Annex B

Goose Management Scrutiny Review
Review Objective 2 - To Examine Best Practice Nationally & Elsewhere

It is recoghised that geese can and do cause major damage to amenity
grasslands, pastures and crops through grazing and trampling. Droppings
can be a health and safety risk to humans, both through ingestion but also
causing slippery conditions. Ecological impact includes damage to other
wildtife (such as trampling other bird nests) and destruction of waterside
habitat, for example reed beds. The birds also pose an airplane collision risk
in many parts of the world. In recognising the issues associated with geese,
a number of recognised organisations/bodies have produced best practice
guides.

In support of review objective (i) an information pack has been assembled

containing those best practice guides, together with examples of good
practice in the UK, and information on arrangements within the EU.

Information Pack

ltem 1 - English Heritage Landscape Advice Note on Canada Geese

ltem 2 - Natural England Technical Information Note TINO0O9: The
management of problems caused by Canada geese: a guide to best
practice

Item 3 - Rural Development Service Technical Advice Note 51: The
management of problems caused by Canada geese: a guide {o best
practice

item 4 - The Management of Problems caused by Canada Geese - A Guide
to Best Practice: Produced by Dr John Allan, (Central Science
{aboratory) - funded by the Dept of Environment Transport & the
Regions (DETR)

ltem 5 - Examples of Good Practice from South West London, the Lake
District and Scotland

ftem 8 - Information on the Arrangements for Goose Management from
countries within the EU, Scandinavia, Iceland & Greeniand









Canada geese (Branta canadensis)
frequently use lakes, ponds and
grassland in historic landscapes, and
may have adverse effects for a variety
of reasons. This Landscape Advice Note
outlines the damage that can be caused
by Canada geese and how this can be
managed and mitigated at historic sites.

INTRODUCTION

Waterfow! are an important feature of many lakes
and ponds in historic landscapes. It is essential to
determine the causes of problems before targetting
management of individual species or groups of
species. The ecology of individual species and their
abundance will have different impacts.

CANADA GEESE.

The Canada goose is not a native species. lt was
introduced from North America, initially by Charles
Il in 1665 and there have been many further
introductions since. Until the 1940s, most geese were
resident in parklands and numbers remained fairly
fow. There has been a rapid increase in population
over the past 70 years, partly due to an increase in
suitable habitat such as reservoirs and flooded gravel
pits. The British population is still increasing.

Canada geese are largely herbivorous and spend a lot
of time grazing on grassland or in water. Parks can be
ideal habitat for the species. This can lead to problems
with feeding damage or trampling of vegetation, and
accumulations of droppings.

Canada geese can live up to 30 years. They start
breeding ac two to three years old. Females lay
usually four to nine eggs in March or April, and nest
either singly or in small groups. The species has very
different requirements at different times of year. In
the breeding season, water bodies with islands or
other undisturbed areas are seiected by the geese as
these make secure nesting sites. Following breeding,
aduits moult for around 35-40 days in June and july.
They are flightless and spend most of their time on
the water to avoid predators. During the autumn and
winter they select sites with good grazing,

Many Canada geese are extremely tame, and will
come to be fed consequently they are often very
popular with visitors. On some sites, control of this
species may well be a contentious issue.
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TYPES OF DAMAGE

Canada geese, particularly if present in large numbers,
may cause a number of problems:

»  VYegetation damage

Grazing geese may damage lawns and other vegetation,
particularly on the banks of ponds or lakes. The birds
forage on a range of vegetation. As well as grass they
will also eat aquatic and emergent plants which can
be important for maintaining dissolved oxygen levels
in water bodies. Geese may also damage vegetation
by trampling, particularly around the edges of water
bodies. In large numbers, the geese can also damage
grass areas.

* Droppings

On lawns and grassland Canada geese droppings
are unsightly, and the droppings may make paths
dangerously slippery. Droppings in lakes and ponds
add nutrients, particularly nitrate and phosphate, to
the water, which can eventually seriously affect the
water guality ecosystem. There is some evidence that
they pose a hazard to human health if accidentally
ingested.

«  Physical damage

Large numbers of geese may create extensive areas
of bare ground at the water's edge and cause erosion
of the banks.

= Aggression

During the breeding season, geese may become more
aggressive towards people, dogs and other waterfowl.
Dogs may provoke a particularly fierce response from
geese during the breeding season.

EXTENT OFDAMAGE

Damage caused by Canada geese must be viewed in
context - the impact of any damage depends not just
on the numbers of geese present but also the nature
and uses of the site. A relatively small number of
geese may cause significant problems in a small formal
site, while a much larger population may cause no
significant problems if the site is large, less formal, or
little used by people.

Before any control is considered, it is important to
carry out monitoring of the population to determine
when in the year Canada geese use the site, and what
they use it for. If geese are not present all year round,
monitoring should also be carried out in other areas
they use as any control measures may need to be



In large numbers, Canada geese can
darnage vegetation in and out of the
water and create a large amount of mess
® Alan Cathersides

A Canada goose on water © Alan
Cathersides

Important vegetation may require
specific protection from being eaten
or trampled by Canada geese © Alan
Cathersides



coordinated with other landowners to ensure they
are effective.

Although geese may be the most visible cause of a
problem, they may not be the most significant, For
example, water supply and the flow in a water body
will have an enormous impact on the water quality.

The presence of other waterfowl| species should also
be monitored, as these may be affected by control
measures.

MANAGEMENT OPTIONS

Research on the control of Canada geese has identified
a range of techniques. The research, which included
one site with over 300 geese present in summer,
suggests that control techniques used in isolation are
unlikely to be effective. Control measures will only
work if an integrated programme of management
techniques is carried out.

In many cases, management options will necessarily be
restricted by the need to preserve historic features,
planting layouts and so forth. Not all management
opticns will be appropriate for all sites.

All potential control methods areaimedat reducing the
numbers of geese, rather than completely excluding
geese from a site, as this is usually impossible to
achieve. Most control methods may be less effective
if the population is relatively small. Control measures
can be divided into site-based and population-based
techniques.

Site-based management measures do not require a
licence and include:

»  Exclusion from islands

Fencing islands in ponds and lzkes used for breeding
can discourage geese from nesting on the islands. A
Im chicken wire fence with a 10cm gap between the
ground and the bottom of the fence will allow other
waterfowl to use the island. This technigue is most
likely to be successful if islands are well vegetated as
this discourages geese from flying over the fence.

» Access to grazing areas

Fencing around the margins of a water body can
discourage geese from feeding in areas beyond. In
this way they can be directed away from sensitive
grazing areas. Replanting grassland areas with shrubs
decreases the food supply. Fencing these areas will be
needed to ensure plants establish without grazing or
trampling pressure.
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+ Reduce visibility of water bodies

Geese prefer to graze close to a water body which
provides them with a safe retreat. By obscuring the
views between feeding and grazing areas, geese will
be discouraged from using them, however, this may
be difficult to achieve in historic landscapes.

» Controlling public access

Fencing of water bodies can also be used to influence
visitors, by restricting opportunities for feeding geese.

* [Interpretation

Many people visiting sites value the waterfowl
populations and consequently control measures may
be controversial and should not be attempred without
interpretation explaining the reasons for, and benefits
of, carrying out control. For example, explaining that
there are nature conservation benefits in reducing
the geese population. interpretation can also be used
to discourage feeding of the birds, and inform people
about aquatic ecology.

= Other methods

A number of other techniques can be used but are
less well researched. Bird scaring is widely used in
some areas on farmland but is less commonly used
in aquatic habitats, Many scaring methods are also
disturbing to visitors and nearby residents. Chemical
repellents are used in North America but with limited
effectiveness, and they are not currently approved
for use in Britain.

Mast population-based management measures

require a licence and include:
+  Translocation

This method has been used is the past, but is no
longer encouraged, as it simply transfers a problem
to a different site. It is also an offence to release
Canada geese into the wild without a licence. Unless
other measures are taken, other geese may colonise
a site which has had its previous population removed.

» Egg-pricking, oiling or boiling

These are an effective way of preventing hatching,
as birds are very loyal to their nesting sites, but the
tongevity of geese mean that a long-term programme
of this management would be necessary in order to
significantly reduce a population. Oiling of eggs kills
embryos by depriving them of oxygen. in order to
carry out any of these operations, a licence for the
work must be obtained (see below). Leaving eggs



in place but preventing them from hatching means
adults continues to protect them. Removal of eggs
stmply induces the female to lay more.

+  Culling

Culling also requires a licence if it is to be done
during the close season (I February to 31 Auguse,
or 21 February to 3| August below high water
mark). Outside the close season Canada geese can
be shot by an authorised person, provided that
other regulations concerning firearms safety, capture
methods and so forth are adhered to. However this
has practical difficulties on many sites. It may be
more practical to round up geese during the moult,
when they are unable to fly, however culling of geese
is a very emotive issue.

LICENSING OF CONTROL OPERATIONS

All wild birds, including Canada geese, are protected
under Section | of the Wildlife & Countryside Act,
1981, Ikt is an offence to take, damage or destroy
their nests or eggs without a licence, and it is also an
offence to release them into the wild.

Licences for culling in the close season, egg-pricking
or translocation of Canada geese can be issued for a
number of reasons:

» To prevent serious damage or disease
« To conserve and protect wild birds

» To conserve flora and fauna

« To preserve public health or safety

» To prevent serious damage to livestock, crops,
forestry or fisheries

»  For the purposes of air safety

Licences are not issued solely to prevent damage to
property.

OTHER BENEFITS OF CONTROL
MEASURES - e

Parks in south-west London developed an integrated
management strategy, involving both site-based
and population-based control of geese as well as a
range of other management techniques, to control
populations and it resutted in a number of beneficial
side-effects.

The measures taken to reduce numbers of geese were
very effective and other waterfow] benefitted greatly
from the changes. More species began to regularly
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use the ponds, and many species also increased in
numbers. This is probably partly because the goose
population before control measures began had been
extremely high.

The reduction in geese numbers also assisted with
attempts to improve water quality, mainly through
a reduction of nitrate and phosphorus deposited
as droppings in the ponds and lakes. The water
bodies now support more invertebrate species and
are better able to support aquatic plants, and this
will gradually further improve the water quality and
dissolved oxygen levels.

FURTHER INFORMATION
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Natural England
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category=41001
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Caused by Canada Geese: A Guide to Best Practice, 4
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Natural England, 2041 Use of fiquid parafin BP to
prevent eggs of certain birds from hatching, 2 edn.
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Underhill, M 1997 London Lakes Rehabilitatien
Project Overview: Phase 3 - Waterfow! Monitoring and
Management. Wandsworth Borough Council

Wilkinson, M et al. 1998 London Lakes Project:
an overview of works and results of the project,
Wandsworth Borough Council






best practice
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The Canada goose population in southern Britain numbers over 80,000 birds and is
still increasing. However, in recent years the overall rate of growth has slowed and in
some areas numbers have stabilised or declined. The geese live in local populations,
usually of up to a few hundred birds, which remain around one or two water bodies
that offer suitable habitats for breeding, roosting etc. Because the geese have
relatively few predators, and can produce four or five young per year, numbers at
particular sites can grow very rapidly and significant problems may occur.

Any management techniques used to control the
problems caused by Canada geese must be
legal and should take account of the fact that
Canada geese are a popular species with many
members of the pubiic.

This guidance note aims to provide land
managers with the information that they need o
manage difficulties caused by Canada geese in
a way that is effective, legal and sensitive to
public apinion.

The protected status of wild Canada
geese

The Canada goose, like all wild birds in Britain,
is protected under the EC Wild Birds Directive
implemented in Great Britain through the Wildlife
and Countryside Act 1981 as amended1. This
Act makes it an offence o capture, kil or injure
Canada geese, or to damage or take their nests
or eggs. There are exceptions, the most
important of which relate to the open season and
to actions licensed under Section 16 of the Act.

Open season
Canada geese can be legally shot by authorised
persons (that is, persons acting with the
authority of the landowners, occupiers and the
owners of the shoating rights to the land
involved) or trapped by approved methods

during the open season (between 1 September
and 31 January, or 20 February inclusive on the
foreshore} except on Sundays. Care must be
taken to ensure that other regulations
concerning firearms safety, capture metheds eic
are adhered to.

Licensed action

Defra issues a series of general licences under
section 16 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act
1981. These aliow Canada geese to be Killed or
taken, and their eggs and nests to be taken,
damaged or destroyed for the following
purposes {the reference number of the relevant
ticence is given in brackets):

¢ preserving public health or safety (GLO7),
s preserving air safety (GL0G);
= conserving fiora and fauna (GL08); and



« preventing the spread of disease and
preventing serious damage to livestock,
foodstuffs for livestock, crops, vegetables, fruit,
growing timber, fisheries or inland waters
(GLOS).

Action can be taken under these licences at any
time by authorised persons (for example,
persens acting with the authority of the owners
or occupier - see the general licences for a full
definition).

Action under the authority of 2 general licence is
only permitted if the person contemplating such
action is satisfied that appropriate non-lethal
methods of controt are either ineffective or
impracticable. Each generai licence specifies a
number of conditions that must be complied
with. It is therefore essential that anyone
considering taking action under a general
licence reads the relevant licence before acting.

General licences are available via Natural
England's Wildlife Management & Licensing
website, and advice on their application is
avaitabie from staff in the Wildlife Management
& Licensing Service. The website address and
contact details are given at the end of this
leaflet,

Care must be taken to ensure that other
regulations concerning firearms safety, capiure
methods, etc are adhered io.

Frohibited methods

Certain methods of killing and taking birds are
prohibited. These include the use of nets,
automatic and semi-automatic weapons, and
poisoned or stupefying substances. For full
detaiis see Section 5 of the Wildlife and
Countryside Act 1981. Anyone seeking to use a
prohibited method must apply for a licence from
Natural England.

The biclogy and behaviour of Canada
aeese

in order to develop an effective management
strategy for any nuisance wildlife, it is necessary
fo understand enough about the biology of the
species and the local population invelved to be
able to predict the outcome of whichever

management techniques are chosen. This
section gives a brief point by point overview of
the biology of Canada geese in Britain insofar as
it affects the management of the species.

Breeding

A single ctutch of around six eggs is laid in eatly
April each year. tncubation, solely by the
female, takes 28-30 days.

Nests are usually close to water bodies, often on
istands which provide some protection from
predators such as foxes and dogs.

The adult goose defends a small territory around
the nest, but is willing to tolerate other pairs
nesting nearby, so large colonies can build up
on sites with enough nesting territories and
adequate food supplies.

The geese are aggressive in defence of their
nests and will attack other Canada geese, other
waterfowl, and even humans who approach too
closely.

Fledging and the moult

The hatched young are flightless for 10 weeks
and are protected by the adults on the water at
the breeding site.

Mortality rates are highest for very young
fledglings, but become little different from adulis
once the bird is more than a few weeks old.

The adult birds moult around the end of June
and are unable to fly for a 3-4 week period.

During the mouit bath adult and juvenile birds
must feed from the water or walk 1o find food.

The amount of suitable food available at a site
during the moult pericd may be important in
governing the number of birds that it can
support.

Some birds, which have either not attempted to
breed or which have failed to raise a brood,
undertake longer journeys io find the best sites
to moult.
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Canada geese tend to moult on larger sites with
easy access between open water and suitable
feeding areas of short grass.

Dispersal

The geese normally remain close to the site
where they hatched, and once young birds
mature they may wait several years for a
breeding territory to become available.

Large flocks of non-breeding aduits may thus
build up at cerfain sites.

Some Canada geese remain faithful to their
home area for life, even if apparently suitable
water bodies with no Canada geese present are
available nearby. Others may be resident at
many sites, with certain sites used just for
breeding, moulting or wintering.

Small numbers abandon their home area either
to join other groups or to establish new colonies.

Wintering

Uniike their North American ancestors, Canada
geese in Britain are mostly non-migratosy,
moving only short distances between breeding
and wintering sites within their local area.

Birds may fly out from the water bodies where
they roost to regular winter feeding sites such as
waterside grazing pasture, amenity grassland,
etc. They may also move around their home
range taking advantage of feeding opportunities
such as sprowting winter cereails or roof crops as
they become available

Causes of mortality

Adult Canada geese have few natural predators
in Britain, and most of the known causes of
recorded mortality are associated with man's
activities. Annual mortality is estimated at
between 10% and 20% of the whole population.
Juvenile birds have the same level of mortality
as aduits once they reach their first moult.

The causes of death are:

e 67% shooting
» 4% hitting power lines
o 6% predation

= 23% unknown.

There is little evidence that natural factors (such
as limited food availability), which could become
more severs as numbers of birds increase, act
to control Canada goose numbers.

Low annual mortality, high reproductive rates
and the availability of suitable habitat gives the
population scope to increase in the absence of
management measures.

Problems caused by Canada geese
Grazing and trampling

Canada geese are herbivores, grazing on both
fand and water plants. Damage to amenity
grasstand in public parks, where the geese may
occupy regular feeding and roosting sites al
year round, ¢an be severe.

Unsightly and unhygienic areas of mud and
droppings which are expensive to re-seed
frequently occur. The geese may frample as well
as graze pasture and crops.

Fouling with droppings

Because of their inefficient digestive system and
the low nutrient value of plant material, Canada
geese may need to eat jarge quantities of
vegetation.

When grazing they may produce droppings at a
rate of one every six minutes. The droppings
contain bacteria that may be harmful if faecal
matter is inadvertently swallowed and they also
make grassed areas unattractive and paths

siippery.

if the droppings are passed into water bodies
they may cause increased nutrient loadings
leading to possible toxic algal blooms and low
oxygen levels in the waler.

Pamage to wildlife habitat

Canada geese can damage the habitaf of other
wildlife, for example by grazing or trampling
nesting sites of other bird species.

Destruction of waterside habitat, such as reed
beds, by Canada geese can be a significant
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problem, leading to erosion of river banks in
some cases.

Excluding other wildlife

There is little hard evidence that Canada geese
cause significant problems by competing directly
with other wildlife.

Aggressive confrontations do occur, and there is
some evidence of other large waterfow! being
exciuded by, or excluding, Canada geese from &
preferred breeding site.

Such interactions are rare, however, and are
thought to have littie effect on the overall
populations of other native waterfowl.

Birdstrike hazards to aircraft

The large size of Canada gesse makes a
coliision with an aircraft a particularly hazardous
eveni.

Although no fatal incidenis have occurred in the
Uinited Kingdom, serious collisions have
occurred elsewhere, For example, following a
colliision with a flock of Canada geese, a United
States Air Force AWACS aircraft (a large four-
engined jet) crashed killing ail on board.

The aviation industry continues to express
concern about the ingreasing numbers of
Canada geese on water bodies near
aerodromes.

Planning applications involving the creation of
water bodies suitable for Canada geese close to
aerodromes may be refused on the grounds of
flight safety. '

Management techniques

Integrated Management Strategies (IMS} for
Canada geese

Experience has shown that it is unlikely that a
single management technigue will be fully
effactive in controlling a problem caused by
Canada geese. For example:

# Fencing an area o keep birds off may cause
them te move to an alternative site close by
where they could also cause damage. This

may be a suitable option if damage is
acceptable on other areas of the site.

e Preventing reproduction by treating eggs o
stop hatching wili not immediately reduce the
population of adults (and hence the levels of
damage or nuisance).

« Culling the adult population at a site may
simply aflow non-breeding adults from nearby
waters to move in to vacated breeding
territories.

In those cases where effective management of
the problem has been achieved, integrated
management strategies which combine a
number of techniques have invariably been
employed. One of the most effective Canada
goose management programmes to date
involved the development of an tMS that
combined reduction of adult numbers,
reproductive control and fencing to exciude
birds, carried out by Wandsworth Borough
Council as part of a larger programme o
improve the quality of its urban park lakes.

The scale of management required for a
successful IMS

Although the damage or nuisance caused by a
group of Canada geese may be occurring at only
one site, it is important to remember that the
population of geese to which the birds belong
may be spread over a number of nearby waters,

When developing an IMS for a particular
situation, it will often be necessary o manage
birds away from the site where the problem
actually occurs. This is especially important if
population reduction is to be included in the IMS.
For example, if scaring or habitat management
proved insufficient to control a problem at a
wintering site, and population reduction by egg
control or culling became necessary, the
breeding and moulting sites used by the
wintering birds would need to be identified and
the co-operation of the relevant landowners
obtained bhefore this strategy could be
implemented.

Available techniques for the control of
problems caused by Canada geese

The choice of which technigues to combine into
an IMS will depend upon the type of damage
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oceurring, the type of control needed to reduce
the damage to acceptable levels, the biclogy
and distribution of the birds involved and the
cost of management relative to the seriousness
of the problem. A series of examples are given
in the 'Examples of possible Integrated
Management Strategies for probiems caused by
Canada Geese' section of this ieaflet.

The technigues available fall into two broad
categories; the control of behaviour, by scaring
or excluding the birds from the site in question,
and the centrol of numbers, by maniputating the
breeding rate or rate of mortality of adult birds.
Some of these techniques, especially those
involving the manipulation of bird numbers, are
permitied by a general licence, and hence can
only be carried out for certain purposes. it
shouid be remembered that complete elimination
of Canada geese may not be feasible, so
consideration should be given to whether the
presence of these geese can be tolerated on
parts of the site. Where an action is only
permitted by a general licence, this is indicated
below.

Rehaviour modification (scaring,
exclusion, repelient chemicals)

Visual scarers

Ground based scarers. Most visuai scarers rely
on a wild animal's naturai fear of the unfamiliar.
Searecrows of varicus designs, flags and
flapping tapes have all been employed {o deter
geese from areas such as sprouting crops.

However, even migratory goose species leamn fo
ignore these deterrents and Canada geese,
which often live close fo man, are used to man-
made items. Scarecrows, whether human or
animal effigies, windmills, rotating mirrors etc,
should be placed in the centre of the area where
problems are occurting and should be moved
every 2 or 3 days to maximise their effect.

Flags or flutter tape should be attached to
upright poles at regular infervals across the
affected area. In general, the closer the spacing
of the flags the greater the deterrent effect is
likely to be.

Visual scarers may be effective for short term
deterrence of Canada geese from sensitive
areas, especially if alternative sites are available
nearby.

Kites and balloons. Other visual scaring
fechniques include kites and baltoons, often
painted with large eyes or made in the shape of
predatory birds. A threat from above may be
more intimidating for birds which naturally fear
being attacked by birds of prey, and a single
balloon may deter birds from a larger area than
a ground based scarer.

The devices shoutd be set to fly above the
problem area during normal wind conditions.
They may need to be re-set if wind direction
changes and may not fly well in heavy rain or
very strong winds. As with ground based
scarers, birds will eventually learn to ignore them
and they are best used as short term deterrents
when alternative sites are available for the birds
to move to.

Kites and balloons are covered by specific
aviation legislation. If you wish to use either of
these methods as visual scarers you are advised
o consult with the Civil Aviation Authority as
certain restrictions may be applicable. Their
address is given at the end of this leaflet.

Probilems with visual scarers. Although
effective in the short term, visual scarers have
some drawbacks, particularly in situations such
as public parks. The scarers may be unattractive
and interfere with recreational use of areas and
could be subject to theft. They also reguire
maimtenance and some need to be moved on a
regular basis to maximise their effect. Visual
scarers are particularly appropriaie for use to
protect agricultural crops where the geese need
to be exciuded for a limited period of time such
as during sowing or harvesting.

Acoustic scarers

Acoustic scarers, from the commonly used gas
cannon through recorded bird calls to complex
solar powered artificial sound generators, are all
marketed as being effective in deterring Canada
geese.
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Most will deter the birds from relatively small
areas provided that there are alternative areas
for them to use for roosting or feeding nearby.
Like visual scaress, the hirds will eventually learn
that they offer no threat, although their
effectiveness can be prolonged by moving the
scarers every iwo or three days.

Acoustic scarers are often hidden (by deploying
them at the edge of a field or behind hay bales
or other screens) so that the birds cannot see
where the sound is ceming from. This is thought
{o prelong the time before the birds realise that
the sound represents no threat, but there is little
scientific evidence to support this assertion.

You are advised to you consult your Local
Authority if you choose to use acoustic scarers
because of their powers under the Eavironment
Protection Act 1990 Part IH in respect of noise
nuisance which embraces the use of gas
bangers and electronic sound generating scaring
devices.

Problems with acoustic scarers. As with visuai
scarers, acoustic scarers may be unsuitable for
use in areas frequented by the public due to the
sudden loud noises involved, and the relatively
expensive equipment may be subject to theft or
vandalism. These systems are more likely to be
of use to protect agricultural crops or to deter
birds from istands or similar remote areas.

Combined visuallacoustic

Some scaring systems combine visual and
acoustic stimuli in order to enhance the deterrent
effect. Such systems vary from gas cannons
which shoot a projectile up a pole when the
cannon goes off (in arder to simulate a shot bird
failing to the ground) to an inflatable rubber man
which emerges from a box accompanied by a
loud klaxon.

The combination of visual and acoustic stimuli
may iengthen the time before the birds habituate
to the scarers, and they will benefit from being
moved every 2 or 3 days. All of these systemns
have the same drawbacks as visual or acoustic
scarers alone and are suitable for use in similar
situations.

Human operated bird control

For many bird species the most effective bird
scarer is a human being, armed either with a
harmiess scaring device such as a flag or
firework, or with a shotgun. Where Canada
geese are regularly shot, the simple presence of
a human may be sufficient to deter birds from an
area. In most situations, however, Canada
geese show littie fear of man, particularly where
they are used to being fed by the public.

Even if the geese can be trained io fear humans,
the deterrent will only be effective ifitis
continucusly deployed whenever the geese are
present. The resulting high cost of human
operated scaring of Canada geese, hy whatever
method, means that it is usually only an effective
option when the damage caused is extremely
expensive, or where the risks to health and
safety are extreme {for exampie, in preventing
birdstrikes to aircraft)

Shooting to support scaring

It is widely believed that pericdic shooting of a
small number of birds helps ta make them more
wary, thus making acoustic and visual scarers
more effective. While non-lethal shooting to
scare can be carried out throughout the year,
lethal shooting during the close season or on a
Sunday is only permitted under the authority of a
licence (see ‘Protected Status' section for
guidance on licences}. Any shooting, whether in
the open or close season, must compily with the
requirements of the Firearms Act 1968 (as
amended).

Chemical repellents

A number of products are currently under
development which, when sprayed on
vegetation, harmlessly repel wildiife from areas
where they are not wanted. Some of these
products are currently on sale in the USA and
have met with mixed success. At present, there
is no repellent chemicai available in the UK that
is approved for use and is effective against
Canada geese. Further field testing will be
required before a proper evaluation of available
repellent chemicals can be made in the future.
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Habitat management

it may be possible ta permanently alter an area
where Canada geese are causing problems to
make the site permanently unattractive to them.
Whilst the features that make a water suitable
for Canada geese are not fully understood,
enough is known about the biclogy of the birds
to allow a number of suggesticns for habitat
medifications to be made.

Landscaping: bank steepening and island
removal

As with fencing (see below), making it more
difficult for Canada geese to walk cut of water
bodies onto feeding areas by steepening banks
may encourage the birds to move elsewhere.

Avoiding shallow marginal areas which support
water plants will also restrict the food supply for
the geese, but this may adversely affect other
waterfowl| and/or damage the rest of the aguatic
habitat. Safety concerns arising from deep water
and steep banks in public areas would aiso need
to be considered.

Because Canada geese prefer to breed on
istands, the complete removal of an istand could
be considered if fencing proved ineffective in
discouraging the birds. Low lying isiands could
be effectively removed by raising water levels in
some circumstances, As with all other exclusion
or habitat moedification techniques, the effect on
other wildlife would need to be considered
before embarking on such a project.

Barrier planting, marginal vegetation, trees
Establishing areas of dense vegetation along the
shores of water bodies {possibly conceaiing a
cheaper fence structure)} or breaking up large
grass areas with planting which restricts the
bird's view of the water (and hence reduces its
feeling of safety) have all proved effective in
certain circumstances.

If Canada geese do fiy out {o feed in small areas
flanked by hedges and trees, they prefer a
shallow climb out angle to aid their escape.
Thus, the taller the surrcunding vegetation
relative 1o the size of the field or other grazed
area the less likely the geese are to use it.

Reducing available foraging areas adjacent
to water hodies by changing ground cover

1t may be possible to reduce or eliminate
Canada goose damage to amenity areas by
changing the ground cover planting o species
that are not palatable to the geese. Ground
cover plants with tough leaves, such as ivy, and
many shrub species are not readily eaten by
Canada geese and planting the fringes of lakes
with a combination of barrier planting and
unpalatable ground cover may reduce the
feeding opportunities to the point where the
geese move elsewhere. Also, altowing short
grass to grow long/or mowing alternative feeding
areas can also be successful in moving geese
within a site and may even reduce geese
numbers. However, it should be noted that a
change in planting may also affect other
waterfowl.

Exclusion

Where scaring of Canada geese is not desirable,
it may be possible to exclude the birds from
sensitive areas by physically preventing them
from gaining access. As with scaring techniques,
exclusion is likely to be maost effective if
alternative sites are available for the birds to
move to. However these technigues may create
some difficulties as they affect other waterfowl
species as well as Canada geese. The erection
of fences along a lakeside may also have
implications for public safety if someone were to
fall into the water and be unable to get out
easily.

Fencing

Perhaps the most obvious way {o exclude
Canada geese is to fence sensitive areas to
prevent them gaining access. Despite the fact
that the geese can fly, even low fences of
between 30 cm io 1 m high can be effeclive in
excluding them from some areas as they prefer
to walk to their feeding and roosting sites if
possible, often landing and taking off from water.

Thus, fencing the edge of a lake may be
sufficieni to cause the geese to move elsewhere
if they are unable to walk easily out of the water.
Canada geese dislike enclosed areas where
they cannot easily escape from predatars.
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Barriers that divide an area into smaller znits
may therefore heip to discourage the birds from
using the site concerned.

Fences have also been successfully used to
exclude Canada geese from breeding and
roosting sites, especially where alternative sites
were available nearby. Fencing the perimeter of
park lakes is not necessarily an expensive
option because a simple post and chicken wire
fence will suffice if properly erected, but a more
decorative and permanent structure may involve
a significant cost.

Fencing may be a particularly effective opiion at
sites used by moulting Canada geese because if
they are prevented from walking out of the water
whilst they cannot fly they will not be able to
access the protected areas.

Care should be ftaken, however, to ensure that
meuiting birds and newly hatch young have
access to sufficient suitable grazing areas so
they do not starve. A gap at the bottom of the
fence of about 8cm wilt allow smaller waterfowl
access to the land. However, any fencing will
also deter other geese and mute swans.

Changing cropping patierns

Where agricultural damage is ocourring, it may
be possible to change the crops being grown to
those less susceptible to damage by Canada
geese, or to move to crops which are most
vulnerable when the geese are elsewhere. This
would obviously require a balance to be struck
between the economics of moving to a different
crop compared fo the cost of either tolerating or
controlling the damage being suffered.

Population management

in situations where serious problems are being
encountered and where habitat management,
scaring or exclusion techniques are
inappropriate or have been tried and have failed,
it may be necessary to reduce the scale of the
problem by reducing the size of the goose
population at a particular site.

There are a number of technigques that can be
used for population management. A range of
techniques are permitted under general licence.

Trapping and shooting are alsc permitted during
the open season. No method prohibited under
Section 5 Wildlife of the Countryside Act 1981
may be used.

Relocation

Section 14 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act
1981 prohibits the release of Canada geese into
the wild without a licence. This offence carries a
penalty of a custodial sentence andfor a fine.

The initial response to the first problems caused
by Canada geese in the 1850's and 60's was to
capture the birds during the flightless period of
the moult and to move them to other waters
where there were no Canada geese at the time.

Many of the relocated birds simply returned to
their original home, whiist those that did remain
on the new site began to reproduce rapidly in the
new habitat and problems soon began to oceur
at the new sites as well.

it is thought that these translocations played a
significant part in the sudden rapid expansion of
the Canada goose population which is
continuing today. Because further translocations
are likely to accelerate the geographic spread of
the species, and may also speed up population
growth in newly colonised areas, there is a
presumption against issuing licences to relocate
Canada geese in the foraseeable future.

For advice on licensing the release of Canada
geese contact the Wildlife Management &
Licensing Service (see 'Further information’ for
details).

Shooting {during open season or under a
aeneral licence)

Canada geese may be legally shot during the
open season {1 September to 31 January, or 20
February inciusive on the foreshore}, or under a
general licence, by authorised persons {see 'The
protected status of wiid Canada geese' section
of this leaflet). Intensive shooting to reduce
population size has additional drawbacks in that
it can disturb other waterfowl, and may not be
possible in public parks etc for safety and public
relations reasens.
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Shooting (under specific licences) has been
shown to be effective in scaring Brent Geese,
and a sustained programme of shooting during
the open seasoen and under a general licence
during the close season is likely to be effective
against Canada geese.

1t should be noted that the sale of dead Canada
geese is prohibited under the Wildlife and
Countryside Act 1981, therefore arrangements
for disposal must be made if birds are shotin
large numbers. Carcasses shoutd not be left in
piaces which will be visible to the public.
However providing they are not sold, they may
be eaten.

Any shooting rmust be in compliance with the
Firearms Act 1968 (as amended).

Egg control {(under a general licence)

Treating the eggs of Canada geese to prevent
hatching is one of the most commonly used
population control techniques during the close
season. It is easily carried out and requires effort
annually over a limited period. 1t is also generally
regarded by the public as an acceptable means
of ponulation control.

Eggs could be rermoved from nests once the
chsteh is complete {acting under a general
licence), but there is a possibility that the bird wil
simply lay a second clutch. To avoid this, eggs
may be treated to prevent hatching or replaced
with dummy eggs so that the goose incubates
the eggs as normal and then abandons the
clutch when they fail to hatch. There are a
variety of treatment methods that are permitted
under the general licences:

Egg eiling. Eggs may be coated with mineral oil
by rolling them in a small quantity of the oil
carried in a polythene bag. The mineral oil sold
as liquid paraffin (BP} in chemists is harmless to
the birds - note this is not paraffin fuel as used in
stoves etc. The oil blocks the pores in the
eggshell and starves the embryo of oxygen. This
technique is easy to carry cut, 100% effective in
preventing hatching and does not adversely
affect the sitting bird.

Egg pricking. This involves piercing the egg
with a pin or small nail and moving this rapidly

around inside the egg to kill the embryo before
returning the egg to the nest. Egg pricking must
be done carefully as if the bird detects that the
eggs are damaged she may desert the nest and
lay another clutch.

Boiting. Eggs may be boiled to kill the embryo
and returned o the nest. Providing that the
freatment is applied early in the incubation cycle,
ideally immediately after the clutch is complete,
all of these technigues are humane and effective
in preventing additional young birds being
recruited to the population.

However, because of the low mortality rate of
the adults, it may need 80% of all of the eggs on
a site to be treated for a number of years before
egg control alone will begin to show a reduction
in population size. If nests are hard to find or
manpower resources limited, egg control alone
is likely only to hold the problem at its present
level rather than to reduce it significantly.

Round-up and cull of adults during the moult
{under a general licence)

The quickest way to achieve a large scale
reduction in the number of Canada geese at a
sife is by the culling of fully grown birds. The
effect is immediate and, if the birds can be
captured during the moult, most, or all, of a
population can be removed. The principal
disadvantage of this technique is that i often
meets with a strong adverse reaction from the
public. The techniques also require scme
specialist knowledge and considerable
manpower if a large scale cull is to be carried
out effectively and humanely.

The most common way of removing birds is by
capture during the moult. Canada geese moult
all of their flight feathers simultanecusly, and, for
a period of four {0 six weeks around the end of
June and beginning of July, are unable to fly.

The birds form moulting flocks, remaining on the
water for most of the time to reduce the risk of
predation during this vulnerable period. A
number of small boats or canoces can be used {o
herd the birds towards the bank where a funnel
shaped enclosure made of chicken wire
supported by fencing stakes is erected. The
funnel leads into a catching pen with a
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removable door. The birds are forced up onto
the bank and into the mouth of the funnel. The
catching party then drive the birds into the funnel
and, eventually, into the pen and the door is
closed.

This technique requires seme experience if it is
to be carried ou successfully, and expert advice
shouid be sought. Smaller numbers of birds may
be captured using nets or similar davices,
provided that the method used does not
contravene Section 5 of the Wildlife and
Countryside Act 1981. It should aiso be noted
that when held in a pen, a net or in the hand, the
goose is protected under the Animal Welfare Act
2006 so making it an offence to cause
unnecessary suffering. Expert assistance in all
of these techniques should he employed.

Once captured, it is necessary to humanely
despatch the birds. A number of techniques are
allowed by law, but it is best (o seek professional
advice if a large number of birds needs to be
despatched. Employing a veterinary surgeon to
despatch the birds by lethal injection or to
oversee the whote operation may be advisable
to allay the concerns of the general pubiic. Note
that, once captured, the birds cannct be
released except under licence (see 'Further
information’). Therefore, if there is a possibility
that not alt captured birds will be despatched, a
licence to release Canada geese should be
sought before the operation is carried ot

Before embarking on the large scate destruction
of geese it is important to be sure that the birds
that you are removing are actuzlly the ones that
are causing the prablem. For example, birds
causing agricultural damage at a wintering site
may moult at a site a considerable distance
away. It should aiso be noted that at long
established breeding sites there may be a
surpius of birds waiting to occupy breeding
territories, but which moult elsewhere.

Thus, a cull of breeding birds may simply create
vacant territories for other birds to move into and
repeat culis may be necessary for a number of
years before the problem is finally brought under
control.

It should also be borne in mind that control of
adults in urban areas may atiract an adverse
public reaction, especially in public areas such
as parks.

The issue of disposal of carcasses must also be
considered, particularty for large numbers of
carcasses. Incineration or burial may be
considered but there are restrictions and
limitations on the use of either method. Three
suitable methods may be:

o incineration:
» sending fo a rendering plant; or
= landfill.

However, it is recommended that you check for
any restrictions or requirements in your
particular area and situation.

Examples of possible integrated
Management Strategies for problems
caused by Canada geese

The choice of which technigues to use in an IMS
will depend on a number of factors specific {o
the site in question; these include the biology
and movement patterns of the birds involved, the
severity of the probiem, the timescale in which
the problem needs to be resclved, possible
adverse public reaction, cost and manpower
constraints, and whether the purpose of control
falls under a relevant general licence. Examples
of IMS that might be developed for typical
situations are set out below. 1f in doubt, the
landowner or manager should take expert advice
on the development of an IMS suitable for his or
her particular circumstances.

Exampie 1

A public park with an ornamental lake and
lawns. A resident and growing population of 200
Canada geese with 15 pairs breeding on an
istand on the lake. Birds range widely over the
park, damaging lawns and bankside vegetation
and leaving large quantities of droppings which
are fouling grassed areas and paths. If the
fouling is considered to pose a risk to human
health and safety, action against Canada geese
and their nesis and eggs could be taken all year
round under the relevant general licence.
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Suggested iMS. The lake shore and island
should be fenced to prevent the birds walking
out fo feed. If other waterfow! are present, a
smali gap, of about 8 cm, at the bottom of the
fence will allow them to move in and out of the
water whilst restricting the movement of the
geese.

Consideration should be given to establishing
bankside vegetation that is resistant to damage
by the geese (the presence of the fence wili aid
establishment or reinstatement of damaged
areas).

Flutter tape or other scarers may be deployed to
keep the geese off badly damaged areas. In
order to prevent further population increase, the
eggs of any birds that breed on the island
(despite the fencing) should be treated under the
relevant general licence {for the purpose of
preserving public heaith and safety) if droppings
in public areas pose a hazard to the general
public using the park.

These technigues should be monitored for at
least two years in order to assess their
effectiveness. If problems persist, a cull of birds
may be necessary, with sufficient birds being
captured during the moult to reduce the
population to the desired level, followed by
ongoing egg control to keep the population
under control.

Example 2

A keepered couniry estate with a large lake
which is used as a fishery and a waterfowl shoot
in winter. A summer population of 200 Canada
geese with 40 breeding pairs along the fake
shore, Non-breeding kirds moult at a large
reservoir nearby and additional birds from other
breeding sites frequent the water in winter,
swelling the population to 400 birds. The geese
are damaging grazing pasture and destroying
bankside vegetation which is used as nesting
habitat by other waterfowl. Canada goose
droppings are thought io be polluting the water.

Suggested IMS. Increasing the in-season
shooting pressure on the geese may be
sufficient to encourage the wintering population
to move to the other waters nearhy.

The estate could consider organised geose
shoots which may help to bring in income. Visual
or acoustic scarers should be deployed to
protect grazing pasture from damage during the
summer months. Out of season shooting o
augment this scaring could be carried out under
the general licence for the purpose of preventing
damage to the grazing pasture and possibly the
fishery.

The summering population couid be further
managed by fencing the lake edge and planting
unpalatable barrier vegetation (which would
double as nesting cover for other waterfowl!
species). If this was insufficient to reduce
numbers of breeding birds, the landowner could
{under a relevant general licence) treat eggs fo
prevent hatching.

Culling is unlikely to be immediately effective in
this case unless the exercise can be carried out
both on the estate lake and the nearby reservoir.
A cull on the estate lake would simply make
breeding territories available fo non-breeding
birds which would rapidly move in, necessitating
repeat culls aver a number of years.

Example 3

A farm adjacent to a large reservoir, part of
which is & designated nature reserve. A resident
population of 600 Canada geese with 30
breeding pairs ogcupy the reservoir all year
round. The hirds fly out from the reservoir to
feed, damaging newly sprouted winter cereals
and other crops.

Suggested IMS. In these circumstances, the
attitude of the reservoir managers and others
with interests in managing the nature reserve
{eg local wildlife trusts etc) are crucial. If the
owners of the reservoir are opposed to any
control action designed to reduce the population,
then the farmer is limited to shooting in season
and under a general licence (to prevent damage
to crops), scaring, or changing his cropping
patierns to minimise damage.

Considerable effort and expense may be
required to sustain the scaring effort needed
over the period necessary to protect his crop.
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Acoustic and visual scarers should be deployed
and moved at regular intervals to maximise their
effect.

Regular shooting of the Canada geese should
aid the effectiveness of the scaring, and may
encaurage the hirds {o feed elsewhere,
especially if there are alternative feeding sites
nearby. Population management {under the
general licence for the purpose of preventing
serious damage ta crops}, either in the form of
egg control, or a flightless cuil, would conly be
possible with the co-operation of the owners of
the reservoir.

Further information

In England, further advice on dealing with
Canada goose problems, as weli as problems
caused by other birds and mammals can be
obtained by contacting Wildlife Management and
Licensing at:

Natural £ngland, Wildlife Licensing Unit, First
Floor, Temple Quay House, 2 The Square,
Bristol, BS1 6EB

Telephone: 0845 601 4523 (local rate)
Fax: 0845 601 3438 (local rate)E-maik:
wildiife@naturalengland.org.uk

The generat licences and a range of leaflets on
wildlife topics, are available online at:
www.nafuralengiand.org.ulkiourworki/regulati
on/wildlife/default.aspx

Natural England Technical information Notes are
available to download from the Natural England
website: www.naturalengland.org.uk. In
particilar see;

« Technical Information Note TIN046: Control of
Canada geese: round-up and cull during the
moutit {flightless period)

For information on other Natural England
publications contact the Naturat England Enquiry
Service on 0845 600 3078 or e-mail
enguiries@naturalengland.org.uk

Advice on biology and management

s Natural England's Wildlife Licensing Unit
{address above}.

» Food and Enviranment Research Agency
{formerly Central Science Laboratory), Sand
Hutton, York, YO41 11.Z.

+ The Wildfowl and Wetlands Trust, Slimbridge,
Gloucestershire, GL2 7BT.

Advice on scaring techniques

» Natural England's Wildlife Licensing Unit
(address above)

= National Farmers Union, Agriculture House,
164 Shaftesbury Avenue, London, WC2H 8HL.
Tel: 0171 331 7200

¢ Civil Aviation Authority, CAA House, 45-59
Kingsway, London, WC2B 6TE. Tel. 020 7379
7311

s The British Association for Shooting and
Conservation {(BASC), Marford Mill, Rossett,
Wrexham, LL12 OHL. Tel: 01244 573000. E-
mail: eng@basc.demon.co.uk

e BASC’s fact sheet Canada geese: a guide to
legal conirol measures is available from the
BASC website:www.basc.org.uk/

Advice on shooting and connected issues

o The British Association for Shooting and
Conservation (address above).

Advice on carcase disposal and acoustic
scarers

s Local Authority - (your Local Authorities
address can be found in the ielephone
directory).

Further reading

Allan J.R. Kirby J.8. & Feare C.J. (1985) The
biclogy of Canada geese {Branta canadensis) in
relation to the management of feral populations.
Wildiife Biotogy Vol. 1 p 129-143.

Depariment of the Environment Transport and
the Regions {1998) Population Dynarnics of
Canada Geese in Great Britain and Implications
for Future Management. Repart by Wildfowl and
Wetlands Trust and British Trust for Ornithology.

Department of the Environment Transport and
the Regions (1998) Canada Goose Research
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Project: Controf Measures and Study of Related
Canada Goose FProblems.

Wandsworth Berough Council (undated) London
Lakes Project Overview Document. Gbtainable
from Wandsworth BC price £15

Mational Farmers Union: Leaflet; code of
practice on hird scaring

This leaflet was produced by Natural Engtand
and the Central Science Laboratory, now known
as the Food and Envircnmental Research
Agency (FERA}.

Photograph courtesy of Anthony O'Connor,
Natural England.

Footnote : Amended in England and Wales
through the Countryside and Rights of Way Act
2000, the Wildlife and Countryside (England and
Wales) {Amendment) Regulations 2004, and in
Scotland through the Nature Conservation
(Scottand) Act 2004.
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Aonex B - Team 3

The Canada goose population in southern Britain numbers over 80,000 birds and is still increasing. However, in
recent years the overall rate of growth has slowed and in some areas numbers have stabilised or declined. The
geese live in local populations, usually of up to a few hundred birds, which remain around one or two water
bodies that offer suitable habitats for breeding, roosting etc. Because the geese have relatively few predators,
and can produce four or five young per year, numbers at particular sites can grow very rapidly and significant
problems may OCGur.

Any management techniques used to control the problems caused by Canada geese must be legal and should
take account of the fact that Canada geese are a popular species with many members of the general public.

This guidance note aims fo provide land managers with the information that they need to manage difficulties
caused by Canada geese in a way that is effective, legal and sensitive to public opinion.

Eirst Edition Rural Development “§¢ j
Published July 2005 Service |
|




The Protected Status of VWiid Canada
Geoese

The Canada goose, like all wild birds in Britain, is
protected under the EC Wild Birds Directive
implemented in Great Britain through the Wildfife and
Countryside Act {(1981) as amended’. This Act makes
it an offence to capture, kill or injure Canada geese , or
to damage or take their nests or eggs. There are
exceptions, the most important of which relate to the
open season and to actions licensed under Section
16 of the Act.

Qpen season

Canada geese can be legally shot by authorised
persons (i.e. persons acting with the authority of the
tandowners, occupiers and the owners of the shooting
rights to the land involved) or trapped by approved
methods during the epen season {between September
1st and January 31st, or February 20th inclusive on the
foreshore) except on Sundays. Care must be taken to
ensure that other regulations concerning firearms
safety, capture methods efc. are adhered to.

Licensed action

Defra issues a series of general licences under section
16 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981. These
allow Canada geese to be killed or taken, and their
aggs and nests to be taken, damaged or destroyed for
the following purposes {the reference number of the
relevant licence is given in brackets):

8 preserving public health or safety (WLF100088);
preserving air safety (WLF 100085},

8 preventing the spread of disease and preventing
serious damage to livestock, foodstuffs for livestock,
crops, vegetables, fruit, growing timber, fisheries or
inland waters {(WLF18).

Action can be taken under these licences at any time
by authorised persons (e.g. persons acting with the
authority of the owners or occupier — see the general
licences for a full definition).

Action under the authority of a general licence is only
permitted if the person contemplating such action is
satisfied thai appropriate non-lethal metheds of control
are either ineffective or impracticable. Each general
licence specifies a number of conditions that must be
complied with, It is therefore essential that anyone
considering taking action under a general licence reads
the relevant licence before acting.

General licences are publishad on Defra’s Wildlife
Management website, and advice on their application
is available from staff in the National Wildlife
Management Team. The website address and contact
details are given at the end of this leafiet.

Care musi be iaken to ensure that other regulations
concerning firearms safety, capture methods, etc. are
adhered to.

Prchibited methods

Certain methods of killing and taking birds are
prohibited. These inciude the use of nets, automatic
and semi-automatic weapens, and poisoned or
stupefying substances. For full details see section 5 of
ihe Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981. Anyone seeking
to use a prehibited mathod must apply for a licence
from either the Department for Environment, Feod and
Rural Affairs (Defra) or English Nature. English Nature
issue licences for the control of Canada geese for
conservation purposes (see Further Information
section below).

The Bwlagy and Behawiour of Canada
Geass

in order to develop an effective management strategy
far any nuisance wildlife, it is necessary to understand
enough about the biology of the species and the local
population involved to be able to predict the cutcome
of whichever management technigues are chosen.
This section gives a brief point by point overview of the
biology of Canada geese in Britain insofar as it affects
the management of the species.

Breeding

i@ A single cluich of around 6 eggs is laid in early April
each year.

# Incubation, solely by the female, takes 28-30 days.

Nests are usually close to water bodies, often on
islands which provide some protection from
predators such as foxes and dogs.

2 The adult goose defends a small territory around
the nest, but is willing to tolerate other pairs nesting
nearby, so large colonies can build up on sites with
enough nesting territories and adequate food
supplies.

B The geese are aggressive in defence of their nests
and will attack other Canada geese, other
waterfowl, and even humans who approach too
closely.

Fledging and the moult

The hatched young are flightless for 10 weeks and
are protected by the aduits on the water at the
breeding site.

& Mortality rates are highest for very young fledglings,
but become little different from adults once the bird
is more than a few weeks old.

2 The adult birds moult around the end of June and
are unable to fly for a 3-4 week period.



@ During the moult both adult and juvenile birds must
feed from the water or walk to find food.

The amount of suitable food available at a site
during the moult pericd may be important in
governing the number of birds that it can support.

# Some birds, which have either not attempted to
breed or which have failed to raise a brood,
undertake longer journeys to find the best sites to
moutt.

& Canada geese tend to moult on larger sites with
easy access between open water and suitable
feading areas of short grass.

Dispersal

@ The geess normally remain close to the site where
they hatched, and once young birds mature they
may wait several years for a breeding territory to
hbecome available.

@ Large flocks of non-breeding adults may thus buitd
up at certain sites.

2 Some Canada geese remain faithful to their home
area for life, even if apparently suitable water bodies
with no Canada geese present are available nearby.
Others may be resident at many sites, with certain
sites used just for breeding, moulting or wintering.

8 Small numbers abandon their home area either to
join other groups or to establish new colonies.

Wintering

B Unlike their North American ancestors, Canada
geese in Britain are mostly non-migratory, moving
only short distances between breeding and
wintering sites within their local area.

& Birds may fly out from the water bodies where they
roost to regular winter feeding sites such as
waterside grazing pasture, amenity grassland, etc.
They may also move around their home range
taking advantage of feeding opportunities such as
sprouting winter cereals or root crops as they
become avaitable

Causes of mortality

Adult Canada geese have few natural predators in
Britain, and most of the known causes of recorded
mortality are associated with man's activities.
Annual mortality is estimated at between 10 and
20% of the whole population. Juvenile birds have
the same level of mortality as adults once they
reach their first moult.

B The causes of death are:

8 867% shooting

8 4% hitting power lines

@ 6% predation
# 23% unknown,

There is little evidence that natural factors (such as
lirnited food avaiiability), which could become more
severe as numbers of birds increase, act to conirol
Canada goose numbers.

2 Low annual mortality, high reproductive rates and
the availability of suitable habitat gives the
popuiation scope to increase in the absence of
management measures.

Problems Caussd by Canada Geese
Grazing and trampiing

Canada geese are herbivores, grazing on both fand
and water plants.

B [Damage to amenity grassland in public parks,
where the geese may occupy regular feeding and
roosting sites all year round, can be severe.

2 Unsightly and unhygienic areas of mud and
droppings which are expensive to re-seed
frequently oceur.

The geese may trample as weli as graze pasture
and craps.

Fouling with droppings
Because of their inefficient digestive system and the

low nutrient value of plant material, Canada geese
may need to eat large guaniities of vegetation.

When grazing they may produce droppings at a rate
of one every 6 minutes.

8 The droppings contain bacteria that may be harmful
if fagcal matter is inadvertently swallowed and they
also make grassed areas unattractive and paths
slippery.

& If the droppings are passed into water bodies they
may cause increased nutrient loadings leading to
possible toxic algal blooms and low oxygen levels in
the water.

Damage to wildiife habitat

B Canada geese can damage the habitat of other
wildlife, for example by grazing or trampling nesting
sites of other bird species.

Destruction of waterside habitat, such as reed beds,
hy Canada geese can be a significant problem,
leading ta erosion of river banks in some cases.

Exciuding other wildlife

@ There is little hard evidence that Canada geese
cause significant problems by competing directly
with other wildlife.

8]



Aggressive confrontations do occur, and there is
some evidence of other large waterfowl being
excluded by, or excluding, Canada geese from a
preferred breeding site.

Such interactions are rare, however, and are thought to
have little effect on the overall populations of other
native waterfowl.

Birdstrike hazards to dircraft

© The large size of Canada geese makes a collision
with an aircraft a particularly hazardous event.

Although no fatal incidents have occurred in the
United Kingdom, serious collisions have occurred
elsewhere. For example, following a collision with a
flock of Canada geese, a United States Air Force
AWACS aircraft (a large four-engined jet) crashed
kiliing all on board.

8 The aviation industry continues to express concern
about the increasing numbers of Canada geese on
water bodies near aerodromes.

B Planning applications involving the creation of water
bodies suitable for Canada geese close to
aerodromes may be refused on the grounds of flight
safety.

FMaragement Techrigie=s
integrated Management Strategies (IMS) for
Canada Geese

Experience has shown that it is unlikely that a single
management technigue will be fully effective in
controlling a problem caused by Canada geese. For
example:

# Fencing an area to keep birds off may cause thern
to move to an alternative site close by where they
could also cause damage. This may be a suitable
option if damage is acceptable on other areas of the
site.

| Preventing reproduction by treating eggs to stop
hatching will not immediately reduce the population
of aduits {(and hence the levels of damage or
nuisance).

B Culling the adult population at a site may simply
allow non-breeding adults from nearby waters to
move in to vacated breeding territories.

In those cases where effective management of the
problem has been achieved, integrated management
strategies which combine a number of techniques have
invariably been employed. One of the most effective
Canada goose management programmes to date
involved the development of an IMS that combined
reduction of adult numbers, reproductive control and
fencing to exclude birds, carried out by Wandsworth

Borough Council as part of a larger programme to
improve the quality of its urban park lakes.

The scaile of management required for a successiul
s

Although the damage or nuisance caused by a group
of Canada geese may be occusring at only cne site, it
is important o remember that the population of geese
to which the birds beloeng may be spread over a
number of nearby waters. When developing an IMS for
a particular situation, it will often be necessary to
manage birds away from the site where the problem
actually occurs. This is especially important if
population reduction is to be inciuded in the IMS. For
example, if scaring or habitat management proved
insufficient to control a problem at a wirtering site, and
poputation reduction by egg control or culling became
necessary, the breeding and moulting sites used by the
wintering birds would need to be identified and the co-
operation of the reievant landowners obtained before
this strategy could be implemented.

Available techniques for the control of prablems
caused by Canada Geese

The choice of which technigues to combine inte an IMS
will depend upon the type of damage occurring, the
type of control needed to reduce the damage to
acceptable levels, the biology and distribution of the
hirds involved and the cost of management relative to
the seriousness of the problem. A series of examples
are given in the ‘Examples of possible Integrated
Management Strategies for problems caused by
Canada Geese section of this leaflet.

The techniques available fall into two broad categories;
the controi of behaviour, by scaring or excluding the
birds from the site in guestion, and the control of
numbers, by manipulating the breeding rate or rate of
mortality of adult birds. Some of these techniques,
especially those involving the manipulation of bird
numbers, are permitted by a general licence, and
hence can only be carried out for certain purpases, It
should be remembered that complete elimination of
Canada geese may not he feasible, so consideration
should be given to whether the presence of these
geese can be tolerated on parts of the site. Where an
action is only permitted by a general licence, this is
indicated below.

Behaviour madification {scarmg, exclusion,
epellent chemicals)

Visual scarers
Ground basad scarers

Most visual scarers rely on a wild animal’s natural fear
of the unfamiliar. Scarecrows of various designs, flags



and flapping tapes have ali been employed to deter
geese from areas such as sprouting crops. However,
even migratory goose species learn to ignore these
deterrents and Canada geese, which often live close to
man, are used to man-made items. Scarecrows,
whether human or animat effigies, windmills, rotating
mirrors etc., should be placed in the centre of the area
where problems are occurring and should be moved
every 2 or 3 days io maximise their effect. Flags or
flutter tape should be attached to upright poles at
regular intervals across the affected area. In general,
the closer the spacing of the flags the greater the
deterrent effect is likely to be. Visual scarers may be
effective for short term deterrence of Canada geese
from sensitive areas, especially if alternative sites are
available nearby.

¥ies and balioons

Other visual scaring technigues include kites and
balloons, often painted with large eyes or made in the
shape of predatory birds. A threat from above may be
more intimidating for birds which naturally fear being
attacked by birds of prey, and a single balloon may
deter birds from a larger area than a ground based
scarer. The devices should be set to fly above the
problem area during normal wind conditions. They may
need to be re-set if wind direction changes and may
not fly well in heavy rain or very strong winds. As with
ground based scarers, birds will eventually learn to
ignore them and they are best used as short term
deterrents when alternative sites are available for the
birds to move to.

Kites and balloons are covered by specific aviation
legislation. If you wish to use either of these methods
as visual scarers you are advised to consult with the
Civit Aviation Authority as certain restrictions may be
applicable. Their address is given at the end of this
leafiet.

Peablems with visual scarers

Although effective in the short term, visual scarers
have some drawbacks, particularly in situations such
as public parks. The scarers may be unatiractive and
interfere with recreational use of areas and could be
subject to theft. They aiso require maintenance and
some need to be moved on a reguiar basis fo
maximise their effect. Visual scarers are particularly
appropriate for use to protect agricultural crops where
the geese need to be excluded for a limited period of
time such as during sowing or harvesting.

Acoustic scarers

Acoustic scarers, from the commonly used gas cannon
through recorded hird calls to complex solar powered

artificial sound generators, are all marketed as being
effective in deterring Canada geese. Most will deter the
birds from relatively small areas provided that there are
alternative areas for them tc use for roosting or feeding
nearby. Like visual scarers, the birds will eventually
tearn that they offer no threat, although their
effectiveness can be prolonged by moving the scarers
every two or three days. Acoustic scarers are often
hidden {by deplaying them at the edge of a field or
behind hay bales or other screens) so that the birds
cannot see where the sound is coming from. This is
thought to prolong the time before the birds realise that
the sound represenis no threat, but there is little
scientific evidence to support this assertion. ltis
advised that you consult your Local Authority if you
choose to use acoustic scarers because of their
powers under the Environment Protection Act 1280
Part 11l in respect of noise nuisance which embraces
the use of gas bangers and electronic sound
generating scaring devices.

Problems with acoustic scarers

As with visual scarers, acoustic scarers may be
unsuitable for use in areas frequenied by the public
due to the sudden loud noises inveived, and the
refatively expensive equipment may be subject to theft
or vandalism. These systems are more likely to be of
use to protect agricultural crops or to deter birds from
istands or similar remote areas.

Combined visuallacoustic

Some scaring systems combine visual and acoustic
stimuli in order to enhance the deterrent effect. Such
systems vary from gas cannons which shoot a
projectie up a pole when the cannon goes off (in order
to simulate a shot bird falling to the ground) o an
inflatable rubber man which emerges from a box
accompanied by a loud klaxon. The combination of
visual and acoustic stimuli may lengthen the time
before the birds habituate {o the scarers, and they will
benefit from being moved every 2 or 3 days. All of
these systems have the same drawbacks as visuat or
acoustic scarers alone and are suitable for use in
simitar situations.

Human operated bird control

For many bird species the most effective bird scarer is
a human being, armed either with a harmless scaring
device such as a flag or firework, or with a shotgun.
Where Canada geese are regularly shot, the simple
presence of a human may be sufficient to deter birds
from an area. In rnost situations, however, Canada
geese show little fear of man, particularly where they
are used to being fed by the public. Even if the geese
can be trained to fear humans, the deterrent will only



be effective if it is continuously deployed whenever the
geese are present. The resulting high cost of human
operated scaring of Canada geese, by whatever
method, means that it is usually only an effective
option when the damage caused is extremely
expensive, or where the risks o heaith and safety are
extreme (e.g. in preventing birdstrikes to aircraft}

Shoeting to support scaring

It is widely believed that periadic shooting of a small
number of birds helps to make them more wary, thus
making acoustic and visuat scarers more effective.
While non-lethal shooting to scare can be carried out
throughott the vear, lethal shooting during the close
season or on a Sunday is only permitted under the
authority of a licence (see "Protected Status” section
for guidance on licences). Any shooting, whether in the
open or close season, must comply with the
requirements of the Firearms Act 1968 (as amended).

Chemical repellents

A number of products are currentty under development
which, when sprayed on vegetation, harmlessly repel
wildlife from areas where they are not wanted. Some of
these products are currently on sale in the USA and
have met with mixed success. At present, there is no
repellent chemical available in the UK that is approved
for use and is effective against Canada geese. Further
fieid testing will be required before a proper evaluation
of available repelient chemicals can be made in the
future

Habitat management

It may be possible to permanently alter an area where
Canada geese are causing problems to make the site
permanently unaitractive to them. Whilst the features
that make a water suitable for Canada geese are not
fully understood, enough is known about the biclogy of
the birds to allow a number of suggestions for habitat
madifications to be made.

Landscaping: bank steepening and island removal

As with fencing {see below), making it more difficult for
Canada geese to walk out of water bodies onto feeding
areas by stespening banks may encourage the birds fo
move elsewhere. Avoiding shaliow marginal areas
which support water plants will atso restrict the food
supply for the geese, but this may adversely affect
other waterfowl and/or damage the rest of the aquatic
habitat. Safety concerns arising from deep water and
steep banks in public areas would also need to be
considered. Because Canada geese prefer {o breed on
islands, the complete removal of an island could be
considered if fencing proved ineffective in discouraging
the birds. Low lying islands could be effectively

removed by raising water levels in some
circumstances. As with all other exclusion or habitat
modification technigues, the effect on other wildlife
would need to be considered before embarking on
such a project.

Barrier planting. marginal vegetation, trees

Establishing areas of dense vegstation along the
shores of water bodies (possibly concealing a cheaper
fence structure) or breaking up large grass areas with
planting which restricts the bird's view of the water
{(and hence reduces its feeling of safety) have all
proved effective in certain circumstances. |f Canada
geese do fly out to feed in small areas flanked by
hedges and trees, they prefer a shallow climb out
angle to aid their escape. Thus, the taller the
surrounding vegetation relative to the size of the field
or other grazed area the less likely the geese are to
use it

Raeducing avaitable foraging areas adjacent to
water bodies by changing ground cover

It may be possible to reduce or eliminate Canada
goose damage to amenity areas by changing the
ground cover planting to species that are not palatable
to the geese. Grourd cover piants with tough leaves,
such as lvy, and many shrub species are not readily
eaten by Canada geese and planting the fringes of
lakes with a combination of barrier planting and
unpaiatable ground cover may reduce the feeding
opportunities to the point where the geese move
elsewhere. Also, aliowing short grass to grow long/or
mowing alternative feeding areas can alse be
successful in moving geese within a site and may even
reduce geese numbers. However, it shouid be noted
that a change in planting may aiso affect other
waterfowl.

Exclusion

Where scaring of Canada geese is not desirable, it
may be possible to exciude the birds from sensifive
areas by physically preventing them from gaining
access. As with scaring techniques, exclusion is likely
to be most effective if alternative sites are available for
the birds to move to, However these techniques may
create some difficulties as they affect other waterfowl
species as well as Canada geese. The erection of
fences along a lakeside may also have implications for
public safety if someone were to fall into the water and
be unable o get out easily.

Feneing

Perhaps the most cbvious way to exclude Canada
geese is to fence sensitive areas to prevent them
gaining access. Despite the fact that the geese can fly,
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evern low fences of between 0.3 - 1m high can be
effective in excluding them from some areas as ihey
prefer to walk to their feeding and roosting sites if
possible, often landing and taking off from water. Thus,
fencing the edge of a lake may be sufficient to cause
the geese to move elsewhere if they are unable fo walk
easily out of the water. Canada geese dislike enclosed
areas where they cannot easily escape from predators.
Barriers that divide an area into smaller units may
therefore help to discourage the birds from using the
site concerned.

Fences have also been successiully used to exclude
Canada geese from breeding and roosting sites,
especially where alternative sites were available
nearby. Fencing the perimeter of park lakes is not
necessarily an expensive option because a simple post
and chicken wire fence will suffice if properly erected,
but a more decorative and permanent structure may
involve a significant cost. Fencing may be a particularly
effective option at sites used by moulting Canada
geese because if they are prevented from walking out
of the water whilst they cannot fly they will not be able
to access the protected areas. Care should be taken,
however, fo ensure that moulting birds and newly hatch
young have access to sufficient suitable grazing areas
so they do not starve. A gap at the bottom of the fence
of about 8cm will allow smaller waterfowl access to the
land. However, any fencing wifl also deter other geese
and mute swans.

Changing cropping patterns

Where agricultural damage is occurring, it may be
possible to change the crops being grown to those less
susceptible to damage by Canada geese, or to move
to crops which are most vulnerable when the geese
are elsewhere. This wouid obviously require a batance
to be siruck between the economics of moving to a
different crop compared to the cost of either tolerating
or controliing the damage being suffered.

Population management

In situations where serious problems are being
encountered and where habitat management, scaring
or exclusion techniques are inappropriate or have been
tried and have failed, it may be necessary to reduce
the scale of the problem by reducing the size of the
goose popuiation at a particular site. There are a
number of techniques that can be used for population
management. A range of techniques are permitted
under general licence. Trapping and shooting are also
permitted during the open season. No method
prohibited under section 5 Wildlife of the Countryside
Act 1881 may be used.

Relocation

Section 14 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981
prohibits the release of Canada geese into the wild
without a licence, This offence carries a penalty of a
custodial sentence and/or a fine.

The initial response to the first problems caused by
Canada geese in the 1950’s and 60's was to caplure
the birds during the flightless period of the moult and to
move them to other waters where there were no
Canada geese at the time. Many of the relocated birds
simply returned fo their original home, whilst those that
did remain on the new site began fo reproduce rapidly
in the new habitat and problems soon began to oceur
at the new sites as well. it is thought that these
translocations played a significant part in the sudden
rapid expansion of the Canada goose population which
is continuing today, Because further translocations are
likely to accelerate the geographic spread of the
species, and may also speed up population growth in
newly colonised areas, it is unlikely that licences will be
granted to relocate Canada geese in the foreseeable
future.

For advice on licensing the release of Canada geese
contact the Non-native Regulation Team {see “Further
Information” for details}).

Shooting {during open season or under a general
licence)

Canada geese may be legally shot during the open
season {1st September to 31st January, or 20th
February inclusive on the foreshore}, or under a
general licence, by authorised persons (see The
Protected Status of Wild Canada Geese’ section of this
leaflet). Intensive shooting to reduce population size
has additional drawbacks in that it can disturb other
waterfowl, and may not be possible in public parks etc.
for safety and public relations reasons.

Shooting {under specific licences) has been shown to
be effective in scaring Brent Geese, and a sustained
programme of shooting during the open season and
under a general licence during the close season is
likely to he effective against Canada geese.

It should be noted that the sale of dead Canada geese
is prohibited under the Wildlife and Countryside Act
1981, therefore arrangements for disposal must be
made if birds are shot in large numbers. Carcasses
should not be left in places which will be visible to the
public. However providing they are not sold, they may
be eaten.

Any shooting must be in compliance with the Firearms
Act 1968 (as amended).



Egg control {under a generai licence)

Treating the eggs of Canada geese o prevent haiching
is one of the most commoniy used population controt
fechniques during the close season. It is easily carried
out and requires effort annually over a limited period. It
is also generally regarded by the public as an
acceptable means of population contrel. Eggs could be
removed from nests once the clutch is complete {(acting
under a general licence), but there is a possibility that
the bird will simply lay a second clutch. To avoid this,
eggs may be treated to prevent hatching or replaced
with dummy eggs so that the goose incubates the egygs
as normat and then abandons the clutch when they fail
to hatch. There are a variety of treatment methods that
are permitted under the general licences:

® Egg oiling. Eggs may be coated with mineral oil by
rolting them in a small quantity of the oil carried in a
polythene bag. The mineral oil scld as liquid paraffin
{BP} in chemists is harmless to the birds - note this
is not paraffin fuel as used in stoves etc. The ail
blocks the pores in the eggshell and starves the
embryo of oxygen. This technique is easy to carry
out, 100% effective in preventing hatching and does
not adversely affect the sitting bird.

Egg pricking. This involves piercing the egg with a
pint or smali nail and rmoving this rapidly around
inside the egg to kill the embryo before returning the
egg to the nest. Egg pricking must be done carefully
as if the bird detects that the eggs are damaged she
may desert the nest and lay another clutch.

& Boiling. Eggs may be boiled to kill the embryo and
returned o the nest.

Providing that the treatment is applied early in the
incubration cycle, ideally immediately after the clutch is
complete, all of these technigues are humane and
effective in preventing additional young birds being
recruited to the population. However, because of the
low mortality rate of the adults, it may need 80% of all
of the eggs on a site to be treated for a number of
years before egg control alone will begin to show a
reduction in population size. If nests are hard to find or
manpower resources limited, egg control alone is likely
only to hold the problem at its present level rather than
to reduce it significantly.

Round-up and cull of adulis during the moult
(under a general licence)

The quickest way to achieve a large scale reduction in
the number of Canada geese at a site is by the culling
of fully grown birds. The effect is immediate and, if the
birds can be captured during the moutt, most, or ali, of
a popuiation ¢an be removed. The principal

disadvantage of this fechnique is that it often meets
with a strong adverse reaction from the public. The
techniques also require some specialist knowledge and
considerable manpower if 2 large scale cull is to be
carried out effectively and humanely.

The most common way of removing birds is by capture
during the mouit. Canada geese moult all of their flight
feathers simultanecusly, and, for a period of four to six
weeks around the end of June and beginning of July,
are unzble to fiy. The hirds form moulting flocks,
remaining on the water for most of the time to reduce
the risk of predation during this vuinerable period. A
number of smail boats or canoes can be used to herd
the birds towards the bank where a funnel shaped
enclosure made of chicken wire supported by fencing
stakes is erected. The funnel leads into a catching pen
with a removable door. The birds are forced up onto
the bank and into the mouth of the funnei. The catching
party then drive the birds into the funnei and,
eventually, into the pen and the door is closed. This
technigque requires some experience if it is to be
carried out successfully, and expert advice should be
sought. Smailer numbers of birds may be captured
using nets or similar devices, provided that the method
used does not contravene Section 5 of the Wildlife and
Countryside Act 1981. Again, expert assistance should
be empioyed.

Once captured, it is necessary to humanely despatch
the birds. A number of techniques are allowed by law,
but it is best to seek professional advice if a large
number of birds needs to be despatched. Employing a
veterinary surgeon to despatch the birds by lethal
injection or to oversee the whole operation may be
advisable to altay the concerns of the general public.
Note that, once captured, the birds cannot be released
except under licence (see Further Information).
Therefore, if there is a possibility that not all captured
birds will be despaiched, a licence to release Canada
geese should be sought before the operation is carried
aut.

Before embarking on the large scale destruction of
geese it is important to be sure that the birds that you
are removing are actually the ones that are causing the
problem. For example, birds causing agricuitural
damage at a wintering site may moult at a site a
considerable distance away. it should also be noted
that at long established breeding sites there may be &
surplus of birds waiting to occupy breeding territories,
but which moult elsewhere. Thus, a cull of breeding
birds may simply create vacant territories for other
birds to move intc and repeat cuils may be necessary
for a number of years before the problem is finaily



brought under contral. It should also be borne in mind
that condrol of aduits in urban areas may attract an
adverse public reaction, especially in public areas such
as parks.

The issue of disposal of carcasses must also be
considered, particularly for large numbers of
carcasses. Incineration or burial may be considered
but there are restrictions and limitations on the use of
either method. Three suitable methods may be:

2 incineration;
@ sending fo a rendering plant; or
8 landfill

However, you should consult your tocal authority in the
first instance about suitable methods for your particular
situation.

Examples of possible Integrated
Management Strategles for problems
caused by Canada Geese

The choice of which technigues to use in an IMS will
depend on a number of factors specific to the site in
question; these include the biclogy and movement
patterns of the birds involved, the severity of the
problem, the timescale in which the problem needs to
be resolved, possible adverse public reaction, cost and
manpower constraints, and whether the purpose of
conirol falls under a relevant generat licence.
Examples of IMS that might be developed for typical
sifuaiions are set out below. If in doubt, the landowner
or manager should take expert advice on the
development of an IMS suitable for his or her particular
circumstances.

Example 1

A public park with an ornamental lake and lawns. A
resident and growing population of 200 Canada geese
with 15 pairs breeding on an island on the [ake. Birds
range widely over the park, damaging lawns and
bankside vegetation and leaving large quantities of
droppings which are fouling grassed areas and paths.
if the fouling is considered to pose a risk to human
health and safety, action against Canada geese and
their nests and eggs could be taken all year round
under the relevant general licence.

Suggested I#1S:

The lake shore and island should be fenced to prevent
the birds waiking out to feed. If other waterfowl are
present, a small gap, of about 8 cm, at the bottom of
the fence will aliow them to move in and out of the
water whilst restricting the movement of the geese.
Consideration should be given to establishing bankside
vegetation that is resistant to damage by the geese
{the presence of the fence will aid establishment or

reinstatement of damaged areas). Flutter tape or other
scarers may be deployed to keep the geese off badly
damaged areas. In order to prevent further population
increase, the eggs of any birds that breed on the island
{despite the fencing) should be treated under the
relevant general licence {for the purpose of preserving
public heatlth and safety) if droppings in public areas
pose a hazard to the general public using the park.
These technigues should be monitored for at least two
years in order to assess their effectiveness. [f problems
persist, a cull of birds may be necessary, with sufficient
birds being captured during the moult to reduce the
population to the desired level, followed by ongoing
egg control to keep the population under conirol.

Example 2

A keepered country estate with a large lake which is
used as a fishery and a waterfowl shoot in winter. A
summer population of 200 Canada geese with 40
breeding pairs along the lake shore. Non-breeding
birds moult at a large reservoir nearby and additional
birds from other breeding sifes frequent the water in
winter, swelling the population to 400 birds. The geese
are damaging grazing pasture and destroying bankside
vegetation which is used as nesting habitat by other
waterfowl. Canada goose droppings are thought to be
poltuting the water.

Suggested IMS:

Increasing the in-season shooting pressure on the
geese may be sufficient to encourage the wintering
population to move to the other waters nearby. The
estate could consider organised goose shoots which
may heip to bring in income. Visual or acoustic scarers
should be deployed to protect grazing pasture from
damage during the summer months. Out of season
shooting to augment this scaring could be carried out
under the general licence for the purpose of preventing
damage to the grazing pasture and possibly the
fishery. The summering populaticn could be further
managed by fencing the lake edge and planting
unpalatable barrier vegetation (which would doubie as
nesting cover for other waterfow| species). If this was
insufficient to reduce numbers of breeding birds, the
landowner could {under a relevant general licence)
freat eggs to prevent hatching. Culling is unlikely to be
immediately effective in this case unless the exercise
can be carried out both on the estate lake and the
nearby reservoir. A cull on the estate lake would simply
make breeding territories available to non-breeding
birds which would rapidly move in, necessitating repeat
culls over a number of years.



Example 3

A farm adjacent io a large reservoir, part of which is a
designated nature reserve. A resident population of
6800 Canada geese with 30 breeding pairs occupy the
reservoir all year round. The birds fly out from the
reservoir to feed, damaging newly sprouted winter
cereats and other crops.

Suggested IMS:

In these circumstances, the attitude of the reservoir
managers and others with interests in managing the
nature reserve (e.g. focal wildlife trusts etc.} are crucial.
If the owners of the reservoir are oppesed to any
control action designed to reduce the population, then
the farmer is limited to shooting in season and under a
general licence (to prevent damage io crops), scaring,
or changing his cropping patterns to minimise damage.
Considerable effort and expense may be reguired to
sustain the scaring effort needed over the period
necessary to protect his crop. Acoustic and visual
scarers should be deployed and moved at regular
intervals to maximise their effect. Regular shooting of
the Canada geese should aid the effectiveness of the
scaring, and may encourage the birds to feed
elsewhere, especially if there are alternative feeding
sites nearby. Population management (under the
general licence for the purpose of preventing serious
damage ta crops), either in the form of egg control, or a
flightless cull, would only be possible with the co-
operation of the owners of the reservair.

Further Information

tn England, further advice on dealing with Canada
goose problems, as weil as problems caused by other
birds and mammais can be obtained by contacting the
Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs
{Defra) Wildlife Management Team at:

Address: Wildlife Administration Unit, Defra, Burghill
Read, Westbury-on-Trym, Bristol, BS10 6NJ

Telepheone: 0845 601 4523 (local rate)

Fax: 0845 801 3438 (local rate)

E-mail: enguiries. southwest@delra.gsi.gov.uk

The generat licences and a range of leaflets on wildlife

topics, are available online at:
hitn/fvwe defra.gov. uk/wildiife-countryside/veriebrates

Licences for the control of Canada geese for
conservation purposes are issued by English Nature.
Further details can be obtained from English Nature
locatl offices, details of which can be found in the
telephone directory, or from their Headquarters:

Address: English Nature Licensing Section,
Northminster House, Peterborough, PE1 1UA

Tetephione: 01733 455000
Fax, 01733 568834
E-mail: enguiries@enalish-nature.org.uk

Licences allowing the release of Canada geese into
the wild are issued by Defra's Non-native Regulation
Team. Further details can be obtained:

Adtress: Non-native Licensing Team, Asirdown
House, 123 Victoria Street, Londen, SW1E 6DE.
Telephone: 0207 082 8122

Fax: 0207 082 8123

Website:
htto:/iwww.defra.gov.ukfenvironment/gm/nonnav/index.
htm

Advice on Biology and Management

{iefra ROS National Wildlife Management Team
(address above}.

Contral Science Laboratory, Sand Hutton, York,
YO41 1LZ.

Ths Witgfowl and Wetlands Trust, Slimbridge,
Gloucestershire, GL2 7BT.

Advice on Control Techniques

Scaring techniques

Defra RDS National Wildlife Management Team
(address above)

Mational Farmers Union, Agriculiure House, 164
Shaftesbury Avenue, London, WC2H 8HL. Tel 0171
331 7200

Civil Aviation Authority, CAA House, 45 - 59
Kingsway, London, WC2B 6TE. Tel. 020 7378 7311
The British Association for Shooting and
Conservation {(BASC), Marford Mill, Rossett,
Wrexham, LL12 OHL. Tel: 01244 $73000. E-mail:
anq@basc.demen.co.uk

BASC's fact sheet ‘Canada geese: A guide to legal
control measures' is available from the BASC website:
hitp. fwww . basc. org. uk/

Advice on Shooting and Connected issues

The British Association for Shooting and Conservation
{address above).

Advice on carcase disposal and acoustic scarers
Local Autherity - (your Local Authorities address can
be found in the telephone directory).

Further reading

@ Allan J.R. Kirby J.S. & Feare C.J. (1995) The
biology of canada geese (Branta canadensis} in
relation to the management of feral poputations.
Wildlife Biology Vol. 1 p 129-143.
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Department of the Environment Transport and the
Regions (1998) Population Dynamics of Canada
Geese in Great Britain and Implications for
Future Management. Report by Wildfowl and
Wetlands Trust and British Trust for Ornithology.

Department of the Environment Transport and the

Regions (1998) Canada Goose Research Project:

Control Measures and Study of Related Canada
Goose Problems.

Wandsworth Borough Council (undated) London
l.akes Project Overview Document. Obtainable
from Wandsworth BC price £15

National Farmers Union: Leaflet; code of practice
on bird scaring

This leaflet was preduced by the Defra Rural
Development Service (RDS) and the Central Science
Laboratory (CSL).

Photograph courtesy of Anthony O’Caonnor, Defra
RDS.

A full list of Rural Development Service publications
can be viewed and downloaded from

hitp/fwww defra.qov. uk/corporate/rds/publications/defs
ult him.

Footnote': Amended in England and Wales through the
Ceountryside and Rights of Way Act 2000, the Wildiife and
Countryside (England and Wales) (Amendment) Regulations
2004, and in Scotland through the Nature Conservation
{Scatland) Act 2004.
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The Management of Problems caused by Canada Geese - A Guide to
Best Practice

Author: Dr John Allan, Central Science [aboratory

The production of this paper was funded by the Department of
Environment Transport and the Regions. It forms the basis of national
guidelines for the management of Canada Geese which are due to be
published shortly after this conference. | am most grateful to the DETR
for permission to reproduce this paper in the conference proceedings.

Introduction

The Canada Goose population in Britain numbers over 63,000 birds and is
still increasing. The geese live in local populations, usually of up to a few
hundred birds, which remain around one or two water bodies that offer
suitable habitats for breeding, roosting etc. Because the geese have relatively
few predators, and can produce four or five young per year, numbers at
particular sites can grow very rapidly and significant problems may occur.

Any management techniques used to control the problems caused by
Canada Geese must be legal (Canada Geese are protected under both
British and European legislation) and should take account of the fact that
Canada Geese are a popular species with many members of the general
public.

This paper aims to provide land managers with the information that they need
to manage difficulties caused by Canada Geese in a way that is effective,
legal and sensitive to public opinion.

The Biology and Behaviour of Canada Geese

In order to develop an effective management strategy for any nuisance
wildlife, it is necessary to understand enough about the biology of the species
and the local population involved to be able to predict the outcome of
whichever management techniques are chosen. This section gives a brief
point by point overview of the biology of Canada Geese in Britain insofar as it
affects the management of the species.

1.1 Breeding
A single clutch of around 6 eggs is laid in early April each year.

incubation, solely by the female, takes 28-30 days.
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Nests are usually close to water bodies, often on islands which provide some
protection from predators such as foxes, dogs or mink.

The adult geese defend a small territory around the nest, but are willing to
tolerate other pairs nesting nearby, so large colonies can build up on sites
with enough nesting territories and adequate food supplies.

The geese are aggressive in defence of their nests and will attack Canada
Geese, other waterfowl, and even humans who approach too closely.

1.2 Fledging and the moult

The hatched young are flightless for 10 weeks and are protected by the
adults on the water at the breeding site.

Mortality rates are highest for very young fledglings, but become little different
from adults once the young are more than a few weeks old.

The adult birds moult around the end of June and are unable to fly for a 3-4
week period.

During the moult, both adult and juvenile birds must feed from the water or
walk to find food.

The amount of suitable food available at a site during this period may be
important in governing the number of breeding pairs that it can support.

Some birds, which have either not attempted to breed or which have failed to
raise a brood, undertake longer journeys to find the best sites to mouit. Some
birds from Yorkshire and the West Midlands fly as far as Scotland to find
suitable mouliting sites.

1.3 Dispersal

The geese normally remain close to the site where they hatched, and once
young birds mature they may wait several years for a breeding territory to
become available.

Large flocks of non breeding adults may thus build up at certain sites.

Most Canada Geese remain faithful to their home area for life, even if
apparently suitable water bodies with no Canada Geese present are available
nearby. Females are generally more site faithful than males

Small numbers (usually of young birds) abandon their home area either to
join other groups or to establish new colonies.
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2.2 Fouling with droppings

Because of the low nutrient value of their food, Canada Geese need to eat
large quantities of vegetation.

When feeding they may produce droppings at a rate of one every 6 minutes.

The droppings contain bacteria that may be harmful if swallowed and they
also make grassed areas unattractive and paths slippery.

If the droppings are passed into water bodies they may cause increased
nutrient loadings leading to possible toxic algal blooms and low oxygen levels
in the water.

2.3 Damage to wildlife habitat

Canada Geese can damage the habitat of other wildlife, for example by
grazing or tframpling nesting sites of other bird species.

Destruction of waterside habitat, such as reed beds, by Canada Geese can
be a significant problem, leading to erosion of river banks in some cases.

2.4 Excluding other wildlife

There is little hard evidence that Canada Geese cause significant problems
by competing directly with other wildlife.

Aggressive confrontations do occur, and there is some evidence of other
large waterfow! being excluded by, or excluding, Canada Geese from a
preferred breeding site.

Such interactions are rare, however, and are thought to have little effect on
the overall populations of other native waterfowl.

2.5 Birdstrike hazards to aircraft

The large size of Canada Geese makes a collision with an aircraft a
particutarly hazardous event.

Recently, a United States Air Force AWACS aircraft (a large four-engined jet)
crashed following a collision with a flock of Canada Geese, killing all on
board.

The aviation industry continues to express concern about the increasing
numbers of Canada Geese on water bodies near aerodromes.
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1.4 Wintering

Unlike their North American ancestors, Canada Geese in Britain are mostly
non-migratory, moving only short distances between breeding and wintering
sites within their local area.

Birds may fly out from the water bodies where they roost to regutar winter
feeding sites such as waterside grazing pasture, amenity grassland etc. They
may also move around their home range taking advantage of feeding
opporiunities such as sprouting winter cereals or root crops as they become
available.

1.5 Causes of mortality

Adult Canada Geese have few natural predators in Britain, and most of the
known causes of recorded mortality are associated with man's activities.
Annual mortality is estimated at between 10 and 20% of the whole population.
Juvenile birds have the same level of mortality as adults once they reach their
first moult.

The causes of death are:

67 .2% shooting
4.3% hit power lines
5.5% redation

23% unknown.

] - L ]

There is little evidence that natural factors, which become more severe as
numbers of birds increase, such as limited food availability, act to control
Canada Goose numbaers.

Low annual mortality and high reproductive rates give the national population
the scope to increase in size for the foreseeable future.

2. Problems Caused By Canada Geese
2.1 Grazing and trampling
Canada Geese are vegetarians, grazing on both land and water plants.

Damage to amenity grassland in public parks, where the geese may occupy
regular feeding and roosting sites all year round can be severe.

Unsightly and un-hygenic areas of mud and droppings which are expensive to
reinstate frequently occur.

The geese may trample as well as graze pasture and crops.
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Planning applications involving the creation of water bodies suitable for
Canada Geese close to aerodromes may be refused on the grounds of flight
safety.

3. Management Techniques
3.1 The protected status of Canada Geese.

The Canada Goose, like all other birds in Britain, is protected under the EC
Wild Birds Directive implemented in the United Kingdom through the Wildlife
and Countryside Act (1981). This makes it an offence to capture, Kill or injure
Canada Geese, to damage their nests or eggs, or to disturb them on a
breeding site. Any control technique which involves breaking the protected
status of the Geese requires a licence from the appropriate government
authority (see appendix 1).

Canada Geese can be legally shot by authorised persons or trapped by
approved methods in the open season (between September 1st and January
31st, or February 20th on the foreshore). The use of shooting or trapping by
approved methaods to control Canada Geese during the open season does
not, therefore, require a licence, but care should be taken o ensure that other
regulations concerning firearms safety, capture methods eic. are adhered to.
If in doubt, advice can be sought from the organisations listed in appendix 1.

3.2 Integrated Management Strategies (IMS) For Canada Geese

Experience has shown that it is unlikely that a single management technique
will be fully effective in controlling a problem caused by Canada Geese. For
example:

. Fencing an area to keep birds off will simply cause them to move {o an
alternative site close by and continue to cause damage.

. Preventing reproduction by treating eggs to stop hatching will not
reduce the population of adults (and hence the levels of damage or
nuisance) for many years.

. Culling the aduit population at a site may simply allow non breeding
adults from nearby waters to move in to vacated breeding territories.

In those cases where effective management of the problem has been
achieved, Integrated Management Strategies (IMS) which combine a suite of
techniques have invariably been employed. One of the most effective Canada
Goose management programmes to date involved the development of an
IMS that combined reduction of adult numbers, reproductive control and
fencing o exclude birds in an IMS carried out by Wandsworth Borough
Council as part of a larger programme to improve the quality of its urban park
lakes.
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3.3 The Scale Of Management Required For A Successful IMS

Although the damage or nuisance caused by a group of Canada Geese may
be occurring at only one site, it is important to remember that the population
of geese to which the birds belong may be spread over a number of nearby
waters. When developing an IMS for a particular situation, it will often be
necessary o manage birds away from the site where the problem actually
occurs. This is especially important if population reduction is to be included in
the IMS. For example, if scaring or habitat management proved insufficient to
control a problem at a wintering site, and population reduction by egg control
or culling became necessary, the breeding and moulting sites used by the
wintering birds would need to be identified and the co-operation of the
landowners obtained before this strategy could be implemented.

3.4 Available techniques for the control of problems caused by Canada
Geese

The choice of which techniques to combine into an IMS will depend upon the
type of damage that is occurring, the type of control that is needed to reduce
the damage to acceptable levels, and the biology and distribution of the birds
involved. A series of examples are given at the end of this section.

The techniques available fail into two broad categories; the control of
behaviour, by scaring or excluding the birds from the site in question, and the
control of numbers, by manipulating the breeding rate or rate of mortality of
adult birds. Some of these technigues, especially those involving the
manipulation of bird numbers, will require a licence (see appendix 1). Where
a licence is needed this is indicated below.

3.4.1 Behaviour modification (scaring, exclusion, repellent chemicals)
Scaring techniques

a) Visual.

Ground based scarers

Most visual scarers rely on the natural fear of the unfamiliar of wild animals.
Scarecrows of various designs, flags and flapping tapes have all been
employed to deter geese from areas such as sprouting crops. However, even
migratory goose species learn to ignore these deterrents and Canada Geese,
which often live close to man, are used to man made items. Scarecrows,
whether human or animal effigies, windmills, rotating mirrors etc., should be
placed in the centre of the area where problems are occurring and should be
moved every 2 or 3 days to maximise their effect. Flags or flutter tape shouid
be attached to upright poles at regular intervals across the affected area. In
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general, the closer the spacing of the flags the greater the deterrent effect is
likely to be. Visual scarers may be effective for short term deterrence of
Canada Geese from sensitive areas, especially if alternative sites are
available nearby.

Kites and balloons

Other visual scaring technigues include kites and balloons, often painted with
large eyes or made in the shape of predatory birds. A threat from above may
be more intimidating for birds which may naturally be attacked by birds of
prey, and a single balloon may deter birds from a larger area than a ground
based scarer. The devices should be set to fly above the problem area during
normal wind conditions. They may need to be re-set if wind direction changes
and may not fly well in heavy rain or very strong winds. As with ground based
scarers, birds will eventually learn to ignore them and they are best used as
short term deterrents when alternative sites are available for the birds to
move 1o.

Problems with visual scarers

Although effective in the short term, visual scarers have some drawbacks,
particularly in situations such as public parks. The scarers may be
unattractive and interfere with recreational use of areas and could be subject
to theft. They also require maintenance and some need to be moved on a
regular basis to maximise their effect. Visual scarers are particularly
appropriate for use to protect agricultural crops where the geese need to be
excluded for a limited period of time such as during sowing or prior to harvest.

b) Acoustic

Acoustic scarers, from the commonly used gas cannon through recorded bird
calls to complex solar powered artificial sound generators, are all marketed
as being effective in deterring Canada Geese. Most will deter the birds from
relatively small areas providing that there are alternative areas for them to
use for roosting or feeding nearby. Like visual scarers, the birds will
eventually learn that they offer no threat, although their effectiveness can be
prolonged by moving the scarers every two or three days. Acoustic scarers
are often hidden (by deploying them at the edge of a field or behind hay bales
or other screens) so that the birds cannot see where the sound is coming
from. This is thought to prolong the time before the birds realise that the
sound represents no threat, but there is little scientific evidence to support
this assertion.

Problems with acoustic scarers
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As with visual scarers, acoustic scarers may be unsuitable for use in areas
frequented by the public due to the sudden loud noises involved, and the
relatively expensive equipment may be subject to theft or vandalism. These
systems are more likely to be of use to protect agricultural crops or to deter
birds from islands or similar remote areas.

¢) Combined visual/acoustic

Some scaring systems combine visual and acoustic stimuli in order to
enhance the deterrent effect. Such systems vary from gas cannons which
shoot a projectile up a pole when the cannon goes off (in order to simulate a
shot bird falling to the ground) to an inflatable rubber man which emerges
from a box accompanied by a loud klaxon. The combination of visual and
acoustic stimuli may lengthen the time before the birds habituate to the
scarers, and they will be more effective if moved every 2 or 3 days. All of
these systems have the same drawbacks as visual or acoustic scarers alone
and are suitable for use in similar situations.

d) Human operated bird control

For many bird species the most effective bird scarer is a human being, armed
gither with a harmless scaring device such as a flag or firework, or with a
shotgun. Where Canada Geese are regularly shot, the simple presence of a
human may be sufficient to deter birds from an area. in most situations,
however, Canada Geese show little fear of man, particularly where they are
used to being fed by the public. Even if the geese can be trained to fear
humans, the deterrent will only be effective if it is continuously deployed
whenever the geese are present. The resulting high cost of human operated
scaring of Canada Geese, by whatever method, means that it is usually only
an effective option when the damage caused is extremely expensive, or
where the risks to health and safety are extreme (e.g. in preventing
birdstrikes to aircraft).

Shooting to support scaring

It is widely believed that periodic shooting of a small number of birds helps to
make them more wary and thus makes acoustic and visual scarers more
effective. Whilst there is little scientific evidence to support this theory, this
may well be the case, and licences to shoot limited numbers of birds to
support scaring outside the open season may be issued in certain
circumstances.

Exclusion

Where scaring of Canada Geese is not desirable, it may be possible to
exclude the birds from sensitive areas by physically preventing them from
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gaining access. As with scaring techniques, exclusion is likely to be most
effective if alternative sites are available for the birds to move to. These
techniques may create some difficulties as they affect other waterfowl species
as well as Canada Geese. The erection of fences along a lakeside may also
have implications for public safety if someone were to fall into the water and
be unable to get out easily.

Fencing

Perhaps the most obvious way to exclude Canada Geese is to fence
sensitive areas to prevent them gaining access. Despite the fact that the
geese can fly, even low fences of around 1m high can be effective in
excluding them from some areas as they prefer to walk to their feeding and
roosting sites if possible, often landing and taking off from water. Thus,
fencing the edge of a lake may be sufficient fo cause the geese to move
elsewhere if they are unable to walk easily out of the water. Canada Geese
dislike enclosed areas where they cannot easily escape from predators.
Barriers that divide fields into smaller units may therefore help to discourage
the birds from using the site concerned.

Fences have also been successfully used to exclude Canada Geese from
breeding and roosting sites, especially where alternative sites were available
nearby. Fencing the perimeter of park lakes is not necessarily an expensive
option because a simple post and chicken wire fence will suffice if properly
erected, but a more decorative and permanent structure may involve a
significant cost. Fencing may be a particularly effective option at sites used by
moulting Canada Geese because if they are prevented from walking out of
the water whilst they cannot fly they will not be able to access the feeding
areas nearby. Care should be taken, however, to ensure that if moulting
aduilts or newly hatched young are found at a fenced site, they do not starve
through lack of access to grazing areas.

Barrier planting, marginal vegetation, trees

An alternative to fencing lake edges, or placing barrier fencing around grazed
areas, is to modify the vegetation in the areas suffering damage by Canada
Geese. Establishing areas of dense vegetation along the shores of water
bodies (possibly concealing a cheaper fence structure) or breaking up large
grass areas with planting which restricts the bird’s view of the water (and
hence reduces its feeling of safety) have all proved effective in certain
circumstances. If Canada Geese do move out to feed in small areas flanked
by hedges and trees, they prefer a shallow climb out angle to aid their
escape. Thus, the taller the surrounding vegetation relative to the size of the
field or other grazed area the less likely the geese are to use it.

Chemical repellents
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A number of products are currently under development which are designed to
harmlessly repel wildlife from areas where they are not wanted. Some of
these products are currently on sale in the USA and have met with mixed
success. At present there is no repellent chemical available in the UK that is
approved for use and is effective against Canada Geese. Further field testing
will be required before a proper evaluation of available repellent chemicals
can be made in the future.

Habitat management

It may be possible to permanently alter an area where Canada Geese are
causing problems to make the site unattractive to them. Whilst the features
that make a water suitable for Canada Geese are not fully understood,
enough is known about the biology of the birds to allow a number of
suggestions for habitat modifications to be made.

Landscaping: bank steepening and island removal

As with fencing, making it more difficuit for Canada Geese to walk out of
water bodies onto feeding areas by steepening banks may encourage the
birds to move elsewhere. Avoiding shallow marginal areas which support
water plants will also restrict the food supply for the geese, but this may
adversely affect other waterfowl and/or damage the rest of the aquatic
habitat. Safety concerns about having deep water and steep banks in public
areas would also need to be considered. Because Canada Geese prefer to
breed on islands, the complete removal of an island could be considered if
fencing proved ineffective in discouraging the birds. Low lying islands couid
be effectively removed by raising water levels in some circumstances. As with
all other exclusion or habitat modification techniques, the effect on other
wildlife would need to be considered before embarking on such a project.

Reducing available foraging areas adjacent to water bodies by changing
ground cover.

It may be possible to reduce or eliminate Canada Goose damage to amenity
areas by changing the ground cover planting to species that are not palatable
to the geese. Ground cover plants with tough leaves, such as vy, and many
shrub species are not readily eaten by Canada Geese and planting the
fringes of lakes with a combination of barrier planting and unpalatable ground
cover may reduce the feeding opportunities to the point where the geese
move elsewhere.

Changing cropping patterns

Where agricultural damage is occurring, it may be possible to change the
crops being grown to those less susceptible to damage by Canada Geese, or
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to move to crops which are most vulnerable when the geese are elsewhere.
This would obviously require a balance to be struck between the economics
of moving to a different crop compared to the cost of either tolerating or
controlling the damage being suffered. Further advice can be obtained from
the local office of the Farming and Rural Conservation Agency.

3.4.2 Population management

In situations where serious problems are being encountered and where
habitat management, scaring or exclusion techniques are inappropriate or
have been tried and have failed, it may be necessary to reduce the scale of
the problem by reducing the size of the goose population at a particular site.
There are a number of techniques that can be used for population
management but all require a licence from the appropriate authority, except
for shooting in season.

Relocation

The initial response to the first problems caused by Canada Geese in the
1950’s and 60’s was to capture the birds during the flightless period of the
moult and to move them to other waters where there were no Canada Geese
at the time. Many of the relocated birds simply returned to their original home,
whilst those that did remain on the new site began to reproduce rapidly in the
new habitat and problems soon began to occur at these sites as well. it is
thought that these reintroductions played a significant part in the sudden rapid
expansion of the Canada Goose population which is continuing today.
Because further relocations are likely to speed the geographic spread of the
species, and may also speed up population growth in newly colonised areas,
it is unlikely that licences will be granted to relocate Canada Geese in the
foreseeable future. It is illegal, under schedule 9 of the Wildlife and
countryside Act 1981, to release Canada Geese into the wild without a
licence.

Shooting in season

Canada geese may be legally shot during the open season (1st. September
to 31st. January, or 20th. February on the foreshore)} by authorised persons
(i.e. persons acting with the authority of the landowners and the owners of the
shooting rights to the land involved). Because they are frequently quite tame,
Canada Geese are not regarded as a very "sporting shot’ by many wildfowlers
and the numbers shot each year are relatively small. If the hunting pressure
on Canada Geese were to be increased they may become more wary and
hence offer a greater challenge to the hunter. However, it is unlikely that
winter shooting alone could reduce a large poputation of, for example, 500
birds by a significant amount in a single season as the increasing wariness of
the birds would make the shooting of large numbers in a single session
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increasingly difficult, and the birds might simply desert the site during the
winter open season, returning to breed, and hence cause more damage, in
the spring. Intensive shooting to reduce population size has additional
drawbacks in that it will disturb other waterfowl, and may not be possible in
public parks etc. for safety and public relations reasons.

Egg control (requires a licence)

Treating the eggs of Canada Geese to prevent haiching is one of the most
commonly used ficensed population control techniques. It is easily carried out
and requires effort annually over a limited period. It is also generally regarded
by the public as an acceptable means of population control. Eggs may be
remoaved from nests once the clutch is complete, but there is a possibility that
the bird will lay a second clutch. To avoid this, eggs may be treated to prevent
hatching or replaced with dummy eggs so that the goose incubates the eggs
as normal and then abandons the clutch when they fail o hatch. There are a
variety of treatment methods that may by licensed:

. Egg pricking. This involves piercing the egg with a pin or small nail and
moving this rapidly around inside the egg to kill the embryo before
returning the egg to the nest. Egg pricking must be done carefully as if
the bird detects that the eggs are damaged she may desert the nest
and lay another clutch.

« Boiling. Eggs may be boiled to kill the embryo and returned to the nest.

. Egg oiling. Eggs may be coated with mineral oil by rolling them in a
small quantity of mineral oil carried in a polythene bag. The mineral ol
sold as liquid paraffin (BP) in chemists is harmless to the birds - note
this is not paraffin fuel as used in stoves etc. The oil blocks the
pores in the eggshell and starves the embryo of oxygen. This technigue
is easy to carry out, 100% effective in preventing hatching and does not
adversely affect the sitting bird.

Providing that the treatment is applied early in the incubation cycle, ideally
immediately after the clutch is complete, all of these techniques are humane
and effective in preventing additional young birds being recruited to the
population. However, because of the low mortality rate of the adults, it may
need 80% of all of the eggs on a site to be treated for in excess of 8 years
before egg control alone will begin to show a reduction in population size. If
nests are hard to find or manpower resources limited, egg control alone is
likely only to hold the problem at its present level rather than to reduce it
significantly.

Control of adults (requires a licence)

The guickest way to achieve a large scale reduction in the number of Canada
Geese at a site is by the culling of fully grown birds. The effect is immediate



Annex B - ltem 4

and, if the birds can be captured during the moult, most, or all, of a population
can be removed. The principal disadvantage of this technique is that it often
meets with a strong adverse reaction from the public. The techniques require
some specialist knowledge to be used effectively and considerable manpower
is needed if a large scale cull is to be carried out effectively and humanely.

The most common way of removing birds is by capture during the moult.
Canada Geese moult all of their flight feathers simuitaneously, and, for a
period of four to six weeks around the beginning of July, are unable to fly. The
birds form moulting flocks, remaining on the water for most of the time to
reduce the risk of predation during this vulnerable period. A number of small
boats or canoes can be used to herd the birds towards the bank where a
funnel shaped enclosure made of chicken wire supported by fencing stakes is
erected. The funnel leads into a catching pen with a removable door. The
birds are forced up onto the bank and into the mouth of the funnel. The
catching party then drive the birds into the funnel and, eventually, into the pen
and the door is closed. This technique requires some experience if it is to be
carried out successfully, and expert advice should be sought. Smaller
numbers of birds may be captured using nets or similar devices, providing
any method used does not contravene Section 5 of the Wildlife and
Countryside Act 1981, again expert assistance should be employed.

Once captured, it is necessary to humanely despatch the birds. A number of
techniques are allowed by law, but it is best to seek professional advice if a
large humber of birds need to be despatched. Employing a veterinary
surgeon to despatch the birds by lethal injection or to oversee the whole
operation may be advisable to allay the concerns of the general public.

Before embarking on the large scale destruction of geese it is important to be
sure that the birds that you are removing are actually the ones that are
causing the problem. For example, birds causing agricuitural damage at a
wintering site may moult at a site a considerable distance away. It should also
be noted that at long established breeding sites there may be a surplus of
birds waiting to occupy breeding territories, but which moult elsewhere. Thus,
a cull of breeding birds may simply create vacant territories for other birds to
move info and repeat culls may be necessary for a number of years before
the problem is finally brought under control.

3.5 Examples Of Possible Integrated Management Strategies For
Problems Caused By Canada Geese

The choice of which techniques to use in an IMS will depend on a number of
factors specific to the site in question; these include the biology and
movement patterns of the birds involved, the severity of the problem, the
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timescale in which the problem needs to be resolved, possible adverse public
reaction, cost and manpower constraints, and the need to obtain licences for
some techniques. Examples of IMS that might be developed for typical
situations follow, if in doubt, the landowner or manager should take expert
advice on the development of an IMS suitable for his or her particular
circumstances.

Example 1

A public park with an ornamental lake and lawns. A resident and growing
population of 200 Canada Geese with 15 pairs breeding on an island in the
lake. Birds range widely over the park, damaging lawns and bankside
vegetation and leaving large quantities of droppings which are fouling
grassed areas and paths.

Suggested IMS:

The lake shore and island should be fenced to prevent the birds walking out
to feed. If other waterfowl are present, a small gap at the bottom of the fence
wilt allow them to move in and out of the water whilst restricting the
movement of the geese. Consideration should be given to establishing
bankside vegetation that is resistant to damage by the geese (the presence of
the fence will aid establishment or reinstatement of damaged areas). Flutter
tape or other scarers may be deployed to keep the geese off badly damaged
areas. In order to prevent further population increase, a licence should be
sought from the Department of the Environment, Transport and the Regions
to treat the eggs of any birds that breed on the island despite the fencing. The
licence could be issued on the grounds of public health and safety due fo the
hazards posed by the droppings in public areas. These techniques should be
monitored for at least two years in order to assess their effectiveness. If
problems persist, a licensed cull of birds may be necessary, with sufficient
birds being captured during the moult to reduce the population to the desired
level, followed by on going egg control to keep the population under control.

Example 2.

A keepered country estate with a large lake which is used as a fishery and a
waterfow! shoot in winter. A summer population of 200 Canada Geese with
40 breeding pairs along the lake shore. Non breeding birds moult at a large
reservoir nearby and additional birds from other breeding sites frequent the
water in winter, swelling the population to 400 birds. The geese are damaging
grazing pasture and destroying bankside vegetation which is used as nesting
habitat by other waterfowl, their droppings are thought to be polluting the
water and killing the fish.

Suggested IMS:
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Increasing the in-season shooting pressure on the geese may be sufficient to
encourage the wintering population to move to the other waters nearby. The
estate could consider organised goose shoots which may help to bring in
income. This would need to be balanced against the disturbance caused to
more ‘desirable’ waterfowl species. Visual or acoustic scarers should be
deployed to protect grazing pasture from damage during the summer months
and a licence to allow out of season shooting to augment this scaring could
be applied for from the local Ministry of Agriculture Fisheries and Food office
on the grounds that the birds are damaging grazing pasture, wildlife habitat
and possibly fisheries. The summering population could be further managed
by fencing the lake edge and planting unpalatable barrier vegetation (which
would double as nesting cover for other waterfowl species). If this was
insufficient to reduce numbers of breeding birds the landowner could apply for
a licence from MAFF to treat eggs to prevent hatching. Culling is unlikely to
be immediately effective in this case unless the exercise can be carried out
both on the estate lake and the nearby reservoir. A cull on the estate lake
would simply make breeding territories available to non breeding birds which
would rapidly move in, necessitating repeat culls over a number of years.

Example 3.

A farm adjacent to a large reservoir, part of which is a designated nature
reserve. A resident population of 600 Canada Geese with 30 breeding pairs
occupy the reservoir all year round. The birds fly out from the reservoir to
feed, damaging newly sprouted winter cereals and other crops.

Suggested IMS:

The farmer has relatively few options other than shooting in season, scaring
(possibly with out of season shooting in support) or changing his cropping
patterns to minimise damage. In these circumstances, the attitude of the
reservoir managers and others with inferests in managing the nature reserve
(e.g. local naturalists trusts etc.) are crucial. If the owners of the reservoir are
opposed to any control action designed to reduce the population, then the
farmer is limited to the techniques described above and may need to go to
considerable effort and expense to sustain the scaring effort needed over the
period necessary to protect his crop. Acoustic and visual scarers should be
depioyed and moved at regular intervals to maximise their effect. Regular
shooting during the open season may encourage the birds to feed elsewhere,
especially if there are alternative feeding sites nearby. Population
management, either in the form of egg control or culling of adult birds would
only be possible with the co-operation of the owners of the reservoir.

5 Further Reading
ADAS 1987: Bird Scaring - Leaflet P9003 MAFF Publications
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Allan J.R. Kirby J.8. & Feare C.J. (1995) The biology of canada geese
(Branta canadensis) in relation to the management of feral populations.
Wildlife Biology Vol. 1 p 129-143.

Department of the Environment Transport and the Regions (1998)
Population Dynamics of Canada Geese in great Britain and Implications
for Future Management. Report by wildfowl and Wetlands Trust and British
Trust for Ornithology.

Department of the Environment Transport and the Regions (1998) Canada
Goose Research Project: Control Measures and Study of Related
Canada Goose Problems.

Department Of The Environment (1994) Canada Geese - A Guide To Legal
Control Methods. National Canada Goose Working Group.

Wandsworth Borough Council (undated) London Lakes Project Overview
Document. Obtainable from Wandsworth BC price £15

Appendix 1

How to apply for a licence to control Canada Geese

All management of Canada Goose problems must be undertaken within the
law. Some techniques, such as scaring birds away (but not from a nesting
area) can be undertaken freely, others, such as shooting birds out of season
or preventing eggs from hatching are illegal unless a special licence is
obtained from the government (usually MAFF or DETR). The law requires
that the licensing authority is satisfied that there is a significant problem and
that there is no other satisfactory solution before it can issue a licence.
Licences can be issued only for the following situations:

. To prevent serious damage to livestock, foodstuffs for livestock, crops,
vegetables, fruit, growing timber or fisheries.

. To preserve public health or public or air safety

. To conserve wild birds or to protect any collection of wild birds.

Applications for a licence to control agricultural problems should be
addressed to the nearest MAFF office (address in the telephone directory).

Applications for all other purposes should be directed to:
In England:

Department of Environment Transport and the Regions
Rm. 802¢
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Toligate House
Houlton St.
Bristol

BS2 9DJ

Tel: 0117 9878503
In Scotland:

Scottish Office, Agriculture, Environment & Fisheries Department (SOAFED)
Pentland House

47 Robb’s Loan

Edinburgh

EH14 1TY

Tel: 0131 2446548
In Wales:

Welsh Office
Cathays Park
Cardiff

CF1 3NQ

Tel: 01222 825203

Applicants should expect to complete a pro forma application form or send a
letter detailing the type of damage being suffered and what measures have
already been tried to control the problem. For applications to MAFF, a site
visit by a MAFF representative may also be required to assess the nature and
severity of the difficulties being encountered. Licences are normally restricted
to kitling a small number of birds to aid scaring or for treating a limited number
of eggs to prevent hatching. Licences for larger scale culls of birds are issued
only in exceptional cases and after very serious consideration. All applicants
are encouraged to use the licensing scheme as part of a wider management
plan to control the number of geese present.

CONTACT DETAILS

Central Science Laboratory
Sand Hutton
YORK YO4 1LZ
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Examples of Good Practice in the UK

Goose Management in South West London

Wandsworth Borough Council (WBC) was awarded funding by the European
Commission to restore (improve the water quality, landscaping and decrease
bankside erosion) three urban park takes in Wandsworth (Battersea Park
Lake, King George's Park Lake and Tooting Common Lake): The London
Lakes Project. The project was divided into six distinct Phases with phase 3
focussing on Waterbird Monitoring and Management. Earlier studies of the
use of the sites by waterfowl had confirmed the council’s view that Canada
Geese potentially contributed to the problem of eutrophication by depositing
relative large amounts of phosphorous rich faeces into the lakes. The same
studies indicated that Canada Geese spend more time on the lake banks and
on the amenity grassland beside the lake, relative to other native wildfowl
species, thereby contributing to the problem of bankside erosion. Similarly,
other feral and exotic wildfow!, in particular domestic X Greylag Geese and
Muscovy, were seen to be in conflict with the projects objectives. These
domestic crosses were largely sedentary at Battersea Park and so, although
not as numerocus as Canada Geese, the grazing and trampling pressure
exerted on the banks was continuous throughout the year. In order to meet
the water quality and landscaping objectives of the project it was considered
necessary by the project partners to reduce the number of Canada Geese
and other feral and exotic waterfowl using Battersea Park Lake.

initially, a survey was undertaken of Canada Geese by the commercial arm of
the Wildlife & Wetlands Trust and their movements were mapped. WBC went
on to develop an integrated management strategy for their parks. Their
strategy involved both site-based and population-based control measures
(eggs were treated once a fortnight throughout the breeding season, every
year), as well as a range of other management techniques

The measures taken were very effective and other waterfow! benefitted
greatly from the changes. More species began to regularly use the ponds,
and many species also increased in numbers. This is probably partly because
the goose population before control measures began had been high.

~ T Number of Canada | Numbers | Numbers in’

Venue | Geesein1995 | aftercull | 2015
Battersea Park 124 68 8
Tooting Common 32 N/A 2

Wandsworth Common 62 N/A 12
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Wandsworth confirmed there had been a steady decline in numbers year on
year from 1995 to 2005 as a result of the suite of measures they put in place,
and that the numbers had remained stable since 2005.

The reduction in geese numbers aiso assisted with improving the water
quality. Those water bodies now support more invertebrate species and are
better able to support aquatic plants, which over time will further improve the
water quality and dissolved oxygen levels,

Goose Management in the Lake District

Management of Canada Geese has been carried out on Windermere in some
form or other for nearly 20 years. In 2007 a group of science and
conservation organisations and major landowners from around the lake
formed the Windermere Geese Management Group. It was set up to tackle
the problems resulting from the large increase in numbers.

The number of geese in the Lake District National Park varies depending on
the time of year. There is a population of resident birds and their numbers are
added to in winter and summer by additional birds looking to avoid hard
winter conditions elsewhere or find summer grazing. In summer 201 1 over
1100 birds were counted on Lake Windermere.

The group have tried temporary fencing, permanent fencing, mechanical
scarers and egg oiling to prevent eggs hatching. Despite all of this there are
still large numbers of Canada geese causing problems.

As an invasive non-native species, it is recognised that Canadian Geese
have a detrimental impact on the area including:

Damage to shoreline habitats

Displacement of native species

Damage to farm grazing and crop land

Pollution of public and private recreational land

Public health concerns from pathogens, bacteria and parasites

Contribute phosphorus to the lake, and their grazing may contribute to the
damage and loss of reed beds.

As a resutt, In March 2012 the Windermere Geese Management Group
considered a cull of Canada Geese on Windermere. However the group
faced growing opposition to the planned cull from members of the public and
organisations including the RSPCA, and decided to defer the proposed cull in
order to meet with those organisations and individuals to discuss alternative
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approaches to management, and to gather more evidence on the adverse
impact of geese on land management, wildlife and visitor enjoyment. To date
no cull has taken place and non-lethal control measures continue to be used.

Goose Management in Scotland

Historically, wild geese have formed an important part of Scotland's natural
heritage. Following a period of decline in the 1950s-70s, goose numbers
have increased in Scotland and in recent decades the recovery of certain
goose populations has caused agricultural damage to crops in some areas.
As a result many farmers and crofters affected by large numbers of grazing
geese regard them as agricultural pests.

A national policy framework for goose management has been in place in
Scotland since 2000 to help balance agricuitural and conservation interests,
and a national co-ordinating body, the National Goose Management Review
Group (NGMRG) has been in place since May 2000 to implement the national
policy framework and to advise Scottish Ministers on goose management in
Scotland.

The NGMRG is guided in its deliberations by three fundamental objectives
which are at the heart of the national policy framework. These core objectives
are to:

. Meet the UK's nature conservation obligations for geese, within the
context of wider biodiversity objectives

. Minimise economic losses experienced by farmers and crofters as a
result of the presence of geese

.  Maximise the value for money of public expenditure

in general terms, the national policy framework has delivered what it set out
to do, and perhaps more. lts approach to national and local partnership, the
integration of the needs of conservation and agriculture, an evidence base of
sound science and the growing recognition of the wider public benefits all
contribute to the delivery of the objectives and are all direct consequences of
the policy framework.

There are seven Local Goose Management Groups (LGMG) set up across
Scotland. Each has adopted the national objectives agreed as a result of the
previous NGMRG Review in 2005; together with a number of locally defined
objectives designed to address the impact of geese in their locality. Further
information on those seven Local Goose Management Schemes is available
at http:/fwww.gov.scot/Publications/2011/02/03083950/20
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As part of its function the NGMRG is required to conduct a multi-disciplinary
review of the national policy framework every five years, and to report its
findings to ministers. The last review was conducted in 2010 and the review
findings were published in February 2011 — see 2010 Review of Goose
Management Policy in Scotland .

The Scottish Government response to the 2010 review is also available at:
htto://www,gov.scot/Publications/2011/02/17112253/2

international Practice
As part of the 2010 review, the NGMRG considered arrangements for goose
management in the EU, Scandinavia, iceland and Greenland — see Annex ?

Damage caused by Canada geese must be viewed in context - the impact of
any damage depends not just on the numbers of geese present but also the
nature and uses of the site. A relatively small number of geese may cause
significant problems in a small formal site, while a much larger population
may cause no significant problems if the site is large, less formal, or littie
used by people.

Before any control is considered, it is important to carry out monitoring of the
population to determine when in the year Canada geese use the site, and
what they use it for. If geese are not present all year round, monitoring should
also be carried out in other areas they use as any control measures may
need to be coordinated with other landowners to ensure they are effective.

Although geese may be the most visible cause of a problem, they may not be
the most significant. For example, water supply and the flow in a water body
will have an enormous impact on the water quality.

The presence of other waterfowl species shotild also be monitored, as these
may be affected by control measures.

Types of Damage

Canada geese, particularly if present in large numbers, may cause a number

of problems:

. Vegetation damage - Grazing geese may damage lawns and other
vegetation, particularly on the banks of ponds or lakes. The birds forage
on a range of vegetation. As well as grass they will also eat aquatic and
emergent plants which can be important for maintaining dissolved oxygen
levels in water bodies. Geese may also damage vegetation by trampling,
particularly around the edges of water bodies. In large numbers, the
geese can also damage grass areas.
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« Droppings - On lawns and grassland Canada geese droppings are
unsightly, and the droppings may make paths dangerously slippery.
Droppings in lakes and ponds add nutrients, particularly nitrate and
phosphate, to the water, which can eventually seriously affect the water
quality ecosystem. There is some evidence that they pose a hazard to
human health if accidentally ingested.

« Physical damage - Large numbers of geese may create extensive areas
of bare ground at the water's edge and cause erosion of the banks.

« Aggression - During the breeding season, geese may become more
aggressive towards people, dogs and other waterfowl. Dogs may provoke
a particularly fierce response from geese during the breeding season.

Management Options

Research on the control of Canada geese has identified a range of
techniques. The research, which included one site with over 300 geese
present in summer, suggests that control techniques used in isolation are
unlikely to be effective. Control measures will only work if an integrated
programme of management techniques is carried out.

in many cases, management options will necessarily be restricted by the
need to preserve historic features, ptanting layouts and so forth. Not all
management options will be appropriate for all sites.

All potential control methods are aimed at reducing the numbers of geese,
rather than completely excluding geese from a site, as this is usually
impossible to achieve. Most control methods may be less effective if the
population is relatively small. Control measures can be divided into site-based

and population-based techniques.

Site-based Management Measures
These do not require a licence and include:

« Exclusion from islands - Fencing istands in ponds and lakes used for
breeding can discourage geese from nesting on the islands. A 1m chicken
wire fence with a 10cm gap between the ground and the bottom of the
fence will allow other waterfow! to use the island. This technique is most
likely to be successful if islands are well vegetated as this discourages
geese from flying over the fence.

. Access to grazing areas - Fencing around the margins of a water body can
discourage geese from feeding in areas beyond. In this way they can be
directed away from sensitive grazing areas. Replanting grassland areas
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with shrubs decreases the food supply. Fencing these areas will be
needed to ensure plants establish without grazing or trampling pressure.

Reduce visibility of water bodies - Geese prefer to graze close to a water
body which provides them with a safe retreat. By obscuring the views
between feeding and grazing areas, geese will be discouraged from using
them, however, this may be difficult to achieve in historic landscapes.

Controlling public access - Fencing of water bodies can also be used to
influence visitors, by restricting opportunities for feeding geese.

Interpretation - Many people visiting sites value the waterfow] populations
and consequently control measures may be controversial and should not
be attempted without interpretation explaining the reasons for, and benefits
of, carrying out control. For example, explaining that there are nature
conservation benefits in reducing the geese population. interpretation can
also be used to discourage feeding of the birds, and inform people about
aquatic ecology.

Other methods - A number of other techniques can be used but are less
well researched. Bird scaring is widely used in some areas on farmiand but
is less commonly used in aquatic habitats. Many scaring methods are also
disturbing to visitors and nearby residents. Chemical repellents are used in
North America but with limited effectiveness, and they are not currently
approved for use in Britain.

Population-based Management

Most population-based management measures require a licence and include:

Translocation - This method has been used is the past, but is no longer
encouraged, as it simply transfers a problem to a different site. It is also
an offence to release Canada geese into the wild without a licence.
Unless other measures are taken, other geese may colonise a site which
has had its previous population removed.

Egg-pricking, oiling or boiling - These are an effective way of preventing
hatching, as birds are very loyal to their nesting sites, but the longevity of
geese mean that a long-term programme of this management would be
necessary in order to significantly reduce a population. Oiling of eggs kills
embryos by depriving them of oxygen. in order to carry out any of these
operations, a licence for the work must be obtained (see below). Leaving
eggs in place but preventing them from hatching means aduits continues
to protect them. Removal of eggs simply induces the female to lay more.
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. Culling - This also requires a licence if it is to be done during the close
season (1 February to 31 August, or 21 February to 31 August below high
water mark). Outside the close season Canada geese can be shot by an
authorised person, provided that other regulations concerning firearms
safety, capture methods and so forth are adhered to. However this has
practical difficulties on many sites. It may be more practical to round up
geese during the moult, when they are unabie to fly, however culling of
geese is a very emotive issue.

Licensing of Control Operations

All wild birds, including Canada geese, are protected under Section 1 of the
Wildlife & Countryside Act, 1981. It is an offence to take, damage or destroy
their nests or eggs without a licence, and it is also an offence to release them
into the wild.

Licences for culling in the close season, egg-pricking or transiocation of
Canada geese can be issued for a number of reasons:

« To prevent serious damage or disease
« To conserve and protect wild birds

+ To conserve flora and fauna

» To preserve public health or safety

« To prevent serious damage to livestock, crops, forestry or fisheries
« For the purposes of air safety

Licences are not issued solely to prevent damage to property.
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Arrangements for Goose Management for Countries within the EU,
Scandinavia, lceland & Greenland

In the 2010 review, contacts for countries within the EU, Greenland and
lceland were provided through the editor in Chief of the Goose Bulletin
published by the International Goose Specialist Group. If no responses were
obtained from the nominated persons, then additional requests for contacts
were made through the country representatives of Birdlife international.

Representatives were asked to provide information on their country's gocse
policy framework, the species which cause conflicts, the goose management
options, funding arrangements and expenditure, and hunting regulations.
Additional supporting information was taken where necessary from web
pages of the Federation of Associations for Hunting and Conservation of the
EU ( www face-europe.org) but this was only possible for countries that had
submitted hunting guidance in English.

Responses were received from:

. lceland (lcelandic Institute of Naturat History & Environmental Agency
of 1celand);

. Flanders, Belgium (Research Institute for Nature and Forest);
» Greenland (Greenland Government),

» Germany (Kreis Wesel Biology Station);

. England (Natural England);

. ltaly (Trieste University);

. France (Ministry of Environment);

» Bulgaria (Bulgarian Society for the Protection of Birds);

. Estonia (Institute of Agricultural and Environmental Sciences and
Environment Ministry);

. Denmark (National Environmental Research Institute);
» Netherlands (SOVON});
. Sweden (Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences),

. Norway (Institute for Nature Research ( NINA) and Norwegian
Directorate for Nature Management).
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Policy, Funding Arrangements & Overall Approach to Goose Management

‘Country  National policy Regional ~ Annual expenditure’
' for goose management/policy

management
- Sweden No ;Yes {county) Not available {(combined

costs are only available for
meeting compensation for

damage caused by _
cranes, swans and geese)

Norway Yes, developed Yes (county) 310,000 E
in 1996 -(in Norwegian only eg.
{(in Norwegian  Forvaltingsplan for gjess i
but with English 'Hordaland and
abstract) ‘Forvaltningsplan for Giess |
Oslo og Akershus)

fceland  No No "~ Notapplicable

Bulgaria Nb | | No ” o Not available

Denmark  Circamid 1990s No 100,000 E for bait only
{(in Danish only) - .(estimate)

;Frénce | No - .No o . | -N.ot”épp.iicabi.e

_Germa.ny | .Nd. - '_Ye.s (Fedéral staté) '2~3,000,000 E (estirhate).

‘Greenland No ‘No | | Not app!icabl.e'

Netherlands Yes " 'No 12,300,000-13,900,000 E

' {(in Dutch only} . (agri-environment

schemes /compensation
only over years 2005/2006
to 2007/2008)

Estonia  No " No 200,000 E (based on 2003
figures)

1t was not possible to derive comparative costs for goose management between countries due to tack of
information available on annual expenditure (national or regional) for all countries. For the few countries
where some relevant information was available, it was often an estimate rather derived from government
databases or for only partial costs of meeting goose management costs.
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;italy No . | Yes (Province} 3,000 E.(.Provihce of'
' _ .GGoriza only 2008, 2009)
‘England  No No | 2,600,000 (based on

mean of 10 years)

'Belgitjm No | ;'Yes. (regions) | ?

Goose Management Options (for goose species considered to cause

damage)

" Cétjntry | Péyment 'Noh Iethé{ scaring: | Lethal - Network -
- schemes (rate) scaring/hunting of
' ' - spegcific

Useof Funding ‘Quarry Outof = 9008€
- provided species’ season @ Feserves .
' licences (excluding -
- SPAs etc)
-Sweden .Compensation Yes Yes Yes Yes No
(assessment of
‘damage carried
“out by inspectors
employed by
county
administration
“boards) _
Norway Compensation:  Yes Equipment Yes Yes “No
(i) crop type . only :
(pasture versus -
_cereals) and;
(it) goose
-densities {hased
on independent
_ counts made)
“lceland - ‘No No Yes Yes ‘No
Bulgaria - Agri-environment No No ‘Yes “No
: scheme (per ha) (lllegal) '
.Compensation
_ (per ha) _
‘Denmark  No Yes -Equipment Yes Yes ‘No
' - .only 3
France ‘No - - Yes No No
Germany Compensation Yes Yes Yes ‘No
'- (assessment of
damage by an
_independent

Other.

: Sacriﬁcial
crops

Bait fields
~with grain



Greenland

_Estonia

‘Compensation
~outwith reserves only
- {assessment of
‘damage carried

-out by
“independent
.appraiser who
-must also confirm
‘that scaring

techniques have

“appraiser from
-agriculturai
“administration,
-Damage is based

on estimating

“actual loss of
“crop by
comparison of
“height of grazed
-and non-grazed

areas)

.Flat rate (per ha)
. No - -
: Netherlands

Agri-environment Qutwith
scheme (per ha) goose
‘reserves

been deployed.

-Damage is based
“on estimating
“actual loss of

crop by

. comparison of
“height of grazed
‘and non-grazed
-areas)

Compensation . Yes No
(Assessment of

damage by a

commission of at

|least three people .

who must also
confirm scaring
technigues have

_been deployed.

Damage is
determined
according to crop

‘type: by level of

goose droppings
or visual '

-assessments of
% damage in test
plots ) :

Yes

 QOutwith I Yes
goose

reserves
only

| Yes | No (as

yet)

‘to agri-
-environmen est
't schemes

Annex B—-ltem©

‘No

Yes linked Egg :
pricking/n

-destructio .

n
“Cull by
gassing
“Habitat
~“manipulati -
onto '
reduce
feeding
“opportunit
ies '
Fencing
off
breeding
-sites

._No : i



taly

: Englan.d.

‘Belgium

‘Compensation
{Assessment of
.damage, which is

Agri-environment | Yes
‘schemes (per ha)

No No

carried out by the

farmers and
information is

submitted to the

- Provincial

administration).

- The amount is

financial aid' and
does not meet
the full cost of

‘losses incurred

Mo

Compensation Yes No
(assessment of

damage by an

independent

appraiser from

the Nature

Conservancy

Department.
Damage is
determined by

-estimating actual
. damage by
_calculating the

difference in yield
between grazed

-and ungrazed :
-areas of the field) -

Hunting Arrangements for Goose Species

;' Cbunfry

: Swéden |

..ENO..

Bag
reporting
~scheme for
‘quarry
goose
species’

- Bag limit
for
‘quarry
- goose
species’

goose
carcasses
permitted

| 'Volu.n.tary ..Yesu |

.._NO

Yes

Yes

Annual

Mo

Yes

Yes

Sale of” ” ;“Huntiﬁg”- | .I.-i.un'ting.

licence
renewal :

.teé S
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'No  -

-Addition
to general
open '
licence

‘Nest :
_destructio -
m

‘No

No

 Regionat .
Proficiency variation
exam in -
- protected
- status of
species -

".(es”



: Nom?ay.

lceland

_. Bulgaria
_ Dénmark |

France

‘Germany

Greenland

‘Netherlands

Estonia

: italy

‘Belgium

No.

No

Yes (daily
quota for

individual
farmers)

‘Yes (setto

individual
land

owners)
‘No

No

No.

No
No

NA

(geese

fully
protected)

No

_ Mandatory

| Mandétory

Voluntary

Mandatory

| Voluntary

{(mandatory
for night
time
shooting}

| Mandatory

Méndatory

‘Mandatory
Mandatory

N/A

Ma.ndatbfy

Yes

{approved by

the Food
Safety

Authority)

Yes
No

Yes (but
origin of
carcass
traceable)

No

Yes

Yes

(professional
hunter only)

Yes
Yes
N/A

Yes (but
seasonal

restrictions)

Annual

Anhual |

Annual

Annual

Annual

1-3

years

Annual

A.nn.u.al

Annual

N/A

?

Yes

| Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

_Nd L

Yes
-Yes
N/A
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Yes

Yes
‘No

'No
‘No
Yes

Yes

| ‘No
‘Yes
‘N/A



