Subject: ERO # 019-3685. Proposal To Allow the Issuance of Licenses for New Dog Train and Trial Areas, and To Allow the Transfer of Licenses.
To Whom it May Concern:

As a retired Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources Conservation Officer who also served in various other capacities over 33 years, including a 3-year period (1997 -1999) as the Senior Fish and Wildlife Allocation Technician in a District within Central Region, I am adamantly opposed to the above noted proposal.
As the Senior Fish and Wildlife Allocation Technician during the period the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act (FWCA) was being implemented, I was responsible for issuing all the licenses, permits and authorizations under the new FWCA relating in any way to Wildlife in Captivity, including the issuance of temporary and annual Dog Train and Trial Area licenses.
 As the Senior Fish and Wildlife Allocation Technician, I inspected each existing Dog Train and Trial Area before they were issued licenses under the FWCA. I also routinely inspected licensed Dog Training areas in the District I was responsible for after they were licensed.
I conducted these inspections to try and monitor license holder compliance under the Wildlife in Captivity Regulations found in Ontario Regulation 668/98 (O. Reg. 668/98). 
During these inspections I also tried to monitor the additional conditions I placed on one training license, which were crafted in more detail than similar requirements found within the Regulations.
These special conditions I put on the license were in a further effort to try and ensure coyotes were being adequately fed, had sufficient cover so dogs could not chase them by sight, that there was adequate escape cover, and that there was protection from the elements.
After being appointed as a Conservation Officer in 1999, I was also involved in efforts to enforce Dog Train and Trial Area regulations under O. Reg. 668/98, prior to my retirement in 2014.
As a Conservation I was also directly involved in a special MNR investigation into one training area under the authority of the FWCA, O.Reg. 668/98, and Cruelty to Animal sections found in the Criminal Code of Canada.
I am opposed to the issuance of licenses for new Dog Train and Trial Areas, and to allow the transfers of existing Dog Train and Trial Area licenses for the following reasons: 

1. Section 34 -The Minister has powers to refuse issuing a new Dog Train and Trial Area License under Section 34, “if the train and trial area has not provided adequate escape cover, and adequate escape from the elements “. 

However, the problem here is there is no scientific literature I am aware of that the Minister can cite that has determined the number, type, or distribution of “escape cover,” in the form of structures (i.e., built brush piles, placed drainage culverts etc.), that are required in an enclosure ( i.e. adequate escape cover), so that dogs cannot routinely injure or kill coyotes, foxes or any other species authorized to be chased inside Dog Train and Trial Area enclosures. 

There are no criteria based on any science I am aware of to evaluate whether these Dog Train and Trial areas have adequate natural “escape cover” or not as well. 

There also is no science the Minister can cite as to what constitutes “adequate protection from the elements” as well during an appeal by a denied new license applicant.

The Minister does not have a leg to stand on even if MNR District staff are opposed to the issuance of any new license.

1. Section 35 (1) “The licensee shall ensure that wildlife kept in the train and trial area under the license is provided with”.

(a) “Adequate food and clean water”.
 In my experience as a Conservation Officer, and as the Senior Fish and Wildlife Allocation Technician, there was no way that the requirement in the regulation for “adequate food “could be enforced through routine inspections by technical staff or Conservation Officers for any authorized species, and coyotes in particular.
The problem with coyotes was, and likely continues to be, there is no way to readily determine how many coyotes are in the pen, the existing condition/health of those animals, the relative abundance of natural prey within the pen, and whether the nutritional requirements of those coyotes are being met through supplementary feeding by the license holder, if supplementary feeding is even taking place.
One pen I licensed had very limited habitat to support small mammals that coyotes would normally prey on in the wild, and no way to measure if coyotes confined to the pen had already extirpated what prey was there.
  For this pen, I obtained recommendations from an MNR Wildlife Research Scientists on the nutritional requirements of coyotes, and the amount of meat that should be fed by the license holder per coyote, per day, and added these requirements as a Condition on that license. 
 But at the end of the day, there was still no way for me to be sure if the license holder was complying or not, and that these coyotes were being adequately fed.   
(b) “Sufficient vegetation cover to prevent dogs from chasing wildlife by sight alone”.
 One pen I was required to license was largely a flat agricultural field and required that I add conditions on the license to plant corn annually, in at least some effort to add cover within the pen. 
The forested portion of that pen was a low land soft maple swamp, with little or no understory as well.
Unfortunately, there was no way to evaluate if through these efforts, coyotes were less likely to be caught and injured or killed by dogs in that pen or not.

(c) “Adequate escape cover and escape from the elements”.
Please refer to my previous comments under item #1 Section 34.
 In addition, assuming coyotes do not enjoy the experience of being chased by dogs within a pen they cannot escape from, it would seem almost counter intuitive for a license holder to proliferate their pen with built escape cover, allowing coyotes to readily avoid ever being chased by dogs in training?  
           
2. Section 35 (2) – This is the requirement for fencing to be maintained so that species authorized within the enclosure cannot escape or enter.

In my experience, fencing was maintained by two license holders to keep coyotes from escaping their enclosures only during the period each year (generally Spring, Summer, and Fall) that coyotes were released into the pens to be chased by dogs. 
Enforcement of this section, particularly during winter, is complicated by the fact that fencing can be defeated by drifting snow, and an increase in the frequency of fencing being damaged by wind fallen trees.

3. Section 35 (5) and subsections (a), (b), and (c) include “A license holder shall ensure that game wildlife injured in the train and trial areas “are treated and released in the area, taken to a veterinarian for treatment then released into the area, or euthanized in a humane manner.

This subsection is an admission by MNR that the species authorized to be chased by dogs can be injured in the process and is likely one of the reasons why MNR Legal Services Branch, Wildlife Policy Branch, and the Regional Enforcement Specialist, who all largely authored the FWCA, decided to only “grandfather” the existing Dog Train and Trial areas in 1997.
 After MNR “grandfathered Dog Train and Trial areas out of existence” in 1997 under the FWCA, it does not seem reasonable for the Minister to now want to allow new licenses, and the transfer of existing licenses, without any knowledge, or making public any knowledge he might have, related to injury and mortality rates for each species of wildlife chased by dogs in these enclosures. 
It is not uncommon for hunting dogs to catch and injure or kill coyotes they are chasing in the wild.
 As a result, it is unreasonable for the Minister to assume that coyotes chased by dogs inside a fenced enclosure are some how immune from also being captured, injured, or killed by dogs chasing them.
There has also been no justification I have seen released by MNR that substantiates the claim by the author of the ERO, that issuing new Dog Train and Trial Area Licenses, and transferring existing licenses upon request, will result in dogs “pursuing game at a safe distance”. 
The author also does not supply any evidence that the issuing of new licenses, and transferring existing licenses has a “neutral environmental consequence “.   
Prior to my retirement as a Conservation Officer from MNR in 2014, evidence to the contrary of what is stated in the ERO posting was found during a special investigation by MNR Conservation Officers into the operation of two Training areas licensed to chase coyotes.
 It was determined that over one winter, that one license holder and his party had unlawfully captured 23 live coyotes from the wild. This was done under the guise they were lawfully hunting coyotes with firearms at the time.
 Coyotes were chased by dogs until they were exhausted and cornered, which allowed members of the group to capture them around the neck with a snare pole for transport by various means back to a barn within the licensed training area.
Under the authority of a search warrant during that spring, all 23 wild coyotes that were being held captive in one room about 15x15 feet in size inside the barn over that winter were seized by Conservation Offices. Conservation Officers at the time were assisted by MNR Wildlife Research Staff, MNR District Staff, a licensed veterinarian, and an OSPCA inspector.
 During the investigation it was also determined that one coyote was left outside locked in a truck utility box without food or water for over a week in winter weather.
The 23 seized coyotes were transported off site and housed individually at a secure former Wildlife Research Branch Animal Compound, in accordance with MNR Animal Care Committee Protocols, and under the direct supervision of a licensed local veterinarian.
 Following a quarantine period, and after each coyote was physically examined, blood sampled and vaccinated, these coyotes were released back into the wild in good health.
The million-dollar question here is why would a training area license holder and his party need to unlawfully catch 23 wild coyotes in one winter and confine them in a small room inside a barn within the licensed area? 
Is it due to a high rate of mortality for coyotes chased by dogs in licensed Training Areas across Ontario?  
 Do Training Area license holders across Ontario require a large number of coyotes on hand to replenish their enclosures throughout the seven or eight month training season each year due to high coyote mortality in their pens ? 
I don’t have the answers, but these are all good questions that the Minister has an obligation to truthfully respond to in public or admit he does not know.

4. Section 37 ( 1 ) – This section outlines the lawful means by which Dog Train and Trial Area license holders can obtain specified wildlife to be chased by dogs in their enclosures which includes obtaining foxes and coyotes from licensed trappers, red foxes born and raised in captivity from fur farms, and hares and rabbits raised in captivity or caught in the wild under authorization, and from other train and trial holders who are in lawful possession of these species.
The question here is what ground or science does the Minister have to believe that foxes raised from birth in captivity in a cage at a fur farm, who have been hand fed by humans daily and have likely never have been out of the cage, have been able to develop the defense mechanisms necessary to survive being chased by dogs in a pen? 
The same can be said for any other species born and raised in captivity and introduced into a pen.

5. Section 40 sub (1), (2), (3), (4) – This section and subsections describes the minimum enclosure size, and the possible exceptions to these minimal sizes allowed for each species of wildlife chased by dogs in Train and Trial Area enclosures.
When I issued Dog Train and Trial Area licences as the Senior Fish and Wildlife Allocation Technician, I found that the minimum requirements in regulation for enclosure size for each species to be chased (i.e., 80 hectares for a coyote training area) closely matched the sizes of existing Dog Train and Trial Areas at the time. 
In addition, there continues to be no evidence I am aware of, including any scientific literature, documenting that these pen sizes found in the current regulations are large enough to routinely allow game to escape from being injured or killed by the dogs chasing them, or for wildlife to have any quality of life while enclosed within them. 

6. Section 41 sub (1), (2), (3), (4), (5), (6), (7). -This section and associated subsections are the legal requirements relating to what breed of dogs are allowed to chase each species in an enclosure, at what frequency and density of dogs each species can be chased.
As a Train and Trial Area licence issuer, I was never provided with any rational or science that any of these subsections were based on any science or studies that have documented that this detailed and lengthy regime would result in reducing the chances that dogs will injure or kill the animals they are chasing, or that the quality of life of any of the animals being chased is significantly improved by the regulation sub-sections as well.

7. Section 43 and subsections - This section and subsection requires that the licence holders and persons using the Train and Trial Area record activities related to the operation and use of that area.
Including the logbook requirements in the regulation made good sense back in 1997, and logbooks still have some value to Conservation Officers trying to enforce Wildlife in Captivity Regulations.
  Unfortunately, in my experience as a Senior Allocation Technical who inspected these logbooks, the persons required to complete these logbooks were essentially on then the” honour system “ to fill them in truthfully.
 Yes, some licence holders, and other users of the enclosure forgot to sign the bottom of the page, fill in a date, an address or telephone number, or otherwise closely follow the directions for filling in the logbook, but charges and convictions for these types of omissions are not a meaningful deterrent in my opinion to more serious violations that may be taking place within that Dog Train and Trial Area under O.Reg . 668/98.

In closing, it is doubtful, that most people in Ontario would now agree that allowing individual dogs, or groups of dogs, to chase wild foxes and coyotes, and foxes and other species of wildlife raised in captivity, in an enclosed area constitutes an ethical or humane treatment of those animals.
 This is likely the same conclusion that MNR Legal Service Branch, MNR Enforcement Branch, and the Regional Enforcement Supervisor came to back in 1997 when they decided to only “Grandfather” existing Train and Trial areas and tried in good faith to highly regulate their operation.
 I believe these MNR staff back in 1997 did the best they could out of a bad situation they were faced with at the time, including they may have lacked the legal authority to completely shut down all the existing Dog Train and Trial Areas under the new FWCA, or that they were pressured politically to not shut them down.
 In the 26 years that have followed since 1997, to my knowledge, there has still been no scientific studies conducted into the causes and rates of mortality for coyotes and other species released into these pens to be chased by dogs in Ontario, but the Minister unfortunately still pushes forward to perpetuate their use indefinitely. 
However, in the last 26 years, we now know that very few of the Dog Train and Trial Area regulations can be effectively enforced by routine Conservation Officers efforts, and that one special investigation into one training area revealed an alarmingly high rate of noncompliance by the licence holder and members of his group, under the FWCA, O.reg 668/98. and Cruelty to Animal Sections under the Criminal Code of Canada.
 There was also evidence obtained during that special investigation that a second enclosure licence to chase coyotes had similar noncompliance issues as well.
I am respectfully requesting that the Minister not proceed with amendments to the FWCA that would allow new Dog Train and Trial Area licences to be issued, and the existing licences to be renewed.
In addition , given there are no scientific studies I am aware of that have determined the causes and rates of mortality for coyotes and other wildlife released into the currently licenced Dog Train and Trial Areas in Ontario, or other scientific studies that have determined what would constitute required “escape cover”,  “shelter from the elements”,  “adequate food and clean water”, and “sufficient cover to prevent dogs from chasing wildlife by sight alone” in Ontario,  I am also respectfully requesting the Minister revoke the 24 remaining Dog Train and Trial Area licences in Ontario. 
Please Note : The only reason I did not sign this letter is out of concern it would be grounds for the entire submission to be excluded from being posted publicly on the ERO website since it may have violated the “ERO Privacy Policy “.









 








































