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INTRODUCTION
The Department of Fish and Game has been gathering information on the number of
furbearing mammals harvested, their value, and the number of licenses sold in California
since 1919. Early reports of take were gathered by compiling data from a sample of
licensed trappers. Since the 1952-53 season, each licensed trapper has been required to
report his/her annual take of furbearing or nongame mammals for profit in order to
purchase a trapping license for the following season. As of January 1, 1983, anyone
being issued a trapping license must pass a test of trapping competence and proficiency
and pay a fee. For 1996-97 that fee was:
Adult: $66.25

Junior: $22.25

Nonresident: $333.00

Over the years, the take and monetary return to trappers for their furs has varied
greatly. The number of licenses sold increased during the 1920’s to 5,243 in the 1927-28
season. Fur revenues were relatively high at that time, as well. With the depression and
World War II, fur revenues and trapping license sales decreased dramatically. This decline
continued until about 1970, when the fur value and take began to increase. The increase
was rather dramatic over the next decade; the number of licensed trappers increased from
less than 500 to more than 3,900, and the fur value increased from about $50,000 to
almost $2,400,000. During the 1980’s, the number of trapping licenses sold decreased
from 3,021 to 834, and the take decreased from 131,491 to 21,046. License sales
increased slightly in the 1996-97 season, and the take (compared to last year) increased
by 9,125 animals, mainly due to increased harvest of muskrats.
METHODS
Section 467, Title 14, California Code of Regulations, requires that all licensed
trappers report their season’s harvest by the end of the trapping year (July 1). If the
trapper’s annual report is not received by July 1, the trapper’s license will be revoked. On
these reports, the trappers note the number of each species of furbearing or nongame
animal taken for commercial purposes, the number of each species sold, the county of take
for each species, and the dealers to whom the furs were sold.
Likewise, licensed fur dealers and their agents annually report their purchases of furs.
The dealers are required (Section 4040, Fish and Game Code) to report the number of furs
of each species taken in California that they bought and the average price paid per fur for
each species.
After the trappers’ and fur dealers’ reports are received by the Department, the data
from these are compiled to determine the take for each species, the distribution of that
take, and the variations in that take from previous years. These compilations of data are
presented herein.
RESULTS
Two hundred eighty-two trapping licenses were sold during the 1996-97 trapping
season, an increase of 9 percent from the 257 licenses sold in the 1995-96 season
(Table 1).
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Estimated revenue received by trappers from the sale of furs during the 1996-97
season, based on average prices paid by fur buyers, was $136,830 (Table 2). This is
375 percent higher than the estimated revenue of $36,507 received in 1995-96.
The average income per successful trapper increased from $240 in 1995-96 to $739
in 1996-97.
Each year a portion of the fur harvest is reported as unsold. During the 1996-97
season, 18 percent was unsold, compared to 42 percent unsold during the 1995-96
season. Unsold pelts still have value, and for the purpose of this report are considered to
have the same monetary value as marketed pelts. Therefore, the estimated value of the
1996-97 fur harvest was $175,612 (Table 2), an increase of 274 percent from the
$64,111 of the 1995-96 season.
Furs were reported taken in all counties except Alameda, Kings, Marin, Plumas, San
Benito, San Francisco, Santa Clara, Santa Cruz, and Sierra (Table 3).
Bobcats continued to be the most economically important animals, providing
42 percent of the total value of California’s furs. Although 1,066 export tags were sold
for bobcats taken during the 1996-97 season, in a program requiring tags for the sale or
shipment of bobcat furs, holders of trapping licenses reported the sale of 837. Part of this
difference is because some trappers fail to send in their annual reports.
Muskrats were second in value behind bobcats during the 1996-97 season. Coyote
ranked third in estimated fur value. Raccoon estimated fur value ranked fourth for the
year.
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