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Dear Mr Mbedzi (for the Director General, Department of Environmental Affairs)
Re: Objections and Comments on the Published Norms and Standards for the Management of Damage-Causing Animals (Government Gazette Vol 545, Pretoria, 26 November 2010, No 33806) - General Notice (1084 of 2010), herein after referred to as the Norms & Standards
In terms of the General Notice published in the above listed Government Gazette I wish to make the following representations and objections. I will make them in three categories, one general, another on key omissions, and another specific to points in the published document.

General Comments and Objections
1. The specialist task team put together by the officials of the Department of Environmental Affairs to help draft these Norms & Standards, after several meetings and detailed discussions, had made certain recommendations that have been disregarded in the final document.  Most importantly the definition of damage causing animals (dealt with here below), the restriction of the use of gin traps (and now called “soft” traps) for 3 years (after which they would be prohibited under all conditions), and the prohibition of methods like dog hunting, denning, helicopter hunting, poison baits, and snares, have not been dealt with or retained in this version of the Norms & Standards.
2. Chapter 2 section 24 of the Constitution of the Republic of South Africa deals with the Bill of Rights, and the provisions of this Norms & Standards undermine those rights.  I refer you to section 24 in the Bill of Rights in this chapter of the constitution that deals with the environment.  I quote specifically:

24. Environment 
Everyone has the right ​ 

a. to an environment that is not harmful to their health or well-being; and 

b. to have the environment protected, for the benefit of present and future generations, through reasonable legislative and other measures that ​ 

i. prevent pollution and ecological degradation; 

ii. promote conservation; and 

iii. secure ecologically sustainable development and use of natural resources while promoting justifiable economic and social development. 

3. The published Norms & Standards specifically enable the use of methods that have been scientifically proven to cause ecological degradation, to undermine conservation and ecologically sustainable development.  This specifically involves the issue of gin traps (renamed as “soft” traps in the Norms & Standards) and the use of hunting dogs.  This will open this piece of statute to a constitutional challenge as currently published.  The scientific data to support this is contained in the reference list attached as an annexure.  Furthermore section 7 (2) of the constitution places an obligation on all, but specifically the “state must respect, protect, promote and fulfil the rights in the Bill of Rights”.  As such I would expect the published Norms & Standards document to do so.  The supremacy of the Constitution must be respected.  The constitutional rights to dignity, psychological integrity, freedom from violence and the environmental rights guaranteed in the constitution are placed in jeopardy by some provisions in the Norms & Standards.
4. Furthermore, although animals are not accorded legal rights in our constitution, in a civilized and humane society of which I hope we are a part, we have a duty of care to treat our environment respectfully and humanely, neither of which are promoted by the contents of this Norms & Standards. 

5. The principles promoted in the Norms & Standards document 
are accurate and appropriate, yet the conditions promoted in chapter 2 part 3 are contrary to the very principles laid down by this document, making its provisions fatally flawed.
6. Certain provisions in the Norms & Standards run contrary to other acts and legislation, for example the allowed method of dog hunting is prohibited in terms of the Animal Protection Act 71 of 1962 and thus may be unlawful, as are the use of traps.  Other provisions are unlawful in terms of certain species such as listed Threatened Or Protected Species (TOPS) being hunted through luring in methods like call and shoot hunting, dog hunting and gin traps. Furthermore it is unclear how the provisions in TOPS relating to Damage Causing Animals and these Norms & Standards relate to one another, as the provisions relating to TOPS listed species are contradictory in terms of these Norms and Standards, e.g. the use of gin traps on TOPS listed species are prohibited. 
7. The definition of a damage causing animal is so broad as to effectively make ALL wildlife by definition damage-causing animals, and with the subsequent vagueness of the control of restricted activities, and the absence of listing of prohibited activities, this will lead to ongoing and wide-scale abuse against the faunal diversity of South Africa. 

8. There are several issues in the Norms & Standards that are unclear and makes this guideline document open to abuse and likely to be ineffectual, namely: 

a. The meaning and implication to management of restricted activities are void due to vagueness and thus opens the system to abuse.  Specifically the document is unclear and vague on the implications of an activity being restricted, and leaves it open to abuse.  We strongly recommend that all restricted activities be subject to a permit being issued each time such an activity is being applied for.  The Norms & Standards are ambiguous on this matter. 
b. The Norms & Standards are silent of those activities that are to be prohibited.  We strongly recommend that all prohibited activities be prohibited under all conditions and that those activities be defined and listed as being such.  We also recommend that the Norms and Standards make a defined distinction between prohibited and restricted activities.  
c. The prohibited activities are to include: gin traps, walk through snap (“Killer”) traps and all forms of leg held devices, poison baits, denning, dog hunting and helicopter hunting.  Additionally we recommend that all forms of holding captive of individuals of damage causing animals, such as to capture urine or excrement scent lures, be prohibited. 

d. The document is silent in terms of how permits for restricted activities are to be issued.  We strongly recommend that permits are to only be issued after the relevant issuing authority or such registered professional known to and acceptable to the relevant issuing authority, has conducted a site inspection and reviewed the relevant information prior to issuing any permits for restrictive activities. 
9. This Norms & Standards compounds the existing confusion between the provisions of the TOPS regulations, NEMBA and the various provincial ordinances and hunting notices/permit /bag limit provisions pertaining to damage causing animals.  The terms and definitions vary, and the net result will be that the confusion legalizes the continued indiscriminate extermination of many animals and indeed species.  For example, certain activities against TOPS listed species are prohibited, yet if they are classified as a DCA they would be permitted in these standards, besides, if, as per definition of these Norms & Standards, all wildlife would be classified as DCA’s it would make the TOPS regulations obsolete. 
10. There can be no place for the continued use of gin traps (cynically called “soft” traps – they are the same thing). There is no scientific or any ethical justification for their use.  They remain indiscriminate, lethal controls of little efficacy in targeting even culprit individual damage causing animals.  Their continued use even as a restricted method, in the management of damage causing animals flies in the face of the very principles supported by these Norms and Standards.  Furthermore it is in contravention to the Animal Protection Act 71 of 1962, and the TOPS regulations. 
11. It is not possible to define gin traps and soft traps to exclude gin traps from the ambit of soft traps, or visa versa.  As such, the attempt to do so in this document is nonsensical, illogical and perhaps even cynical. 
12. There can be no place for the continued use of hunting dogs.  There is no scientific or any ethical justification for this.  They remain indiscriminate, lethal controls of little efficacy in targeting even culprit individual damage causing animals.  Their continued use, even as restricted method, in the management of damage causing animals flies in the face of the very principles supported by these norms and standards.  Furthermore it is in contravention to the Animal Protection Act 71 of 1962, and the TOPS regulations. 
Omissions from the Norms & Standards

13. A very important omission from the Norms and Standards is that under no circumstances should a DCA be hunted for any profiteering venture or be “sold” to a hunting client.  This is a VERY important provision as certain key and high hunting value species will be indiscriminately motivated as being DCAs and will be selectively persecuted. 

14. No restricted activity permits should be issued post the execution of an activity. 

15. The absence of the definitions of prohibited and restricted activities is an omission that will lead to general abuse of damage causing animals.  Prohibited activities should be defined as those activities that are prohibited under all and every circumstances.  Restricted activities should be defined as activities that are restricted through the use of permit conditions laid down by the relevant issuing authority, and guided by the minimum requirements listed in the Norms and Standards.
16. It has been omitted to detail on how restricted activities can be permitted.  The Norms and Standards should set such norms and standards which should entail:

a. An application to conduct a restricted activity detailing the history of the loss,
b. An inspection by the relevant issuing authority, or a registered environmental assessment professional with the authority, should be done and reported on, 

c. Proof of preventative measures or mitigation measures that have been implemented to prevent the loss should be detailed,
d. Permit should be issued for the conduct of a restricted activity, which should detail the conditions, the time limits, and the location of such activities, and the subsequent report back provisions. 

17. The absence of a detailed list of prohibited activities is a glaring omission, these should include:
a. Snaring

b. Gin traps and “soft traps”
c. “Killer” walk-through snap traps

d. Poison baits

e. “Coyote” getters 

f. Hunting dogs

g. Denning

h. Helicopter hunting

i. Holding captive of captured DCAs

18. Section 2 (6) is missing in the document as this must be a typographic error. 

Specific Objections and Comments
19. Refer 1 (1) b – it is noted that in terms of the Animal Protection Act 17 of 1962 it is an offence to:
a. Ill-treat or maim any animal

b. Cause unnecessary suffering
c. Lays any trap or other device for the purpose of capturing or destroying any animal, wild animal or wild bird the destruction of which is not proved to be necessary for the protection of property or for the prevention of the spread of disease
d. Use unregistered dog clubs
e. Wantonly or unreasonably or negligently doing or omitting to do any act or causing or procuring the commission or omission of any act, causes any unnecessary suffering to any animal
The use of gin traps (“soft” traps) or hunting dogs are not permitted in terms of this legislation and its inclusion on these Norms & Standards makes it inconsistent with the law. 
20. Definition of damage causing animals as it stands is a MAJOR problem in these Norms & Standards as they effectively make all wildlife damage-causing animals per se. This creates the avenue for the persecution of wildlife on the whim of any applicant to conduct restricted activities. It is imperative that wildlife only be classified as damage causing animals with good reason and after repeated, regular and excessive damage been proven and verified, with all reasonable preventative measures having been tried. As such we recommend the following definition to be included, and please note that livestock farming and game farming requires different definitions:
“damage-causing animal”  means a wild vertebrate animal that, when interacting with humans or interfering with human activities, there is substantial proof that it—

In livestock farming:
(a) causes  repeated and regular and excessive  losses to livestock;  despite the land user having applied and exhausted all reasonable methods and systems of exclusion and damage prevention. 

In game Farming:
(a) causes “repeated and regular and excessive”  losses to other wild specimens, which is inconsistent with the animal’s natural behavior and ecologically damaging to the specific enterprise;  despite the existence of a certification of adequate enclosure to exclude predators from a game farming area, as approved and verified by the relevant environmental management agency.

(b) causes  “repeated and regular and excessive”  damage to cultivated trees, crops, natural flora or other property; despite the land user having applied and exhausted all reasonable methods and systems of exclusion and damage prevention.

(c) presents an imminent and realistic threat to human life; 


(d) is present in such numbers that agricultural grazing is materially depleted to a significant detrimental extent with respect to biodiversity and farming enterprises, despite the land user having applied and exhausted all reasonable methods and systems of exclusion and damage prevention.

21. Definition of “soft traps” and paragraph 14 is problematic to the extreme. These Norms and Standards are creating a new and false differentiation between gin traps and soft traps. There is no such differentiation in reality and making such a distinction has no merit in law.  There is no way in law that a distinction between gin trap and soft traps exist in reality. This creates confusion and a sinister loophole in the statutes to prevent effective control of these devices. It also renders other legislation, like NEMBA and TOPS, impossible to implement in terms of gin trap prohibitions. These Norms & Standards thus effectively creates a mechanism to continue and entrench to use of gin traps, albeit under a new name, but within the same reality of its damage to biodiversity and with its continued ethical problems. 
22. The continued use of gin traps (and here rebranded as soft traps) is contrary to the very principles of these Norms & Standards, contrary to the Animal Protection act 71 of 1962, the TOPS regulations of the NEMBA, and the consequences of its continued use is at variance to the constitutional rights provided in our constitution. 

23. The specific minimum requirements of the so-called “soft traps” have many problems; mostly that it is a rebranding of currently used gin traps. The Norms & Standards is thus illogical in respect that it seemingly creates a nomenclature distinction between gin traps and soft traps which in law and practice is not possible, but in defining the minimum standards they are the same things. We believe this is intended to mislead and creates ongoing ineffectual and non- implementable legislation. It is notable that there is an absence of the definition of a gin trap in the document. The problems with the minimum requirements are:

a. The name soft trap is an oxymoron as has nothing soft in its structure, mechanism of action, impact on faunal species or biodiversity in general. We are of the opinion that this distinction included in the Norms & Standards are sinister and intended to render the implementation of controls against gin traps ineffectual. SOFT TRAPS as defined in this document are GIN TRAPS. 
b. The definition suggested that these traps must be target specific and selective. This is not practically possible. These traps are by their nature non specific and indiscriminate and almost invariable lethal. In no way is it thus possible to assert they can have specificity or selectiveness. There is no research to support the stance that gin traps are target specific, effective or selective in trapping damage causing animals. There are however numerous scientific papers as well as comments by top academics and  researchers to illustrate the lack of target specificity and poor efficacy of the use of gin traps to trap DCA in farming areas.  

c. The selection of a minimum weight of 1.75kg is utterly arbitrary and entirely irrelevant, as almost all traditional by-catch of gin traps of these species are above this weight category and thus susceptible to their  impact. There has only been research by one researcher in South Africa in an area of questionable mammalian biodiversity to lend any support to this weight category. Although the trapping of certain species such as the Cape fox Vulpes charma and the Bat eared fox Otocyon megalotis may be slightly reduced by setting the tread plate to release at pressures in excess off 1.75kg. This mechanism has been in operation in South Africa for over 10 years as seen in the “Terminator” gin trap tread plate mechanism. However in practice, this has not alleviated the by-catch of thousands of non target innocent species. Skinner & Chimimba (2005) indicate that the following species (for example) would fall prey to these devices as they fall above this weight category:

Cape fox, African wild cat, bat eared fox, civets, genets, black footed cats, primates, antelope, dassies, rock rabbits, spring hare, scrub hares, cane rats, leopard cheetah, lion, hyena, caracal, jackal, domestic dogs, humans, etc (to arbitrarily select a few species). Haw (in prep, 2010) demonstrated that “terminator” traps (which are described in the Norms & Standards as soft traps) had a 8% specificity in capturing predators demonstrated to have sheep remains in their stomachs, demonstrating either scavenging or predation events. 
d. The actual description of soft traps is the actual parameters of the most commonly used gin traps in South Africa, namely those manufactured by Mr Peter Schneekluth of Prince Albert, being sold under the name of “terminator” traps and “leopard” traps. These traps fall exactly into the Norms & Standards definitions and description of minimum standards as it stands in the current document. 

e. In addition the power of the spring mechanism has not been coherently addressed. This is perhaps the most important aspect of the gin trap mechanism with respect to causing injury to trapped wildlife. A trap such as the “Terminator” is way too powerful even for an animal the size of a leopard. This has been vividly illustrated on numerous occasions where numerous species of wild animals trapped with the Terminator gin trap have had to be euthanized as a result of their limb injuries associated with this trapping specific mechanism.
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This trap is compliant with the minimum standards of soft traps in the Norms & Standards. This is a Terminator Trap. This leopard died. 
24. Chapter 2, Part 1, 6(2) refers to “where an inspection is required”. This reference is void due to its vagueness and should read that all applications for a permit to execute a restricted activity should be legally required to undergo an inspection by a member of the relevant issuing authority or alternately a registered environmental assessment professional.
25. The attempt to require the response of the authorities to complaints about Damage Causing Animals to be "proportionate to the damage caused" is problematic when para 6(1) is read with para 6(4). This seems to imply, although it is not clear, that the most severe harm (loss of human life) requires the most severe response – i.e. killing the animal?  Rather the issuing authority should be required to respond reasonably or to use reasonable measures. It may not be reasonable to kill an animal even if it has killed a human. 
In deciding what are reasonable measures, the issuing authority should rather have regard to the principle that an animal has a basic intrinsic right to exist as a part of its particular habitat and ecosystem and that the legal right of humans to life and security of property should be carefully weighed against this.    
26. Part 2 (7) (3) (a) (iii) makes all and any translocation doomed for failure. Firstly it is not practical to get written prior consents as many of these events unfold as desperate emergencies. Secondly this specific provision is impracticable as these animals may traverse the properties of many farm owners (hundreds in some instances). Thus the Norms and Standards are not practically and realistically implementable. We recommend that this provision should read that “the issuing authority may decide to release a translocated animal in an area it deems appropriate, or the receiving landowner or entity that seeks to received such an animal must sign a written undertaking accepting all legal responsibility and liabilities for the animal being received, and must abide by the provisions laid down by the relevant issuing authority.” 
27. Part 2 (8) (1) (b) (i & ii) (Dead Stop Collars and King Collars) are brand names and should fall away as they are dealt with under (vi)
28. Part 2 (9) (1) is dealt with under points 12 & 13 above here. Specifically it is recommended that all restricted methods ONLY be permitted under permits issued by the relevant issuing authority. 
29. Part 2 (9) (1): the use of (b, e & f) (poison collars, soft traps and dogs) are contrary to the very principles of these Norms and Standards, never mind to other legislation (APA 71 of 1962, TOPS, NEMBA) and in variance to the constitution. These should be termed prohibited methods. 
30. Clause 13 should have three additional aspects added as separate clauses within the minimum standards for call and shoot hunting, namely:
a. Only target specific individual known culprit damage-causing animals. 
b. Not be remunerated per number of animals shot , but per problem resolved, to prevent the current practice of large number of animals being shot on a single hunt
c. Be issued with a joint TOPS and DCA permit should a TOPS listed species be involved in the damage a destruction permit be requested.
31. Clause 15 is in contravention of the Animal Protection Act 71 of 1962 and dogs may not be used to hunt other animals, especially in terms of the definition in this Norms and Standards of hunting. 
32. It is also incongruous in terms of 9 (1) (f) and 15 (2) that different numbers of dogs may be used in these hunts (that are in any event unlawful).
33. Chapter 3 (18) states that it is lawful to use gin traps (here referred to as soft traps), which is factually incorrect in law (refer to TOPS and the APA 71 of 1962, and the Constitution). This is furthermore in variance to the recommendation made by the specialist task team that helped to draft these norms and standards who recommended that:

Gin traps (with minimum standards) will be allowed for use as a restricted method in the management of damage-causing animals under individual permitted conditions issued by the relevant issuing authority , and in the use of trained and registered service providers. This provision would be in place for three years; thereafter the method would become a prohibited method. 

We formally object that this recommendation has been disregarded and altered, that gin traps have been illogically rebranded by an oxymoron to soft traps, and their continued use be entrenched in these Norms & Standards. This is contrary to the constitution, NEMBA, TOPS and the Animal Protection Act 71 of 1962. 
I trust that these detailed submissions will be considered and that the department will apply its mind to the illustrated flaws, omissions and recommendations made herein.

Yours truly,

Name

Designation

ID number
Annexure 1: The following scientific papers and notes thereof in support of the notion that there is no data to support the inclusion of gin traps, coyote getters as a management tools of jackal, in particularly, as a damage causing animal.

(List is courtesy of R Harrison White)
Parks and Un-persecuted jackal populations

1. Rowe – Rowe & Green – “Steel jaw traps for live capture of black-backed jackals Afr.J.Wildl. Res 1981 : Aug – Sept (70%) 17 trap nights per jackal (11 adult and 4 immature <1yr but papers differ  - other paper 1yr (1): 1-2yr(3): 3-4yr (4):4-5(2): >7(1 )(15 in 256 trap nights) - with decreasing success in 4 nights of rapping: 5 on the first night, 7 on second night, 1 on the third, and 2, on fourth  nothing after that. 
2. Rowe-Rowe & Green 1981 no success in 206 nights when no fresh signs of jackal

3. Mckenzie  1990: ”Cooperative hunting in the black-backed jackal”: 7  jackals in Moshatu Game reserve – total 20 jackals caught between methods – traps most successful – 7 trapped within 10min to 2yrs of setting trap – one jackal  killed by lion in trap – no non targets – 6 of the trapped jackals showed lameness for  2-17 days after capture – as no visible injuries – lameness probably due to ligament, tendon and muscle injury including in the free lag from straining to get out of trap.

4. Kamler :June – August 333 nights 15 jackals: all territorial – no age analysis = 22 trap nights per jackal – classified 1-2 or adult pers comm
5. A.J.Loveridge and D.W.Madonald “Seasonality in spatial organization and dispersal of sypmpatric jackals”J.Zool.Lond.2001 = 6 trap nights  per jackal 22 jackals caught (11 mesomelas) – ages not given – no weights etc– ear tags - 2785ha next to Hwange National park – trapping done in dry season (June to August– mating estimated from pups to be mid July) - to avoid capturing juveniles? Pups dependant on den site to December (would agree)  - 6 jackal groups (2 mated pairs and others mated pairs with 1-4 extra individuals)– June 1995-April 1997 – dusk to midnight or midnight to dawn every 10mins – fixes for rapidly moving jackals not taken- animals not fitted with tags were identified by their age and markings – “no estimation on population size …because of the difficulty of recapturing individuals” Territories probably about same size as in KGP Ferguson +- 400Ha but no info given here 

Persecuted populations  

1. Kaunda: “Black backed jackal predation at Mokolodi Nature Reserve” 1998

2. 3 captures in 204 trap nights = 68 trap nights per jackal  - going on neck size two were pups(210 & 225) caught Nov 95, June 96 ,Oct 96

3. “Adult jackal consistently avoided being trapped” Kaunda - adjacent farms have PA control – makes it harder  & reserve is only 3000ha. No non target info

4. A. Haw September 2009 – January 2010 unpublished -  25 gin-traps permanently – has caught 5   jackals in +- 120days =3000 trap nights although some animals sat in traps for over one week so one could probably take say 10% off this figure make it say +_ 2700 trap night for  5 jackals =.540 traps night per jackal

5. Bothma 1971 Control and ecology of the black- backed jackal in Transvaal.  Zool. Afr.6:187-193

6. Bothma pers comms to Rowe –Rowe “steel jaw traps proved least successful and capture effort was enormous (methods used greyhounds, gin-traps, Getters and digging)

7. Ferguson J.W.F:  The Ecology of the black backed jackal 1981 using Lensing, J.E. & Le Roux, T.F.  1975: “A capture snare for the small mammal predators  and scavengers” method of snaring with a fishing rod apparatus.  “Between 5 -25 snares were set each night (fishing rods) in each of the two study areas in the Transvaal. The capture success with snares was 550 snare nights per jackal in the Western Transvaal and 104 snare nights per jackals and in the Suikerbosrand Nature Reserve. This difference in capture rates is largely due to the fact that jackals are intensively hunted by land-owners and this makes the jackals more frightened of human smells and human apparatus”.

· Ferguson  1980 Jackal  probably don’t bred before 3rd year- 

· Group sizes were smallest during July to October following he peak in pupping (July) and before pups leave the  den and greatest from November to February when pups forage with the adults” – Black-backed jackal population structures in the natal Drakensberg  Rowe – Rowe The Lammergeyer 32 January 1984 

· Kaunda catch rate was extremely poor but this was probably because of intense jackal persecution on farms bordering the 3000ha reserve. The effect of this is aptly described by Kaunda “ jackals encountered outside the reserve bolted for cover …. Jackals inside the reserve could be approached to within 50m”. This is the point – trapping in persecuted areas is not so easy and not effective. 

8. Haw, A (2010, In prep) 5 months of intensive gin trapping on productive sheep farm monitored gin trap efficacy and specificity. 20 gin traps used, 36 animal captured, all died, 3 (8%) had sheep contents in stomach = predator or scavenger (not necessarily culprit damage causing animal), 70% were non target species. 

Avoidance and “learnt “ behaviours 

A characteristic of the black backed jackal is this animal’s remarkable ability to learn and avoid mechanisms which are seen as “new” (neophobia) or  dangerous.   Much research has been completed on this aspect of the black- backed jackal behavior represented by research such as:

1. Brand & Nel 1997.: “Avoidance of cyanide guns by black backed jackal

2. R. Harrison – White June 2001: (in press) “Black backed jackal resistance to CD calling techniques” 

3. P.J.J. Van Rensburg & M.J.De Wet 1995 : Final Report “The Effectivity and Selectivity of poison baits in the control of black back jackals” “ the avoidance by black backed jackal to poison baits makes this method an ineffective population control method”. This statement can without doubt be extrapolated to other control techniques.

4. R. Harrison – White July 2002 (in press): “Black-backed jackal avoidance of “Dropper Baits”” 

5. R. Harrison – White July 2002 (in press): “Black backed jackal learned resistance to cage trapping in captivity” 
6. Brand et al :”Progressive Resistance to Coyote Getters” 

Specific gin-trap mechanism avoidance:

Parks and Un-persecuted jackal populations

	Author & Publication
	Place No Jackals time year
	Trap success

	Rowe – Rowe & Green – “Steel jaw traps for live capture of black-backed jackals Afr.J.Wildl. Res 1981 : 
	Drakensberg NP

 Aug – Sept 

(15 in 256 trap nights)
	17 trap nights per jackal

- with decreasing success in 4 nights of trapping :5 on the first night  , 7 on second night ,1 on the third ,and 2, on fourth  nothing after that

	Rowe – Rowe & Green – “Steel jaw traps for live capture of black-backed jackals Afr.J.Wildl. Res 1981 : 
	Drakensberg NP Aug – Sept 
	no success in 206 nights when no fresh signs of jackal

	Mckenzie  1990 ”Cooperative hunting in the black-backed jackal” : 
	Moshatu Game Reserve 

7 jackals trapped 
	7 trapped within 10min to 2rs of setting trap– traps most successful method

	Kamler 2008: 

“Efficiency and safety of Soft Catch traps for capturing black-backed jackals and excluding non target species” 
	Benfontein Freestate 

June – August 

333 nights in 2 years =15 jackals
	22 trap nights per jackal

	A.J.Loveridge and D.W.Madonald 2001 “Seasonality in spatial organization and dispersal of sypmpatric jackals” J.Zool.Lond.2001
	Farm 2785ha next to Hwange NP 

dry season (June to August)

11 jackals 


	6 trap nights per jackal 

ages not given – no weights etc– ear tags 

“no estimation on population size …because of the difficulty of recapturing individuals

	Ferguson J.W.F1981:  “Ecology of the black-backed jackal” 
	Suikerbosrand Nature Reserve
	104 snare nights per jackal


Persecuted jackal populations:

	Author & Publication
	Place No Jackals time year
	Trap success

	Kaunda: 1998

 “Black backed jackal predation at Mokolodi Nature Reserve” 
	Mokolodi Nature Reserve 3000ha

3 jackals
	68 trap nights per jackal 

(3 captures in 204 trap nights) 

“Adult jackal consistently avoided being trapped” - adjacent farms have PA control – makes it harder”.

	Haw pers comms.

	Taaiboshfontein

Victoria west

September 2009 – January 2010
	450 traps night per jackal - 5 jackals 



	Ferguson J.W.F1981:  “Ecology of the black-backed jackal” 


	Western Transvaal
	550 snare nights per jackal “This difference in capture rates is largely due to the fact that jackals are intensively hunted by land-owners and this makes the jackals more frightened of human smells and human apparatus”.

	Bothma 1971 

“Control and ecology of the black backed jackal in Transvaal”. 

 Zool. Afr.6:187-193
	Transvaal
	Bothma pers comms to Rowe –Rowe

 “steel jaw traps proved least successful and capture effort was enormous (methods used greyhounds, gin-traps, Getters and digging)




This type of reaction summed up by P.J.JVan Rensburg & M.J.De Wet 1995 in poison baits tests “ the avoidance by black backed jackal to poison baits makes this method an ineffective population control method” 

This statement can without doubt be extrapolated to other control / capture techniques.

The failure of the gin-trap as a control option for jackals and jackal predations is evidently linked to this animals’ ability to learn and avoid control strategies, a point aptly supported by the above research.
1

