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A working model for preventing crop damage caused by increasing

goose populations in Sweden

En arbetsmodell for att forebygga skador pa groda orsakade av vixande

gdspopulationer i Sverige

MIKAEL HAKE, JOHAN MANSSON & ANNE WIBERG

The populations of several goose species have increased
rapidly in Sweden, as well as in other parts of Europe,
particularly during the last decade. As a consequence, the
damage caused by the birds to commercially grown ag-
ricultural crops has increased. In 2008, the Swedish gov-
ernment paid about 500,000 € for preventive measures
and subsidies to affected farmers. To reduce the econom-
ical losses and conflicts between the geese and humans,
it is necessary to establish and maintain communication
between the different interest groups and to implement
measures to prevent the damage. We here present a work-
ing model, which is currently used for reducing human—
geese conflicts in Sweden. The working model is based
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on the initiation of management groups which may de-
velop a management plan on the basis of information col-
lected about the behaviour of the birds and the temporal
and spatial variations of crop damage caused within local
areas. We give an overview of the preventive measures
taken within these plans and discuss how effective they
may be to reduce conflicts between geese and humans.
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Introduction

The populations of several European goose spe-
cies have increased considerably during the last
decades. Between 1995 and 2008, the number of
wintering geese in north-western Europe increased
by 24%, from about 3,500,000 to 4,300,000 (Fox et
al. 2010). The grazing and trampling by the geese
may have a large impact on vegetation, including
commercially grown agricultural crops (Mclvor &
Conover 1994, Zacheis et al. 2001, Jefferies et al.
2004). As a consequence, the aggregation of graz-
ing geese within farmland may cause conflicts be-
tween the birds and humans, particularly farmers
(Lorenzen & Madsen 1986, Summers 1990). The
aggregations mainly occur at staging sites during
migration, at breeding colonies or when non-breed-
ing birds flock at attractive foraging sites (Zacheis
et al. 2001, Samelius & Alisauskas 2009).

Also in Sweden, the populations of several goose
species have increased rapidly, particularly dur-
ing the last 10-15 years. Annual national counts
of geese have been conducted during autumn and
winter since the late 1970s. These counts reveal

that all goose species except the Bean Goose Anser
fabalis and the Lesser White-fronted Goose Anser
erythropus have increased since the surveys were
introduced (Nilsson 2009). The Greylag Goose
Anser anser has, for example, increased more
than tenfold (from about 20,000 to 225,000 birds)
during 1984-2009, and a similar pattern has been
found for the Barnacle Goose Branta leucopsis
(Nilsson 2009). Breeding populations of these two
species have shown similar substantial increases.
At the eutrophic lake Téakern in south-central Swe-
den (Figure 1), the number of breeding Greylag
Geese increased from about 100 to 1,000 pairs be-
tween 1996 and 2002 (Gezelius 2009), and the total
number of breeding Barnacle Geese in Sweden has
increased from very few to about 5,000 pairs dur-
ing the last two decades (e.g. Feige et al. 2008).
The increase in population sizes of geese in
Sweden has, like in the rest of Europe, brought an
increase in crop damage in agricultural areas due
to grazing birds, and this has resulted in conflicts
between the birds and farmers. These conflicts are
particularly pronounced for protected species, i.e.
species which cannot be hunted during the periods
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when they cause the damage. The conflicts do not
only result in financial losses for farmers affected,
but may also lower the acceptance for geese and
birds in general. As a consequence, landowners
may be more reluctant to agree on setting off their
land as reserves to protect vulnerable birds and oth-
er organisms (Gordon 2009). Thus, it is important
that these conflicts are mitigated, as they may have
severe consequences for both economics and the
possibility to implement successful conservation
measures.

In Sweden, the regulations for managing damage
caused by protected wildlife were renewed in 1995.
The current regulations state that such damage
should primarily be prevented by hunting. In situ-
ations where this is not possible, e.g. if the species
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Figure 1. Map of Sweden showing the 21 counties and the
location of six important breeding and staging sites for gee-
se, cranes and whooper swans, mentioned in the text: lake
Tékern, lake Hornborga, lake Kvismaren, lake Draven, Sor-
fjérden and Kristianstads Vattenrike.

Karta éver Sverige med de 21 ldnen och liget for sex vik-
tiga omrdden for héickning och rastning for gdss, tranor och
sangsvanar som ndmns i texten: Tdakern, Hornborgasjon,
Kvismaren, Draven, Sorfidrden och Kristianstads vattenrike.
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Figure 2. Amount of money paid for preventing and com-
pensating crop damage caused by protected birds in Sweden
1997-2008. Dashed line = subsidies for damage, solid line =
subsidies for preventive measures.

Belopp betalda for att forhindra och kompensera skorde-
skador orsakade av fridlysta faglar i Sverige 1997-2008.
Streckad linje = ersdttning for skador, heldragen linje = er-
sdttning for att forebygga skador.

causing damage are protected or if damage occurs
within nature reserves or national parks, it should
be prevented by other methods. If damage still oc-
curs, the administration boards in the 21 counties
(Figure 1) have the mandate to compensate affect-
ed stakeholders for their financial losses to mitigate
the conflicts. The governmental subsidies for pre-
venting damage on commercially grown crops and
compensating farmers in agricultural areas have
increased (Figure 2) as a result of the increasing
populations of geese, Common Cranes Grus grus
and Whooper Swans Cygnus cygnus. In 2008, the
Swedish government paid about 200,000 € for pre-
venting crop damage and an additional 300,000 €
for subsidies to farmers affected by damage caused
by grazing birds (Figure 2).

To promote the development of methods for
preventing damage caused by protected wildlife
and the conflicts this may bring, the government
set off money to establish the organization Wild-
life Damage Centre in 1995. The mission of this
organization is to collect and distribute information
among stakeholders concerned about how the dam-
age caused by different kinds of protected animals
vary in time and space and about the ecology and
population development of the animals causing the
damage (for further information, see: www.viltska-
decenter.se). In this paper, we present a working
model, developed by the Swedish Wildlife Dam-
age Centre, which is used to prevent crop damage
caused by protected bird species (including geese)
in agricultural areas in Sweden. Examples of how



the different measures included in this model may
be used are provided and experiences of imple-
menting the model are discussed.

Methods and tools within the working model

In Sweden, there are many agricultural areas where
conflicts between grazing geese and farmers oc-
cur. These areas are mainly connected to breed-
ing, staging and wintering sites of geese, Whooper
Swans and Cranes in the southern parts of Sweden
and along the coast of the Gulf of Bothnia further
north. The conflict areas are sometimes related to
nature reserves which provide good conditions for
breeding and staging, e.g. lake Takern, lake Horn-
borga and lake Kvismaren (Figure 1) and in such
areas it is, as mentioned earlier, particularly impor-
tant to mitigate the conflicts.

Thus, the Wildlife Damage Centre has developed
a working model, in which all interest groups may
be involved in the collection of information need-
ed, management decisions and implementation of
management actions. This working model involves
four major steps, which are taken in turn: (1) found
a group with representatives from all stakehold-
ers affected by the conflict, (2) collect information
about the ecology and behaviour of the birds and
the temporal and spatial variations of the damage
they cause, (3) implement preventive measures,
and (4) evaluate the measures taken so that the
management strategy may be adaptively improved.

Founding management groups

Establish and maintain communication between
all stakeholders by founding a group with repre-
sentatives from all interest groups affected by the
conflict. This group may be composed as shown in
Figure 3 and should, for practical reasons, prefer-
ably not include more than 15 members. The group
should have regular meetings to discuss and devel-
op a management plan for preventing crop damage
in the area of interest.

Collecting information

To develop a management plan, it is necessary
to collect as much basic information as possible
about the ecology and behaviour of the birds and
the spatial and temporal variations of the dam-
age they cause. This information is important for
guiding where, when and how preventive meas-
ures should be implemented in the area of interest.
Therefore, the next step should be to collect such

Figure 3. An example of how a management group may be
composed. In Sweden, these groups have been founded on
the initiative of managers and decision makers at the county
administration boards.

Exempel pa hur en forvaltningsgrupp kan vara sammansatt.
1 Sverige har dessa grupper bildats genom initiativ frdn
linsadministrationen.

information by field surveys and by using already
existing knowledge within the management group
(e.g. information gained by local ornithologists and
farmers).

Implementing preventive measures

Implementation of preventive measures involves
four types of action.

Setting off accommodation fields. Set oftf accom-
modation fields where the birds are allowed to feed
and may be undisturbed. These fields should be
situated in areas the birds prefer to visit as revealed
by results from field surveys or already existing
local knowledge. If necessary, provide supplemen-
tary food in these areas to attract the birds during
periods of the season when the risk of crop damage
is particularly high.

Scaring of birds. Scare the birds away from vul-
nerable fields with a combination of scaring de-
vices and protective hunting. If necessary, employ
one or more persons who can help the farmers with
scaring and hunting the birds.

Fencing. If necessary, put up fences to protect
vulnerable crops on fields situated close to the
breeding grounds of the geese. Preferably, specially
designed fences to prevent crop damage caused by
breeding and moulting geese should be used. These
fences are about 1 m high and have a mesh size of
maximum 50 mm, at least at the bottom third, pre-
venting small goslings from getting through.

Farming strategy. 1f possible, adopt a farming
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strategy that minimises the risk of crop damage
caused by the geese. This may include many dif-
ferent actions, e.g. to grow crops that the birds do
not prefer, growing vulnerable crops in areas less
preferred by the birds, and growing varieties of
crops that germinate and may be harvested earlier
or later in the season. We know, for instance, that
some crops are less attractive for the birds, e.g. rye
and oats are less preferred than wheat and barley
(Kjellander at al. 2002, Axelsson 2004). We also
know that geese, as well as Common Cranes and
Whooper Swans, are less prone to visit fields close
to roads, houses or other devices connected to hu-
man activities (Kjellander et al. 2002, Wildlife
Damage Centre, unpubl. data).

Evaluating the measures taken

Evaluate the effect of the preventive measures im-
plemented by surveying the change in behaviour
and numbers of birds, frequency of damage, costs
and benefits and how people affected by the con-
flict experience the situation. The evaluation may
be conducted at different spatial and temporal
scales, e.g. from effects of single measures taken
on specific fields to the total effects of all measures
implemented within the working model.

Results and discussion

Founding management groups

Since 2002, management groups have been found-
ed in 11 of the 21 counties in Sweden (Table 1,
Figure 1). Crop damage occurs also within the
other 10 counties, but so far to a lesser extent. The
management groups have been founded on the ini-
tiative of the county administration boards, which
are responsible for the regional wildlife manage-
ment. Our general experience is that these groups
are highly appreciated, as they promote communi-
cation and understanding between different inter-
est groups such as decision-makers, farmers, or-
nithologists and hunters (Figure 3). Moreover, the
local knowledge among members of these interest
groups, e.g. about where and when crop damage
occurs, population sizes and behaviour of birds
and hunting strategies, is more easily picked up.
In three counties, local management plans for pre-
venting crop damage caused by geese, cranes and
swans have been produced by the management
groups (Table 1).

The founding of management groups has not
only lead to increased communication among
stakeholders but also provided a good working

228

climate. The groups have also organised regular
meetings to inform the public about their work and
management decisions at least once a year. The im-
portance of involving the public to enhance the ac-
ceptance of management decisions and the ability
to respond more directly to management concerns
has been highlighted for ecosystem management in
general (Endter-Wada et al. 1998), large carnivore
management (Skogen 2003), as well as planning of
nature reserves (Jacobson & McDuff 1998).

Collecting information

Following instructions worked out by established
management groups, the administration boards in
eight of the Swedish counties have initiated and
conducted field studies of geese in local areas ex-
periencing problems with grazing birds (Table 1).
From these investigations, information about num-
bers, site fidelity and local movements of birds has
been collected. This information has then been used
as a basis for deciding which preventive measures
that should be taken within the areas. For example,
a thorough survey of numbers and spatial distribu-
tion of geese was made at lake Tékern (Figure 1)
during 2003-2004 (Axelsson 2004). As geese are
normally traditional in their selection of feeding
sites (for a review, see Vickery & Gill 1999), this
information was used to guide where and during
which periods of the season accommodation fields
should be set off in the agricultural areas surround-
ing the lake (Axelsson & Modin 2006b). Similar
surveys have been conducted at lake Kvismaren
during 1996—1998 and lake Draven (Figure 1) dur-
ing 2006-2008 (Wildlife Damage Centre, unpubl.
data, Truvé 2006, 2008).

In some areas, local counts of the number of
geese present during different parts of the year are
made. At lake Téakern, these counts have been con-
ducted since 1970 (Gezelius 2009) and the informa-
tion obtained is used to make predictions about how
much damage one might expect during forthcom-
ing years. For the same reason, information about
breeding geese is collected through annual aerial
surveys of the number of breeding geese in some
“high-risk” areas, e.g. for the greylag goose in Kris-
tianstads Vattenrike (Figure 1, Olofsson 2008).

To investigate where and when crop damage oc-
curs, questionnaires have been sent out to farmers
within local areas in three counties so far; at lake
Takern, Sérfjirden and at the island of Oland in
county H (Table 1, Figure 1). In addition, these
questionnaires were designed to reveal information
about how the farmers experience the conflicts with



Table 1. Measures implemented within the working model to prevent conflicts between grazing birds and hu-
mans in the 21 counties during 2002-2009, i.e. since the first management group was founded in Sweden. Let-
ters indicating the different counties refer to Figure 1. Y=Yes, -=No.

Atgiirder som vidtagits inom arbetsmodellen for att forhindra konflikter mellan betande figlar och ménniskor
ide 21 ldnen 2002-2009, dvs. sedan den forsta arbetsgruppen bildades i Sverige. Linskoderna finns i Figur 1.
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the birds and whether measures taken to prevent
crop damage on the initiative of the management
groups are appreciated (Axelsson & Modin 2006b,
Administration board in county H, unpubl. data).

Implementing preventive measures

Accomodation fields have been set off for geese
and cranes in agricultural areas subjected to crop
damage in eight of the Swedish counties since
2002 (Table 1). These fields vary in size between
5 and 20 ha and ranges in number between 1 and 6
depending on the size of the areas and the number
of birds causing damage. At these fields, food is
provided for the birds in various ways depending
on which kind of birds one want to attract and dur-
ing which time of the year the accommodation ar-
eas are supposed to be effective (e.g. Axelsson &

Modin 2006a, Hake 2006). The effect of this meas-
ure on the movement patterns of birds has been
evaluated for geese as well as for the Common
Crane, which cause similar crop damage as geese,
in five Swedish counties (Table 1). At lake Takern,
Axelsson & Modin (2006a) found that the geese
and Cranes frequently used five accommodation
fields, set off in the agricultural areas surrounding
the lake, during most of the vegetation season. The
proportion of geese and common cranes counted on
these fields differed over time, but ranged between
20-60%. Moreover, they found that fields border-
ing the accommodation fields received relatively
few visits from grazing birds. At lake Kvismaren,
between 80-100% of the common cranes present
in the surrounding agricultural areas used an ac-
commodation field set off during May—July 2005
(Hake 2006). Similarly, at lake Draven (Figure 1),
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Truvé (2006) found that a high proportion of the
common cranes staging in the area used an accom-
modation field set off during 2006 as long as food
was provided. The effective use of accommodation
areas has earlier been shown in several studies (see
Vickery & Gill 1999 for a review). Thus, setting
off accommodation fields seems to be an effec-
tive method to prevent crop damage by attracting
birds to areas where they do not cause any dam-
age. The accommodation areas reduce the possible
risk of just moving the problem from one vulner-
able field to another when the birds are scared from
such fields, as they provide a refuge for the birds.
However, setting off accommodation fields should
preferably be combined with scaring of birds from
fields with vulnerable crops, as this may make the
accommodation areas even more preferred.

Scaring of birds can be done in numerous ways.
To scare birds away from fields susceptible to
damage caused by geese (see Conover 2002 for
a review), the most commonly used methods in
Sweden (e.g. Kjellander et al. 2002, Axelsson &
Modin 2006b) are propane cannons, “the Hulk”
(an inflatable scarecrow that pops up from a box
at irregular intervals), fireworks, wooden figures
and flags. In five Swedish counties, one or more
persons have been employed by the county admin-
istration boards as “scaring consultants” to help the
farmers with scaring birds (Table 1). These persons
may be contacted by the farmers when there is a
risk of crop damage. They respond immediately
and provide scaring devices or actively assist the
farmers by scaring the birds and/or participating in
protective hunting. Also, the “scaring consultants”
normally have good knowledge of the movements
of the birds and what kinds of crops that is grown
within the local area. Thus, they can, on short no-
tice, give priority to preventive measures which
may minimize the damage, costs and conflicts be-
tween birds and farmers.

Fencing has been used in five of the Swedish
counties. Specially designed fences have been put
up to prevent crop damage made by geese close to
breeding sites (Table 1). This measure is currently
most extensively used at lake Takern, where about
11 km of such fence has been put up during the last
five years (Karl-Martin Axelsson, pers. comm.).
Quantitative evaluation of this method has not yet
been conducted, but the general impression is that
farmers growing crops close to breeding areas of
Greylag and Barnacle Geese face less problems
when fences are put up (County administration
boards, pers. comm.). It is also interesting to note
that after the fences were put up at lake Téakern, the
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number of breeding Greylag Geese has decreased
(Gezelius 2009), and less subsidies for crop dam-
age caused by geese have been paid (Karl-Martin
Axelsson, pers. comm.). However, a proper evalu-
ation of this method should be prioritized in the
future.

Farming strategy adjustment to prevent crop
damage caused by grazing birds may be restrict-
ed by regulations on both a European and Swed-
ish level and the farmers” need to use certain crop
schemes on the fields e.g. to minimize the risk
for pathogens and the use of fertilizers. However,
adjustments in the farming strategy are regularly
made in at least three of the Swedish counties (Ta-
ble 1). A good example comes from lake Horn-
borga (Figure 1), where a farmer grows a special
variety of barley on several fields. This variety
grows fast and is possible to harvest 2-3 weeks be-
fore the conventional varieties. As a consequence,
large areas of stubble fields appear early in the au-
tumn, when geese and crane starts to aggregate in
the area. The stubble fields then serve as accommo-
dation areas for cranes and geese (e.g. Kjellander
2003, Axelsson 2004) during this period and hence
prevent the birds to cause damage to vulnerable
crops. This variety of barley produces a lower har-
vest than the conventional ones, but the financial
loss is subsidized to the farmer by the county ad-
ministration board.

Evaluating the measures taken

The measures implemented within the working
model presented in this paper may be evaluated
on different spatial and temporal scales. So far,
evaluations have been made in five of the Swedish
counties (Table 1), but only on a relatively small
scale mainly concerning the change in numbers
and behaviour of birds. Also, questionnaires have
been sent out to evaluate how farmers in different
areas experience the conflict with the birds and the
preventive measures taken (e.g. Axelsson & Modin
2006a). The information achieved has been adap-
tively implemented within the management plans
produced by the management groups.

However, there are also needs for developing
methods to evaluate measures taken at a larger
scale, i.e. within the entire working model. This in-
cludes not only ecological aspects, i.e. the change
in behaviour of birds, economical aspects, i.e. the
economical losses of affected farmers, but also
psychological aspects, e.g. how the “quality of
life” is affected for the stakeholders involved. To
develop such methods, there are several problems



which must be dealt with. To evaluate the meas-
ures taken on an economical scale, it is important
that all farmers report their damage. From ques-
tionnaires, we know that still relatively few farm-
ers do so (Axelsson & Modin 2006b). Therefore,
it is difficult to evaluate the economical benefits,
as we currently do not know how much “hidden”
damage we may avoid by taking the preventive
measures. Also, the psychological benefits are dif-
ficult to measure, as this aspect is rather vague and
preferably measured through questionnaires and
interviews with affected stakeholders. Thus, no
good methods for performing a complete evalua-
tion of the effectiveness of the working model are
currently available, and it is of primary importance
that the development of such methods is prioritized
in the future.
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Sammanfattning

Populationerna av flera gésarter har okat kraftigt
savil 1 Sverige som i dvriga Europa under de se-
naste 10—15 aren. I Sverige visar arliga host- och
vinterrdkningar att gragasen Anser anser t.ex. har
tiofaldigat sin populationsstorlek under perioden
1985-2009, fran ca 20.000 till 225.000 ex. I nord-
viéstra Europa har antalet §vervintrande géss under
perioden 1995-2008 dkat med 24%, fran ca 3,5 till
4,3 miljoner individer. Detta har medfort att de ska-
dor faglarna orsakar pa kommersiellt odlade grodor
genom avbetning och nedtrampning har okat kraf-
tigt. Enligt svensk lagstiftning skall skador som or-
sakas av vilt i forsta hand forebyggas genom jakt.
Nir detta inte dr mdjligt, t.ex. om skadorna orsakas
av fredade arter, skall skadorna forebyggas med
andra metoder. Om skador uppstar trots att man har
vidtagit forebyggande atgarder, kan lédnsstyrelserna
(Figur 1) soka statliga medel for att kompensera
lantbrukarnas forluster. Lansstyrelserna kan dven
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soka bidrag fran staten for att vidta forebyggande
atgdrder. Dérigenom kan konflikterna mellan be-
tande faglar och lantbrukare mildras. 2008 betalade
staten ut 4,9 miljoner i bidrag till forebyggande &t-
gérder och erséttning for skador pa groda (Figur 2).
Forutom ekonomiska konsekvenser kan skadorna
dven medfora att acceptansen minskar for atgéarder
som kan gynna den biologiska méngfalden, t.ex.
restaurering av vitmarker och bildande av naturre-
servat. Det dr darfor viktigt att konflikterna mildras
dven ur ett naturvardsperspektiv.

Viltskadecenter dr en myndighet som arbetar pa
uppdrag av Naturvardsverket. Centret har till upp-
gift att underlétta arbetet med att férebygga kon-
flikter mellan fredade djur och méanniskan, och har,
under de senaste aren, utvecklat en arbetsmodell
for att ddmpa konflikterna mellan lantbrukare och
fredade féglar i jordbruksomraden. Vi redovisar
hér de olika atgdrder som ingér i denna modell och
diskuterar hur effektiva de dr och kan bli pa sikt.
Arbetsmodellen bygger pa fyra steg som bor tas i
tur och ordning:

Bilda en arbetsgrupp med representanter fran
berorda intressegrupper

Arbetsgruppen bor besta av representanter fran alla
intressegrupper som berdrs av konflikten (se exem-
pel i Figur 3). Vidare bor gruppen ha regelbundna
moten ddr man uppréttar och vidareutvecklar en
forvaltningsplan som syftar till att minska konflik-
terna i det aktuella omradet.

Samla in information om faglarnas beteende och
skademénster

For att kunna vidta kostnadseffektiva skadefore-
byggande atgirder behdver man samla in grundlag-
gande information om faglarnas beteende och hur
skadorna varierar i tid och rum. Detta kan man gora
t.ex. genom faltstudier av de skadegorande faglar-
nas antal och utbredning och genom att undersoka
vilka kunskaper som finns lokalt om skadorna och
faglarnas beteende hos lantbrukare och ornitologer.

Vidta forebyggande dtgdrder

Den information man har fitt genom filtstudier
och 6vrig kunskapsinsamling skall ligga till grund
for att vigleda skadeforebyggande atgérder. I det
forebyggande arbetet dr det fyra atgérder som ar
speciellt viktiga att jobba med.

Avsditt viltakrar. Avsatt akrar pa vilka faglarna
kan soka foda ostort. Dessa félt maste anldggas i
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omraden ddr man vet att géssen tycker om att vis-
tas. Akrarna skall goras sé attraktiva som mojligt
genom att man odlar grodor som faglarna tycker
om. Man kan &dven utfodra faglarna pa viltdkrarna
under perioder da det &r sdrskilt stor risk for att ska-
dor skall uppsta.

Skrimsel. Skrdm faglarna fran kénsliga filt
till de avsatta viltdkrarna med hjélp av lampliga
skramselanordningar och skyddsjakt. Om risken
for skador dr stor, anstill resurspersoner som kan
rycka ut med kort varsel och hjélpa drabbade lant-
brukare med skrdmseln och skyddsjakten.

Stingsling. 1 omraden dér odlingsmark griansar
till 1&mplig hickningsbiotop for géss kan det vara
nodvandigt att sdtta upp speciella stdngsel for att
hindra hdckande och ruggande géss fran att ga upp
och beta pa falt med skadekénslig groda.

Odlingsstrategi. Anpassa, om mgjligt, odlings-
strategin 1 det aktuella omrddet sa att risken for
skador minimeras. Man kan t.ex. odla grodor som
géssen inte tycker om och/eller odla skadekéansliga
grodor 1 omraden ddr gédssen inte tycker om att vis-
tas pga. ménsklig aktivitet.

Utvdrdera effekten av vidtagna datgdrder

For att utveckla och forbéttra de forebyggande at-
gérder som vidtas, maste de anvdnda metodernas
effektivitet utvdrderas. Detta kan man t.ex. gora
genom att folja upp fordndringar i de skadegdrande
faglarnas antal och beteende, skadefrekvens, eko-
nomiska kostnader och attityder hos ménniskor
som dr berdrda av konflikterna.

Resultat och diskussion

Sedan 2002 har 12 arbetsgrupper i 11 1dn upprét-
tats pa initiativ av respektive linsstyrelse (Tabell
1). Detta har okat forstaelsen och kommunikatio-
nen mellan olika intressegrupper och bidragit till
att skapa ett mer positivt klimat i arbetet for att
hantera skadeproblematiken. Arbetsgrupperna har
dessutom initierat kunskapsinsamling angéende
faglarnas beteende och skadornas utbredning ge-
nom faltstudier och sammanstdllning av befintliga
kunskaper hos berorda parter genom frageenkater.
I tre 14n har dven forvaltningsplaner uppréttats (Ta-
bell 1).

En rad olika skadefoérebyggande atgdrder har
vidtagits pd initiativ av grupperna. En kombination
av skramsel och avsittning av viltdkrar har visat
sig vara speciellt effektiv for att styra faglarna till
omraden ddr de inte orsakar nagra skador. I vissa
“hégriskomraden” har lansstyrelsen anstallt resurs-



personer som hjdlper lantbrukarna med skrédmsel
och skyddsjakt (Tabell 1). Kunskapsinsamlingen
har dven gett tips om var man skall sétta upp sténg-
sel for att forhindra hickande och ruggande giss
att ga upp och beta pa dkrar som angréinsar till
omraden med lamplig hackningsbiotop for gdssen
(Tabell 1).

For att oka forstdelsen for viltforvaltning rent
allmént 4r det viktigt att allmédnheten kan f4 infor-
mation om och mojlighet att paverka de beslut som
tas. Arbetsgrupperna bjuder darfor in allmédnheten
till arliga moten, vid vilka alla som nérvarar kan
fa delge sina synpunkter pa de skadeforebyggande
atgdrder man vidtagit och de resultat man har upp-
nétt.

Om man skall kunna utveckla forvaltningsar-
betet i framtiden maste man utvirdera effekterna
av de skadeforebyggande atgirder som vidtagits.
Sddana utvérderingar har hittills gjorts pa en liten
rumslig skala. Man har exempelvis gjort utvérde-
ringar av hur avsittningen av viltakrar i kombina-
tion med skramsel paverkar de skadegérande fag-
larnas beteende (Tabell 1). Daremot har man dnnu
inte gjort utvarderingar pa en storre rumslig skala,
t.ex. av hur de forebyggande atgidrderna som har
vidtagits paverkat skadefrekvens, ekonomi och de
ménniskor som paverkas totalt sett. Sadana utvér-
deringar ar svarare att géra, och en utveckling av
metoder for att analysera detta maste prioriteras i
framtiden.
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