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Tracking Number: (__________) 
 

To request a change to regulations under the authority of the California Fish and Game Commission 
(Commission), you are required to submit this completed form to:  California Fish and Game 
Commission, (physical address) 1416 Ninth Street, Suite 1320, Sacramento, CA 95814, (mailing 
address) P.O. Box 944209, Sacramento, CA 94244-2090 or via email to FGC@fgc.ca.gov. Note:  
This form is not intended for listing petitions for threatened or endangered species (see Section 670.1 
of Title 14). 
 
Incomplete forms will not be accepted. A petition is incomplete if it is not submitted on this form or 
fails to contain necessary information in each of the required categories listed on this form (Section I). 
A petition will be rejected if it does not pertain to issues under the Commission’s authority. A petition 
may be denied if any petition requesting a functionally equivalent regulation change was considered 
within the previous 12 months and no information or data is being submitted beyond what was 
previously submitted. If you need help with this form, please contact Commission staff at (916) 653-
4899 or FGC@fgc.ca.gov.  
 
SECTION I:  Required Information. 

Please be succinct. Responses for Section I should not exceed five pages 

1. Person or organization requesting the change (Required)  
Name of primary contact person: Beverly Paras 
Address:  
Telephone number:  
Email address:  
 

2. Rulemaking Authority (Required) - Reference to the statutory authority which grants the Commission to 

take the action requested: Commission has authority under the CA Constitution and Fish & Game Code 

to regulate nongame mammals, including coyotes. 
 
3. Overview (Required): Request amendment to Title 14 §472 to modernize coyote rules, limit unsafe 

methods, address feeding, and support prevention. 
 
4. Rationale (Required): Current rules cause confusion and safety issues in cities. Updating §472 improves 

safety, reduces conflicts, and aligns with science. 
 
 
SECTION II:  Optional Information  
 
5. Date of petition: November 17, 2025 

 
6. Category of Proposed Change  

 ☐ Sport Fishing  

 ☐ Commercial Fishing 

 ☒ Hunting   

☒ Other, please specify: Nongame Mammals / Urban Coyote Management 
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7. The proposal is to: Amend Title 14, Section 472 

☒ Amend Title 14 Section(s): 472 

☐ Add New Title 14 Section(s): Click here to enter text.  

 ☐ Repeal Title 14 Section(s):  Click here to enter text. 

 
8. If the proposal is related to a previously submitted petition that was rejected, specify 

the tracking number of the previously submitted petition Click here to enter text. 

☒ Not applicable. 

 
9. Effective date: Earliest operative date available. No emergency requested. 
 
10. Supporting documentation: See attached packet. 
 
11. Economic or Fiscal Impacts: No significant fiscal impacts expected. 
 
12. Forms: None. 

 Click here to enter text. 
 
SECTION 3:  FGC Staff Only 
 
Date received: Click here to enter text. 
 
FGC staff action: 

☐ Accept - complete  

☐ Reject - incomplete  

☐ Reject - outside scope of FGC authority 
      Tracking Number 

Date petitioner was notified of receipt of petition and pending action:  _______________ 
 
Meeting date for FGC consideration: ___________________________ 
 
FGC action: 

 ☐ Denied by FGC 

☐ Denied - same as petition _____________________ 
      Tracking Number 

 ☐ Granted for consideration of regulation change  



Cover Letter

Dear California Fish and Game Commission,
Please accept this petition to modernize Title 14 §472 to address urban coyote conflicts, clarify
regulatory language, and support prevention-focused management. The attached materials include the
rationale, proposed language, and supporting documentation.

Letter Explaining the Reason for Modernizing Title 14 §472

California's urban and suburban regions are experiencing a significant increase in habituated coyote
behavior. Current regulatory language in Title 14 §472 was created decades ago for rural and wildland
contexts, not today’s densely populated neighborhoods. As a result, residents, municipalities, and
enforcement agencies face confusion, inconsistent responses, and an absence of clear guidance for
preventing and addressing urban coyote conflicts.

Modernization is needed for four primary reasons:

1. Outdated Language
The current regulation contains no definitions, no explanation of purpose, and no distinction between
rural coyote behavior and repeated conflict behavior occurring in neighborhoods, parks, and residential
streets.

2. No Feeding or Attractant Provisions
Unregulated intentional and unintentional feeding — including unmanaged feral-cat feeding stations —
leads directly to habituation. The current regulation provides no tools to address or prevent this.

3. No Urban-Conflict Framework
There is no structure for determining when a coyote’s behavior transitions from normal wildland
behavior to urban conflict behavior requiring intervention, such as yard entry, stalking pets, or repeated
daylight boldness.

4. Lack of Prevention Requirements
Modern wildlife management emphasizes prevention first. Updated language supporting attractant
control, community education, and reporting creates consistent statewide standards.

Updating Title 14 §472 does not increase lethal control; it improves clarity, transparency, safety, and
science-based prevention. Cities, counties, and residents need regulatory language that reflects
today’s urban realities.

Petition Summary

This petition requests amendments to Title 14 §472 to improve clarity, safety, and management tools
for urban environments experiencing increased habituated coyote behavior.



Proposed Urban Language Overview

• Add definitions for urban area, habituation, attractants, feeding, and conflict behavior.
• Add clear purpose statement applicable to populated regions.
• Add feeding prohibition and attractant rules.
• Distinguish between normal wildland behavior and urban conflict behavior.
• Provide structured intervention criteria for conflict situations.
• Support prevention through community education and attractant mitigation.

Photo Documentation Section (Photos Attached Separately)

Photos to be added separately illustrate habituated coyote behavior in residential environments.
Captions will describe patterns such as reliance on food attractants, alley and yard movement, daylight
exposure, reduced flight distance, and interactions with domestic animals and humans.



Side-by-Side Reference: Current Language vs. Hypothetical
Modernized Urban Language

Current Title 14 §472 Hypothetical Modernized Urban Language

No stated purpose or urban context. Adds clear purpose for managing and preventing coyote
conflicts in populated areas.

No definitions provided. Adds key definitions: urban area, conflict behavior,
habituation, attractants, feeding, domestic animal
protection.

No feeding prohibition. Adds explicit feeding prohibition including negligent
attractant placement and unmanaged feral-cat feeding sites
in active conflict zones.

No distinction between rural and urban behavior. Creates two behavioral categories: normal wildland
behavior and urban conflict behavior requiring intervention.

Depredation allowed without modern structure. Allows intervention only when documented conflict behavior
exists, paired with a simple review or verification process.

No prevention or mitigation requirements. Adds prevention requirements: attractant removal, securing
areas, and basic community education.

No domestic-animal protection language. Adds domestic-animal protections and required responses
for repeated yard entry, stalking, or pet attacks.

No reporting requirements. Adds annual reporting of sightings, conflicts, interventions,
and feeding-related hotspots.



Broad daylight, a habituated coyote standing calmly in the open even with 
people nearby, acting like the neighborhood is his.



Broad-daylight fence patrol.



This is what really happens after a coyote is hazed out of a backyard 
it doesn’t run, it doesn’t show fear. It simply strolls away, calm and 
unfazed, then circles back when the person is gone. This is the 
behavior of a fully habituated coyote.



Day-long lingering = this coyote is hubicthated.



A coyote so habituated it now sleeps inches from an occupied home—
curled beneath a family’s front window as if the yard were its den. This is 
no wildlife passing through. This is wildlife moving in.”



Coyote out in broad daylight, completely at ease.”



Coyotes relaxing in broad daylight at Floral Park are a classic example of 
habituation.



This dog is recovering from a severe coyote attack that happened in the 
owner’s backyard.”



Coyotes are habituated, hunting in groups, moving in and out of our 
yards, and comfortable staying in the front yard after a kill.”



He killed a cat, stood his ground, and watched people watching him. 
Daylight. No fear. This is what happens when coyotes lose their fear of 
humans.



Coyote carrying someone’s pet in broad daylight. This behavior shows 
habituation because the coyote is comfortable moving openly around people 
and homes with no fear.”



This is all we can show. The rest was too heartbreaking. A cat’s remains 
were found at Eastgate Park the collar is the only shareable part.



From: Beverly Paras < > 
Sent: Tuesday, January 27, 2026 09:24 AM 
To: FGC <FGC@fgc.ca.gov> 
Subject: Supplemental Materials – Petition 2025–16  
  
WARNING: This message is from an external source. Verify the sender and exercise caution 
when clicking links or opening attachments. 
 
  
  
  
Dear Commissioners and Staff, 
 
Attached please find supplemental materials submitted in support of Petition 2025–16. 
 
These materials are provided for contextual understanding and are intended to illustrate 
existing urban conditions, documented patterns, and public response gaps across multiple 
jurisdictions. They are submitted consistent with the scope and intent described in the 
attached cover page and written comment. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 
 
Respectfully, 
Beverly Paras 
Petitioner, Petition 2025–16 
 

mailto:FGC@fgc.ca.gov


Supplemental Materials – Petition 2025–16

This submission provides supplemental contextual materials in support of Petition 2025–16, which
requests that Title 14 regulations be updated to acknowledge urban coyote conditions already
recognized in practice.

The materials that follow are organized to illustrate existing conditions, documented patterns, and
public response gaps across multiple Southern California jurisdictions, including Los Angeles County,
Orange County, and Riverside County.

Section A provides a written clarification of the scope and intent of Petition 2025–16, including the
distinction between state regulation and local ordinance authority. This section explains that regulations
establish a statewide baseline, while enforcement and response remain fully within city and county
control.

Section B presents visual documentation of daytime coyote presence in fully developed residential
neighborhoods across multiple jurisdictions. These images demonstrate urban context and are not
representative of open space or wildland conditions.

Section C includes an example of direct interaction involving a domestic animal, provided to illustrate
potential outcomes when habituation and proximity increase.

Section D documents resident-reported feeding and food-conditioning behavior, including both
intentional and unintentional actions, reflecting public misunderstanding already acknowledged in
agency guidance.

Section E includes resident attempts to seek assistance, demonstrating recurring confusion regarding
jurisdictional responsibility and available options.

Section F presents screenshots of public commentary from neighborhood forums, reflecting consistent
themes across jurisdictions, including uncertainty, delayed response, and inconsistent outcomes.

These materials are submitted for contextual understanding only. They do not request enforcement
action, propose local ordinances, mandate agency action, or remove or limit city or county authority.

Together, these materials support the request in Petition 2025–16 that Title 14 regulations be updated
to reflect current urban conditions so that regulation, guidance, and local authority are aligned.

Respectfully submitted,
Beverly Paras
Petitioner, Petition 2025–16



Written Public Comment
Petition 2025–16

I am submitting this written comment to clarify the scope and intent of Petition 2025–16 and to
distinguish clearly between state regulation and local ordinance authority.

Title 14 regulations adopted by the Fish and Game Commission establish statewide baseline
recognition of wildlife conditions and classifications. Regulations define context and consistency. They
do not enforce behavior, impose penalties, or administer local programs.

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife and the Commission have authority to recognize
conditions that exist statewide, including urban wildlife presence and conflict patterns. They do not
have authority to impose local feeding bans, attractant enforcement, or municipal response protocols.

Local ordinances, often referred to as Title 10 animal control ordinances, are adopted and enforced by
cities and counties. These ordinances govern feeding prohibitions, attractant management,
enforcement authority, penalties, and response procedures. That authority remains fully local.

Petition 2025–16 does not remove, limit, or preempt local ordinance authority. It does not mandate
enforcement or require cities or counties to adopt ordinances. It asks only that Title 14 be updated to
acknowledge urban conditions that agencies and municipalities already recognize in practice.

Urban coyote activity and associated conflict already exist and are addressed inconsistently across
jurisdictions. A clear statewide regulatory baseline allows local governments to design ordinances
appropriate to their conditions. In high-activity or high-conflict areas, stronger Title 10–type ordinances
can still be adopted. In lower-activity areas, lighter measures may be appropriate.

Regulation establishes the baseline. Ordinances determine enforcement and response.

Granting Petition 2025–16 does not decide outcomes. It allows this issue to proceed into formal
rulemaking, where the regulatory framework can be evaluated transparently and within Commission
authority.

Thank you for your consideration.

Beverly Paras



 

        

      
      
   

      
      
   

        
       
 

    
    

    
   

   
 

 
 

 

     
     

     

       
 

     
     

     

   
 

 
 

 
 

 
Daytime urban coyote sightings in residential areas across 
multiple Southern California cities.

Images shown are resident-shared photographs and publicly posted 
neighborhood camera captures from multiple Southern California cities.




















