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Lethal scaring

A method used to 
*reduce number of geese causing damage on agricultural crops
*assumed to reinforce effect of scaring devices



When lethal scaring?
• Does not jeopardize maintenance of favorable conservation status
• If the birds are anticipated to cause damage on unharvested fields
• No other solutions
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Differences between species



Why study effects of lethal scaring?
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Why study? 
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Thousands of geese are shoot during lethal scaring/derogation in Sweden/Europe

Why study? 
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Why study? 
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Few studies verifying the effect of lethal scaring
- even fewer studies outside open hunting season

Why study? 



Effects of shooting

• Difficult to study
Confounding factors

Move over large areas
Practical reasons (coordinate shooting events, landowners’ permission etc.)

• Few scientific studies controlling for confounding factors

Before & After (hunting season, changes in legislation)
Inside & Outside (protected areas)
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Effects of hunting/shooting on waterbirds

Swans Geese
Dabbling

ducks
Diving
ducks

Increased flight initiation distance - 4 2 -

Behavioural changes 1 2 8 1

Spatial redistribution (local) 4 8 25 5

Spatial redistribution (regional) 4 2 - 1
Madsen & Fox 1995
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Hypotheses

1. Lethal scaring will reduce the number of 
grazing birds at a local spatial level (field)

2. Birds will increase flight initiation distance to 
an approaching person after lethal scaring.
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Experiment/lethal scaring fieldControl

”Pseudo-” Experiment



BACI – Before-After-Control-Impact

Number of geese ~ time + field type + time*field type
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Bulvaner Lethal scaring
• Lethal scaring evening and subsequent morning
• 2-8 hunters (two and two)
• Decoys
• Hides, ditches with vegetation etc.
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26 lethal scaring fields
42 control fields

Hornborgasjön (3 trials)
Kvismaren (3 trials)
Tåkern (4 trials)
Tysslingen (2 trial)
Sörfjärden (1 trial)
Väse (Värmland) (2 trials)
Edenryd (Skåne) (1 trial)
Finnåker (Västmanland) (1 trial)

Sites and number of observations



On average 33 geese shot per trial (±7.0 SE, range 1-147).

Corresponds to ~ 9% of counted geese before lethal scaring.

Results
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Mean values and S.E.
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Results – number of geese



*In average 63% decrease at lethal scaring fields

*Significant effect of time (decrease after performed lethal scaring)

*Significant effect of field type (more geese on lethal scaring fields) 

*Significant interaction term i.e. an effect of lethal scaring (p<0.001)
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Results – number of geese
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Results – Flight Initiation Distance
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Conclusions
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Fewer geese
Not less shy

Decreased damage?

Future studies
- persistence over time
- individual behaviour
- other species
- how to reinforce the effect
- comparing other methods
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Thanks!

David Ahlqvist (field work)

Financial support:
Swedish Environmental Protection Agency
Swedish University of Agricultural Sciences



More details? 
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