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Regulations

The yield is relatively uniform virtually throughout the province, except for certain FAMUs 
located along the St. Lawrence River where the habitats are the most productive. In 
unstructured territories, a decline in the yield has been observed in most trapping 
sectors. However, the yield remains within the variability observed since the early 
2000s. A marked upturn has been noted over the past four years in sector B in the 
unstructured territories. However, it is solely attributable to a significant increase 
in the harvest in one FAMU (FAMU 03) in Abitibi. The FAMU is readily accessible to 
hunters and has productive habitats. Accordingly, trapping focusing on the species 
has occurred in response to higher muskrat prices during the period.

Change in yield (number of muskrats per 100 km²)  
over the past four years

Harvest

The late 1980s marked the beginning of a period in which the level of captures dwindled 
considerably. Recently, despite an increase in the price of muskrat fur (2005-2013), 
the provincial harvest has remained relatively small. 

Yield



A decrease in the harvest has been observed (-28% over 10 years) in 
the FAMUs located along the St. Lawrence River, between Montréal 
and Québec City, where what are regarded as the province’s most 
productive habitats are located. In fact, the average yield over the past 
five years in the fluvial FAMUs stands at 76 muskrats / 100km2. On 
the other hand, the harvest has held steady in the other FAMUs, with 
an average yield on the order of two muskrats / 100km2. However, it 
is acknowledged that in the fluvial FAMUs significant trapping effort 
focuses on the species while in the other FAMUs the habitats are more 
marginal and the target effort is definitely smaller.  

The reduction in the harvest has been mainly observed in unstructured 
territories, which account for nearly 73% of the provincial harvest. 
Indeed, the fluvial FAMUs are located in unstructured territories. On the 
other hand, the harvest is relatively stable in the other types of territory.

There has been no correlation between the harvest and the selling price 
of furs the preceding year (R² = 15%) for the species over the past 25 
years. Bearing in mind the recent increase (2005-2013) in muskrat fur 
prices, which should have fostered greater trapping pressure on the 
species in the fluvial FAMUs, the low harvest levels noted might reflect 
a decrease in populations in certain sectors. Enhanced knowledge of 
trapping activity, such as the effort made by trappers or abundance and 
trend indices would allow for a better analysis of the situation. In the 
absence of such information, we cannot conclude beyond a reasonable 
doubt whether the downturn in the harvest stems from a drop in the 
population or a decline in trappers’ interest in the species (or a drop 
in the number of trappers) or the combined impact of both factors.

It should be noted that numerous changes have also occurred in the 
St. Lawrence River ecosystem in recent decades:

• the arrival of exotic invasive species such as common water reed;

• a drop in average water levels, especially during the summer and 
fall (a drop of 0.4 m to 0.6 m since 1975);

• the modification of farming practices (agricultural drainage); 

• climate change (drastic temperature changes during the winter and 
lower snow accumulation on the ground acting as insulation, and 
climatic conditions that sometimes render the activity impracticable).

It is possible that such changes have affected the quality and quantity 
of habitats suited to muskrats in recent decades and, consequentially, 
the abundance of the populations. Winter mortality accounts for most 
of the morality in the species, which may be up to 85%. The impact 
of trapping cannot be excluded since the lengthy season allows for 
harvesting of muskrats in the same sectors at several periods in the 
year. Indeed, it should not be forgotten that the mortality linked to fall 
trapping is often regarded as compensatory (most of the muskrats 
trapped would die during the winter in any case) while the mortality 
linked to spring trapping is additive (spring mortality is added to winter 
mortality). Accordingly, the cumulative impact of the two trapping periods 
(fall and spring) that targets the species in non-optimal habitats could 
potentially affect the populations.

Summary and conclusion

The current muskrat harvest is much smaller than it has been historically 
and is declining at the provincial level. It is stable in several FAMUs 
but declining in southern Québec and the fluvial FAMUs, where the 
best muskrat habitats are found. The situation in the fluvial FAMUs 
warrants monitoring. It seems necessary to better document trapping 
activity, especially in the fluvial FAMUs where the biggest potential 
harvest is found.  

 


