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Background

In June 2025, the Center for Biological Diversity (CBD) petitioned the Colorado Parks
and Wildlife Commission (“Commission”) to amend Chapter W-0 regulations to
prohibit the commercial sale, barter, or trade of furs from furbearer species in
Colorado with limited exemptions. The petitioners seek to prohibit sales of furbearer

fur in Colorado except:

e “handtied fishing flies sold as a finished product” (furbearer fur sold for fly tying
would be prohibited under the petition’s suggested amendment)

o “Felted fur Western hats may be sold, provided that such hats are crafted using
heritage techniques like wet felting that promote sustainability and cultural
craftsmanship.”

e Fur “sold for the purposes of scientific research, education, or museum

collections”.

The petition also alludes to possible exemptions for American Indian and Indigenous

ceremonial uses and secondhand or vintage fur sales.

The regulation changes would impact the sale, barter, or trade of fur from the 17
furbearer species identified in current regulations, which include mink, pine marten,
badger, red fox, gray fox, swift fox, striped skunk, western spotted skunk, beaver,
muskrat, long-tailed weasel, short-tailed weasel, coyote, bobcat, opossum, ring-tailed
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cat, and raccoon.

Public Engagement Process

In March 2026, the Division recommended the CBD petition be denied. The
Commission did not follow the denial recommendation and instead voted 6-4 to initiate
formal rulemaking on the citizen petition. Colorado Parks and Wildlife (“Division”)
sought public input to inform the Division’s issue paper, which is a policy document
describing potential changes to current regulations. To ensure that a broad range of
perspectives could inform the issue paper, the Division launched a dedicated page on
the EngageCPW website, a portal the Division uses to gather perspectives from
stakeholders and the public. The Division provided notification about the rulemaking
and input opportunity through a news release and email correspondence. Stakeholders
notified included potentially impacted groups such as fur retailers, sportspeople, fly
fishing businesses, and western hat manufacturers; as well as proponents and
opponents of a commercial fur sale ban. A comment form included on the EngageCPW
page solicited general input on commercial fur sale regulations and specific input on
potential exemptions to a commercial fur sale ban. The public input period on
EngageCPW was open from April 7, 2026 through May 3, 2026.

Other engagement opportunities with impacted stakeholders were also coordinated.
Formal Tribal consultation meetings between the Division and the two federally
recognized Tribes in Colorado-the Southern Ute Indian Tribe and the Ute Mountain Ute
Tribe-occurred during development of the issue paper. The Division also engaged the
Wildlife and Habitat Roundtable (non-consumptive wildlife user groups) and
Sportsperson's Roundtable (hunters, trappers and anglers) on the topic through
facilitated discussions and input gathering.

Public and Stakeholder Input Received

The Division received a total of 726 submissions through the comment form on
EngageCPW. Comments were submitted by a diversity of stakeholders and interest
groups including members of the general public, businesses, organizations,

governmental entities, and Tribal representatives.

Most comments submitted expressed either opposition or support for the citizen
petition. A slight majority of responses (57%) opposed the citizen petition and a



commercial fur sales ban. Approximately 38% of comments voiced support for the
citizen petition and prohibiting commercial fur sales. A much smaller segment of the
respondents (3%) remained neutral while sharing feedback.

Exemption Input from Fur Ban Opponents

Individuals who opposed the commercial fur sales ban provided feedback regarding
potential exemptions, should the Commission ultimately decide to move forward with
the prohibition. The most frequent area of concern involved the fishing community,
with 65 comments (9% of total) requesting an exemption for all fly tying materials or
advocating for the ban to be rejected based on fishing related concerns. Approximately
57 respondents (8%) argued for the exemption of legally harvested fur taken with a
valid license or for exempting avocational fur sellers. Similarly, 16 responses (2%)
suggested exempting small scale commerce of furs in the state. Several commenters
discussed the exemptions identified in the citizen petition, including 14 submissions
(2%) indicating that the exemptions proposed were far too narrow, and 10 individuals
(1%) who stated that the proposed exemption for western hats is unworkable or
technically uninformed. An additional 10 comments (1%) requested a clear exemption
for taxidermy businesses. Meanwhile, 20 commenters (3%) expressed a firm stance that
because they oppose the ban entirely, no exemptions should be considered at all.

Arguments Made by Fur Ban Opponents

Beyond specific exemptions, fur ban opponents raised numerous substantive
arguments against the petition. The most prominent objection, appearing in 152
comments (21% of total), asserted that the proposed ban is not scientifically justified
and lacks empirical backing. 109 submissions (15%) highlighted that the Division
recommended denial of the citizen petition. Economic concerns were also prominent,
with 79 comments (11%) stating that the prohibition would cause negative financial
impacts on local economies, small businesses, and individual households. A total of 67
respondents (9%) warned that the ban risks eliminating a vital wildlife management
tool, while 63 individuals (9%) noted that the regulations would be inherently wasteful
by forcing pelts to be discarded. Another 58 comments (8%) emphasized that fur
harvest is sustainable or that fur is renewable, and 53 commenters (7%) focused on the
traditional and cultural significance of fur and fur harvest. Furthermore, 44 responses
(6%) pointed out that synthetic alternatives to fur are environmentally problematic
due to their reliance on petroleum and the generation of microplastics.
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Exemption Input from Fur Ban Supporters

Proponents of the commercial fur sales ban also provided input regarding exemptions
and regulatory structure. Among this group, 56 individuals (8%) advocated for a
complete and total ban with no exemptions permitted. Approximately 47 comments
(6%) expressed support for narrow, enforceable, and clearly defined exemptions that
contain no potential loopholes for commercial exploitation. Another 38 respondents
(5%) stated that the Division should only include the specific exemptions originally
outlined in the citizen petition when drafting regulations. Other comments mentioned
support for certain exemptions that were identified in the petition. For example, 26
submissions (4%) from fur ban supporters supported an explicit exemption to protect
American Indian, Tribal, and Indigenous ceremonial and traditional uses of furbearer
parts. Ten comments from petition supporters (1%) supported an exemption for
finished hand-tied fishing flies consistent with the petition, with some noting their
support for the ban as anglers themselves.

Arguments Made by Fur Ban Supporters

The core arguments advanced by supporters of a commercial fur ban focused heavily
on animal welfare, ethical considerations, and the ecological role of furbearers. A total
of 65 comments (9%) urged the Division to stop the commercialization of native
wildlife species. Similarly, 41 comments (6%) advocated for managing furbearer
populations primarily for their ecological benefit rather than human commerce and 10
comments (1%) stated that prohibiting commercial fur sales would actively support
species resilience against environmental stressors. A total of 63 respondents (9%)
stated that trapping and fur harvesting are inherently unethical and inhumane
practices that should no longer be permitted. Another 37 commenters (5%) argued that
real fur products are no longer necessary given the availability of fur replacements.

Suggestions by Neutral Commenters

A total of 21 submissions (3%), from both neutral commenters and some fur ban
opponents, suggested that the Division should regulate the take of specific furbearer
species when necessary to conserve their populations rather than enacting a blanket
commercial fur sale ban for all 17 species. Other feedback from neutral commenters
included six responses in favor of exempting fly tying materials, and three submissions

supporting the exemption of American Indian and Indigenous cultural uses.



Additional Stakeholder Engagement

As part of the Division’s efforts to gather input from impacted stakeholders, staff
facilitated discussions with two citizen roundtables convened by CPW. The Wildlife
and Habitat Roundtable (WHR), which includes representatives from non-consumptive
wildlife interest groups, met on May 13, 2026 and provided feedback to the Division on
commercial fur sale rulemaking. Feedback from WHR members echoed input received
from fur ban supporters through EngageCPW. Discussion focused on the importance of
managing furbearer species in a way that promotes species resilience and aligns with
the precautionary principle. WHR members were also appreciative of the Division’s
research on certain furbearer species like bobcat and marten and encouraged the
Division to expand research efforts to more furbearer species.

The Sportsperson’s Roundtable (SRT), which includes hunters, trappers, and anglers,
met on May 28, 2026 and also had an opportunity to share feedback with the Division
on the petition and possible exemptions. Similar to the feedback received from fur ban
opponents through EngageCPW, multiple SRT members identified issues with the
fishing fly exemption suggested in the petition and argued that all fishing materials
should be exempted, including fur used for fly tying. There were also concerns that the
western hat exemption suggested in the petition is confusing and unenforceable.
Discussion also focused on the ambiguity of a potential fur sale ban and public
uncertainty about which wildlife parts from which species might be impacted.

Tribal Input and Consultation

Representatives from the Southern Ute Indian Tribe and the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe
were invited to formally consult with the Division during the rulemaking process and
were also encouraged to participate in the input period through EngageCPW. Each
Tribal government submitted official comments to the Division as part of the input
process. Formal consultation with these Tribal Nations also occurred and feedback on
the citizen petition, commercial fur sale regulations, and other furbearer policy issues
was shared with the Division during development of the issue paper. Although the
Southern Ute Indian Tribe and the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe shared distinct feedback on
the issue, both Tribal Nations expressed concerns with the citizen petition as written
and encouraged the Division to draft regulations that recognize Tribal sovereignty and
clearly exempt Tribal members from any prohibition on commerce of furbearer parts.
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