban and suburban residents tend to
oppose the use of lethal capture techniques.68 The economic motivations of farmers, ranchers,
and game hunters that underlie most state and federal coyote management policies simply do not
translate well to the urban context, where more value is placed on safety, humaneness and
coexistence.
1. Local government hunting and shooting regulations
Although local governments may choose not to restrict private coyote takings beyond the limits
imposed by state hunting regulations,69 city ordinances prohibiting the use of firearms70 and traps
are common, especially in urban and suburban communities.71 To deal with coyote problems and
other nuisance animals in these areas, local codes can provide exceptions to hunting and trapping
prohibitions for licensed animal control professionals and animal control agencies.72 A variety of
other local laws may affect local coyote management efforts, including bounties (which are not
recommended)73 and restrictions on wildlife relocation.74
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Fig. 4: A pair of coyotes in a Littleton, Colorado, subdivision.75

Although increasing concerns regarding coyote attacks have recently led some cities to consider
exemptions from firearms and trapping restrictions, ceding authority for coyote control to private
residents and community members may not be the best approach.76 In Overland Park, Kansas, an
ordinance passed in 2009 requires any resident seeking coyote removal to file a request with the
city and pay a $250 fee to help cover trapping costs.77 Although an earlier version of the
ordinance would have allowed residents to bypass the city and hire licensed trappers directly, the
city ultimately decided that allowing private citizens to control coyote management would result
in excessive and unnecessary trapping. Instead, the ordinance limits removal and euthanization to
cases where coyotes are deemed to be dangerous and imposes the trapping fee in an effort to
provide “some accountability on those who want the animal trapped[.]”78
2. Tracking and record keeping
The emergence of urban and suburban coyote populations is a relevantly recent phenomenon,
and only a few studies have looked at the different ecological and behavioral attributes that
coyotes develop when living among humans.79 What research has been done has revealed that
coyotes are extremely adaptable to different urban habitats, and that most coyotes pose few
threats to humans.80 A number of studies have agreed that the largest factor contributing to
coyote problems as human feeding, whether from people who intentionally feed wildlife or from
sources such as unsecured garbage cans, outdoor pet food, bird feeders, and gardens.81
7

Fig. 5: GPS maps showing the radio-locations of two different alpha female coyotes in Cook County. The
coyote in the top image, depicted in pink, stayed within the forest preserve more than 90% of the time,
while the coyote in the lower image, depicted in yellow, lived in a downtown area and used small patches
of habitat (the pink locations in the bottom map are a third coyote).82
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GPS tracking in Chicago was used to map coyote territories,83 and on the Narragansett Bay
islands in Rhode Island, tracking data has been used to pinpoint individual houses regularly
visited by coyotes—and likely feeding sources.84 Although extensive data is not always
necessary to deal with individual problem coyotes, it can help inform broader, longterm
strategies for coyote management, making it worthwhile for cities to maintain records on coyote
attacks and other incidents, even if resources are unavailable for tracking studies.85 Local
governments can establish an online reporting system or 311 service to collect this type of data,86
which should include the incident location, time of day, and type of incident (e.g., coyote
sighting, coyote attack on pet/human, observation of neighborhood feeding). After being
compiled, reporting data can be used to estimate coyote population sizes and to identify highactivity areas,87 as well as to assess the effectiveness of various control strategies.88
2. Public education
Because of the relatively low numbers of problem coyotes in most urban areas, public education
is often the most effective response to concerns about coyotes.89 And while coyote problems may
be exaggerated by media reports, public interest in coyotes offers a valuable opportunity to
educate community members about appropriate mitigation, prevention, and response behaviors
that can decrease the risk of habituation and coyote nuisances.
Public education campaigns have focused in part on bringing public concerns into line with
actual risks by providing information about coyote behavior and by comparing coyote problems
to much more common attacks by domesticated dogs.90 Wildlife education programs have also
emphasized the need to prevent intentional and unintentional feeding (e.g., unsecured trash, pet
food left outside),91 as well as the importance of coyote “hazing,” which encompasses a variety
of behavior modification techniques intended to instill a fear of humans in coyotes that have
become habituated to urban and suburban development.92
In addition to feeding and hazing, public education campaigns have focused on child and pet
safety measures,93 livestock protection techniques,94 and property management issues.95
Information has been distributed in a variety of ways, including training sessions, public
meetings, school presentations, public hotlines, brochures and websites, and multimedia.96
3. Coyote management plans and response protocols
Coordinating public outreach and animal control strategies in discrete coyote management plans
can help wildlife managers to prepare for aggressive coyote incidents and set longterm
management goals. These plans have been enacted by cities across the country, in varying levels
of detail,97 as well as by at least one state agency.98 Although they have often been enacted in
response to coyote attacks, local governments should consider using coyote management plans
as a proactive, preventative tool. In addition to aiding in coordination among the various local,
state, and federal agencies that may be involved in animal control actions, having specific
procedures in place prior to discrete incidents can help limit public opposition to control
measures.
Typically, coyote management plans include an overview of coyote behavior and their history in
the community, strategies for public education and technical assistance, information about
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behavior modification and hazing techniques, definitions and response protocols for different
types of incidents, and monitoring provisions.99 Other issues that have been included in some
coyote management plans include provisions for inter-municipal cooperation, the disposal of
road kill and livestock carcasses, and strategies to reduce populations of deer, feral cats, and
other prey species.100
A key component of any coyote management plan involves the procedures that should be
followed in response to coyote attacks and other unacceptable aggressive behavior. Most wildlife
researchers have agreed that widespread trapping and extermination programs will rarely be
effective control techniques, given the difficulties involved in trapping and shooting animals in
an urban environment and the tendency of new coyotes to move into the territories left open by
removal programs.101 However, when specific nuisance coyotes pose a threat to people that
cannot be resolved through hazing and other behavior modification techniques, many coyote
management plans call for targeted, lethal removal. Although there may be public opposition to
lethal control methods, relocation is generally disfavored because relocated coyotes can cause
problems at their release sites and are likely to return to their original territories.102 Public
opposition can be limited where preexisting coyote management plans explain the need for lethal
control measures and limit their use to situations where nonlethal solutions would be ineffective.
The coyote management plan established in Denver, Colorado, provides a good example for
other municipalities. The definitions included in the plan are clear and create a common
foundation for describing coyote-conflicts and providing appropriate responses. They include:
Active coexistence: Humans and coyotes exist together. Communities decide on
community space, such as open spaces, where coyotes are appropriate and do not haze,
feed, or interact with them in these areas. Humans take an active role in keeping coyotes
in their community wild by removing attractants, taking responsibility for pet safety,
hazing coyotes in neighborhood or community spaces (except for predetermined coyote
appropriate areas); and learning about coyote ecology and behavior.
Attack: An aggressive action that involves physical contact with a human and/or a
human is injured by a coyote.
Provoked - A human provoked attack or incident where the human involved
encourages the coyote to engage....
Unprovoked - An unprovoked attack or incident where the human involved does not
encourage the coyote to engage.
Attended animal loss or injury: When a person is within 6’ of the pet, this may or may
not be an indication of a potential threat to human safety....
Domestic animal loss or injury: A coyote injures or kills a pet animal. Also includes
“depredation” - predation on domestic pets or livestock. Unattended animal loss or injury
is normal behavior for a coyote.
Encounter: An unexpected, direct meeting between a human and a coyote, without
incident.
Feeding
Intentional feeding - A resident or business actively and intentionally feeds coyotes
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including intentionally providing food for animals in the coyote food chain.
Unintentional feeding - A resident or business is unintentionally providing access to
food. Examples such as accessible compost, fallen fruit from trees, left open sheds
and doors, pet food left outdoors, among others....
Hazing: Training method that employs immediate use of deterrents to move an animal
out of an area or discourage an undesirable behavior or activity....
Incident: A conflict between a human and a coyote where the coyote exhibits the
following behavior: Coyote approaches a human and growls, bares teeth, or lunges;
injures or kills an escorted/on-leash pet. This includes attended pet loss, but not human
injury.
Levels of animal contact
Level 1: A coyote that has been involved in an investigated and documented
unprovoked attack on a human....
Level 2: A coyote that has been involved in an investigated and documented
provoked attack on a human with no pet involved....
Level 3: A coyote is involved in an incident(s) and/or an attended domestic animal
loss....
Level 4: A coyote appears to frequently associate with humans or human related food
sources, and exhibits little wariness of people [sic] presence, including unattended
domestic animal loss....
Observation: The act of noticing or taking note of tracks, scat or vocalizations.
Sighting: A visual observation of a coyote(s); may occur at any time - day or night.
Unsecured Trash - Trash that is accessible to wildlife, e.g. individual garbage cans, bags
or uncovered or open dumpsters or trash cans over-flowing or where scattered trash is
outside the receptacle.103
After a coyote issue has been reported, the Denver plan lays out specific protocols regarding the
appropriate response and which state or local officials should be involved. Management
responses range from distributing educational materials and performing yard audits to lethal
removal actions, but the plan limits trapping and killing measures to carefully defined situations.
As it explains:
Only specific animals will be targeted.... Trapping will not extend beyond one month.
While the use of live traps are legal and do not require a permit exemption, they are proven
to be ineffective at capturing a targeted coyote and generally will not be considered. Leg
hold traps or snares will be used only as a last resort.... If trapping is necessary, Denver will
use [USDA Wildlife Services] as the professional management division. If there is
immediate danger that requires shooting, Denver will support and coordinate with
[Colorado Division of Wildlife] enforcement officers....104
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Fig. 6: Denver’s Coyote Management Plan includes a flow chart to aid in coordinating responses to
coyote incidents among city, state, and federal officials. CDOW refers to the Colorado Department of
Wildlife, DPD refers to the Denver Police Department, EH refers to the Denver Environmental Health
agency, and P&R refers to Parks and Recreation.

Some coyote management plans have eschewed lethal control measures. Marin County,
California, established the viability of this approach in 2000 when it discontinued its affiliation
with the USDA’s Animal Control Program due to the agency’s use of poisons and other lethal
control methods. Although the county did not go so far as to prohibit property owners from
killing coyotes on their own land, it redirected predator management funds to nonlethal control
strategies such as the use of livestock guard dogs, improved fencing, and broad-based public
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education.105
4. Anti-feeding ordinances
As researchers in Rhode Island have explained, “[c]oyotes respond to more food by increasing
their numbers and to less food by decreasing their numbers. It follows that we can passively
manage coyotes—get them to reduce their own numbers—if we aggressively manage ourselves
and decrease the food subsidies we are providing them.”106 Unfortunately, the preventative
measures suggested in public education campaigns are only effective if employed by the entire
community, and a single resident who leaves food out for coyotes can habituate them and
contribute to nuisance problems.107 In these cases, aggressive management may require laws
prohibiting the feeding of wild animals.
Anti-feeding ordinances typically prohibit the intentional feeding of wild animals, as well as the
failure to secure outdoor trash, pet food, and similar food sources,108 and similar prohibitions
may exist at the state level.109 A typical example is the wildlife feeding prohibition enacted in
Morris Township, New Jersey, which states that:
A. No person shall purposely or knowingly...feed, bait, or in any manner provide access
to food to any wild animal or waterfowl in said township, on lands either publicly or
privately owned. This section shall not apply to the feeding of farm animals.
B. No person shall purposely or knowingly leave or store any refuse, garbage, food
product, pet food, forage product or supplement, salt, seed or birdseed, fruit, grain in a
manner that would constitute an attractant to any wild animal or waterfowl.
C. No person shall fail to take remedial action to avoid contact or conflict with wild
animals... after being advised by the Township to undertake such remedial action....110
The ordinance provides an exception for bird feeders, so long as seed does not become an
attractant for other animals, and failure to comply with any of the wildlife feeding restrictions
can result in daily fines of $50 to $500.111
Although anti-feeding laws can be difficult to enforce,112 simple “knowledge of their existence
can be an effective motivator in residential areas, such as when homeowner associations or
residents of neighborhoods use collective peer pressure to stop one resident or household from
continuing intentional feeding of nuisance wildlife.”113
5. Property management and weed control ordinances
Coyotes can adapt to environments with various levels of urban development and natural land
cover.114 However, dense landscaping and garden areas that attract prey animals such as rabbits
and rodents are especially likely to attract coyotes, as are irrigated areas that provide a water
source in otherwise arid areas.115 To minimize these attractants, local governments can enact and
enforce property management and weed control ordinances that require properties to meet
minimum landscaping requirements.116 These regulations have already been adopted in many
municipalities, and they have received general approval from the courts.117
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6. Land use planning for wildlife habitat conservation
Just as site-specific landscape practices can act as an attractant or deterrent to coyote activity,
larger-scale land use plans and development patterns can affect coyote populations and their
interactions with people. As the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department has acknowledged,
“[u]rban and suburban coyotes . . . are symptoms of a broader issue. People continue to expand .
. . into what used to be open range wildlife habitat, especially on the expanding fringes of large
metropolitan areas. This is increasing the potential for encounters and conflicts between people
and wildlife.“118 A report produced by Cornell University has similarly noted that “[i]n suburban
landscapes, land-use patterns often necessitate coyote movement between patches of natural
habitat interspersed in developed or residential areas. This type of situation... may create impacts
that become management issues for parks and natural areas as well as local communities and the
state wildlife agency."119
To gain a better understanding of urban wildlife resources and development impacts, local
governments can include an assessment of habitat areas and corridors in their comprehensive
plans or related documents.120 Although wildlife corridor planning usually focuses on protecting
valued species, ensuring the availability of contiguous habitat also allows nuisance species such
as coyotes to avoid people. In developing a habitat corridor plan, the Arizona Game and Fish
Department reccommends that municipalities begin by identifying affected wildlife species and
determining where crucial habitats exist. After this information has been collected, the
municipality can delineate wildlife blocks and corridors, and these determinations can then be
used to guide transportation, development, and conservation decisions.121

Fig. 7: Gaps in urban open space in Seattle, with the west sector on the left and the east sector on the
right. The dark green areas are city parks and the hatched green areas represent private open space.122
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Wildlife corridor maps included in park management or comprehensive plans are often advisory
in nature, but some local governments have taken additional steps to conserve contigious habitat
areas. In Shrewsbury, Vermont, for example, wildlife corridors are designated through a zoning
overlay and “[l]and development immediately adjacent to a Wildlife Corridor . . . shall be
designed, sited, and undertaken in a manner compatible with the continued viability of the
Wildlife Corridor.” For properties located within a Wildlife Corridor overlay zone, development
will only be permitted if wildlife impacts are minimized, the development is clustered in a group
arrangement rather than a linear design, and the development is located as far from the Wildlife
Corridor as possible.123
General development and site plan review requirements can also be modified to recognize the
importance of preserving habitat and preventing potential conflicts with wildlife. The City of
Broomfield, Colorado, for example, has acknowledged that a “contributing factor [in coyote
problems] is the reduction of optimal coyote habitat by encroaching development.” It has
recommended that code revisions be made to:
1) establish a specific submittal requirement...that would require that both public and
private projects provide an environmental and wildlife assessment...; and
2) design development review measures to promote practical layout of amenities and
features in new projects to avoid potential conflicts with wildlife. These development
review measures should include guidance on the placement of amenities such as
playgrounds and dog parks so that these facilities are not immediately adjacent to wildlife
areas where conflicts could be a factor.124
Many local governments already require this type of wildlife assessment, although its primary
purpose may be to protect wildlife rather than prevent wildlife conflicts. An example of this type
of regulation is provided by Marin County, California, where permit applications for coastal
projects must include “detailed site plans indicating...natural features and other probable wildlife
habitat areas. Development shall be sited to avoid such wildlife habitat areas and to provide
buffers for such habitat areas.”125 In Bainbridge Island, Washington, developers must obtain a
vegetation management permit prior to removing trees and vegetation. The procedure is
intended, in part, to prevent the “[i]ndiscriminate removal of vegetation [which] may cause loss
of wildlife and fish habitatt, increased soil erosion, water and air quality degradation as well as
loss of aesthetic value.”126
As with any land use restrictions, ordinances restricting development in wildlife areas or
requiring development mitigations must contain adequate standards. The Vermont Supreme
Court struck down a local wildlife protection requirement in a 2008 case. As the court explained,
“[t]he language of the regulations offers no guidance as to what degree of preservation short of
destruction is acceptable under the statute. From a regulatory standpoint, therefore, [it] provides
no guidance as to what may be fairly expected from landowners who own a parcel containing
wildlife habitat . . . and who wish to develop their property[.]”127
Conclusions
Coyotes and other problematic urban wildlife are likely to become more common as human
development continues to expand into natural habitat and open areas. Research and experience
shows that urban and suburban communities must learn to coexist with these animals, rather than
15

attempt to exterminate them completely, and local governments have an important role to play in
providing education and assistance, coordinating with state and federal agencies, planning
response protocols for coyote incidents and attacks, and incorporating wildlife concerns into
ordinances and comprehensive plans. Where appropriate steps have been taken, human-coyote
conflicts can be minimized and, hopefully, communities can learn to appreciate the aesthetic and
ecological benefits that coyotes can bring to developed areas.
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