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INTRODUCTION

The aim of the present study was to accumulate a large amount of data and evidence in order to
obtain detailed information on the use of stone crush traps (tendelles), the use of which was
legalized by a governmental decree of 7 November 2005 in the French Département of Aveyron
and la Lozère, on the Grandes Causses (Noir, Méjean e Sauveterre).
Although this practice has been banned in France for about a century, in 2005, in compliance with
the demands of local hunters, the French government authorized a derogation for the hunting of 5
thrush species using stone crush traps. This practice is now considered a form of ‘traditional
hunting’ worthy of preservation.
The ban was lifted following a two-year field study carried out by the Institut méditerranéen du
patrimoine cynégétique (IMPCF), in order to develop a new kind of trap, which was intended to be
‘more selective’.

To our knowledge no independent scientific studies of this trapping method have been carried out.
Those that exist have been carried out by hunters’ organisations using their own data (with the
exception of a report by the Office National de la Chasse et de la Faune Sauvage (ONCFS), which
raised numerous objections to the conduct of the study). We therefore decided to carry out our own
field study and compare the results with those arrived at by the hunters’ associations.

The precise aims of our study were to establish the actual daily trapping rate of tendelles, the
percentage of protected species accidentally trapped and to confirm whether or not the newly
developed trap guarantees the unharmed release into the wild of protected species.
The data, accumulated over a three year period, has enabled us to finally reach a proper overview
of the complete trapping situation during the three winter months, when tendelles are set out in the
countryside.

We herewith present the results of our research to the Environment Directorate of the European
Commission, Environment Directorate, as a final concluding report, following our complaint dated
8 March 2006 and observations dated 14 February 2008.

SUMMARY OF RESULTS

Based on the data accumulated during our field study, and documents published by local hunters’
organizations, we conclude that tendelles, although not mass-traps, are nevertheless a trapping
method capable of trapping considerably more birds than those declared by French trappers.

In respect of the selectivity of the new type of tendelle, the Institut méditerranéen du patrimoine
cynégétique “hoped it would be selective but they did not state that this had been achieved”1. Our
sample study has proved that selectivity does not exist to any great extent.
We therefore consider that this trapping method should not be considered legitimate in terms of the
Bird Protection Guidelines.

We believe that permitting such a non-selective trapping method can set a dangerous precedent for
many other European bird trapping traditions, many of which are waiting for a new chance to be
legalised.

                                                          
1 IMPCF-ONCFS, Resultats d´experimentation  en Lozère (2003-2004 et 2004-2005) et Aveyron (2004-2005), p. 6
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In our investigations the following general conclusions have shed fresh light on the tendelles
phenomenon.

·  Our calculations demonstrate that the trapping rate of an 80 tendelles trapping site is 2.25 birds
per day during the month of January. Based on data from the reports of the Fédération
départémental de chasseurs de la Lozère (FDCL) the trapping rate for December is also 2.25
birds per day, and in November 1.45.  The average trapping rate of a single tendelle trap is
around 0.02 and 0.03 birds per day. We therefore conclude that if there is no limit on game
bags, the trapper (tendeur) can catch a total of 178 birds every season. If this number is
multiplied by the number of 250 licensed trappers, a theoretical total of 44,500 birds can be
legally trapped every year.

·  During our field studies in 2006-2007, 75% of the birds in the traps were dead and 25% were
still alive. None of the live birds found in the traps could be released into the wild, since all
had either wing or leg fractures and dislocations, or cranial lesion. In 2009 we found 73% of
trapped birds dead and 15% injured. Only 12% of the trapped birds were able to fly away
unharmed.

Tendelles, because of the bait used, their location and their capture method, are beyond any doubt
non-selective traps. It is indisputable that thrushes are the most numerous species frequenting
meadows with scattered juniper and box bushes in winter. Nonetheless, our field studies over a
three year period have demonstrated that 17% of the trapped birds are non-thrush species. We
conclude therefore that potentially 7,565 non-thrush birds are likely to die every year in tendelles.

METHODOLOGY

In December 2006 the Komitee gegen den Vogelmord undertook its first field study of tendelles.
The second field study took place in 2007. During these two field studies the two Komitee
observers covered many kilometres of the Causses on foot in order to map and record a first
approximate census of the tendelles phenomenon.
Many trapping sites were identified and marked on maps. Meadows with Juniper (Juniperus
communis) and Box (Buxus sempervirens) were identified as the characteristic vegetation pattern of
the trapping areas. An extensive photographic record file was created. The operations were
conducted over an 8 day period (4 days each in 2006 and 2007) and concentrated on the Causse
Noir and Méjean.
The first analysis of this trapping method provided us with some evidence on the trapping rate of
the tendelles, their non-selectivity, and the fact that all trapped birds were dead or fatally injured.

These first observations were reported to the European Commission in our complaint dated 8
March 2006 and our letter of 14 January 2008.
In January 2009 we decided to conduct a further field study, based on the results of the previous
two studies, to provide us with more detailed and systematic information.
This 2009 field study was again conducted by two Komitee observers and covered a 5 day period
from 5 to 9 January 2009.  We selected 10 of the tendelles sites mapped in previous years (with a
total of 740 traps) for systematic data gathering. In order to ensure that our data was as accurate
as possible, we noted the tendeurs routine and attempted to check the traps one hour in
advance of the trapper.

When this was not possible, we weighted the data with a specific T/O (trapper/observer) factor.
This factor calculates the temporal gap between the time the trapper checks his traps and the check
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by the observers. The factor also takes account of the fact that many more birds are likely to be
trapped in the tendelles in the hours immediately after first light. The factor is applied as follows: if
the observer checks the traps a few minutes before the trapper the T/O factor is 1 (i.e. the number
of birds trapped in the previous 24 hours). If, on the other hand, the trapper has already checked his
trap immediately before the arrival of the observer, the T/O factor is 0 (i.e. only the number of birds
trapped in the minutes following the trapper’s visit).
All birds found in the traps, regardless of condition, are recorded and photographed and left in the
tendelles in the same position as they were found, so as not to interfere with the trapping.
We then compared our data with that of the previous two years (2006/2007), incorporated the
information from the FDCL, IMPCF and ONCFS, and finalised our study report.

DATA ANALYSIS

Evaluation of the trapping rate of a tendelles site with 80 traps

The IMPCF reports that, according to the game bags declared by the trappers, each tendelle has a
trapping rate of 0.004. They conclude therefore that a legal trapping site with 80 tendelles catches
on average 29 thrushes2 in a 90 day period.

Our observations contradict these figures entirely. In January, when the trapping success rate is
high but not outstanding3, a trapping site with 80 tendelles catches on average 2.25 birds per day.
It is evident that a meadow of half a hectare in area, abounding in juniper berries - the favoured
winter diet of many passerines species - is a magnet for large wintering flocks of thrushes.
Large numbers of thrushes were observed foraging for juniper berries on every site visited.
Feeding birds moved around searching for berries in bushes and on the ground and some of them
were predictably attracted by the bait berries near and under the tendelles.
As one or two tendelles are positioned next to each juniper bush, it is clear that a regular 80 trap
site is not designed to catch merely the declared 0.3 thrushes per day.

Quite regardless of our observations, we consider that if the official trapping rates are compared
with other traditional trapping methods, such a low trapping rate (if correct) would have led to
these traps becoming extinct a good deal earlier. It does not make sense (nor is it economic) to
prepare a large number of traps and invest so much time (90 daily visits in the official season) for
so few birds. Alternatively, to achieve a reasonably high success rate, the installations would have
to consist of several hundred traps and not the 80 traps per tendeur currently permitted.

Additionally, if the legislator, who is assumed to be versed in the subject matter, has set a limit of
80 tendelles and 100 thrushes per tendeur, the following conclusions can be drawn.

First, the number of 80 tendelles is intended to satisfy the trappers’ sporting needs, as well as
guaranteeing the cost-effectiveness of the trapping method  (time spent, fuel used).
Second, although the lawmaker permits the catching of no more than 100 birds, we argue that 80
tendelles can catch considerably more than 100 birds in a season. Despite this, the declared
trappers’ game bags suggest that only one in 250 hunters attains this total every year.

                                                          
2 IMPCF-ONCFS, Resultats d´experimentation en Lozère (2003-2004 et 2004-2005) et Aveyron (2004-2005), p. 5
3 FDCL 2005-2006, p. 4, FDCL 2007-2008, p. 4
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As ONCFS openly declares in its report4, it is open to question as to whether the hunters’
association collect and publish data from small or unsuccessful trapping sites; or if the trappers
declare only a percentage of their actual bag.

We emphasise that during our field checks the average trapping rate in January 2009 was some
2.25 birds per day. A very similar average success rate was recorded in previous years.

Tab. 1: Trapping success rate at trapping sites/condition of trapped animals/protected species trapped - January 2009
(Source: Komitee)

Trapping installation Total
T/O*

Number of
traps set

Dead
thrushes
found

Injured
thrushes
found

Uninjured
 thrushes
found

Other
species
(dead)

Total
number of
birds
caught

Average
trapping rate
per day**

Causse Noir 1-2 2.7 100 3 3 1.1
Causse Noir 3 2 80 1 2 2 1 6 3
Causse Noir 4-5 1.8 120 2 2 1.1
Causse Noir 6 1.9 55 3 1 4 2.1
Causse Noir 7 1.1 80 1 1 0.9
Causse Noir 9 1 10 1 1 1
Causse Mejean 1 1-3 75 4 4 3.1
Causse Mejean 2 1 80 1 1 1 3 3
Causse Mejean 3 2.2 30 0 0
Causse Mejean 4 1.4 110 7 2 1 10 7.1
TOTALS 740 22 5 4 3 34
PERCENTAGES 64.7% 14.7% 11.8%        8.8% 100% 2.25

*Total T/O = Total Trapper/Observer. Time elapsed between the last check by the trapper and the actual check by the observer for all visits to the
individual site during the study period. The unit of measure is 24 hours. Decimal fractions also take account of the fact that the early hours of the
morning are the best for trapping birds.
**Average trapping rate per day: The total of all birds trapped divided by the total T/O, i.e. the actual total time elapsed - during which birds can be
trapped - between the hunter’s check and the observer’s visit for all visits to the individual site during the study period.

As we have no own data available on catch rates in November and December, we have used the
records published by FDCL5 in order to calculate the average trapping rate for these two months.
FDCL states that over a three year period 18% of all catches was registered in November, in
December 54% and January 28%.

Although our study was conducted at the beginning of January, the abundant presence of thrushes
in the area has led us to believe that our average daily trapping rate is also a valid conservative
value for the month of December, although a much higher rate is assumed for this month.
From these figures, and using our base value of a daily trapping rate per trapping site of 2.25 in
January, we can calculate rates of 2.25 for December and 1.45 for November.

That is, an average trapping site, with neither a very high nor very low success rate, has an
estimated catch of 67.5 birds in January, 43.5 in November and 67.5 in December: totalling
178 birds.

According to FDCL claims, there are some 20,000 tendelles in the region, managed by some 250-
270 trappers.

                                                          
4 ONCFS, Saison 2003-2004, Rapport de fin d´expérimentation. Resultats et analyse, p. .6
5 FDCL 2007-2008, p. 8
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            Tab. 2: Percentage of catches per month (Source: FDCL)

November                December January Total catch
Total number of catches
in La Lozère 2005-2006

281 1,654 596 2,531

Percentage over
three months

11.1% 65.3% 23.5% 100.0%

Total number of catches
in La Lozère 2006-2007

335 715 557 1,607

Percentage over
three months

20.8% 44.5% 34.7% 100.0%

Total number of catches
in La Lozère 2007-2008

922 2.118 1.032 4.072

Percentage over
three months

22.6% 52.0% 25.3% 100.0%

AVERAGE PERCENTAGE 18.2% 54% 27.9% 100.0%

           Tab. 3: Total number of catches for a trapping site with 80 tendelles

November December January Total
Monthly trapping rate 18.2% 54% 27.9% 100.0%
Average number of
trapped birds per day

1.45 4,5
Nevertheless we prefer
to use the same rate as

for January: 2.25

2.25

Total number of
trapped birds per month

43.5 67.5 67.5 178,5

From these numbers we conclude that all legal tendelles have a potential of catching 44,500
birds annually (20,000 traps/250 trapping site with 80 traps x 178 birds).
If the annual legal limit is respected only 25,000 birds would be caught.

There is however no firm evidence that tendelles are properly controlled: the obligation to record
each catch on an official sheet, and the presence of game wardens in the Causses region, are
neither adequate nor reliable measures for guaranteeing that actual catch data is recorded.
According to the ONCFS, this form of control did not properly take place during the trial stage
either.6

In addition, during the total of 14 days that we spent in the area on field studies, we did not see a
single game warden. We did however directly observe and record a large number of infractions,
such as more than 80 traps in a single installation, many unnumbered traps, as well as all traps kept
active during periods of complete snow cover.

French environment associations have already stated that if (the illegal use of) tendelles “were not
prosecuted in the past, when they were banned, it is certain that there will be no control in the
future, now that they are legal”.7

The consequences of tendelles for trapped birds

Our investigations have proved without any doubt that these traps are fatal for the birds they
catch. A 4-8 kg heavy stone slab falling onto a bird weighing 20 g is equivalent to a 20 ton stone
falling onto a man weighing 60 kg.

                                                          
6 ONCFS, Saison 2003-2004, Rapport de fin d´expérimentation. Resultats et analyse, p. 6-7
7 G. Charollois, plainte 2005 5133
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Moreover, most bird bones have large air cavities or consist of a sponge-like structure, which helps
them to fly. Unfortunately, this makes the bones very susceptible to breaks. 

Based on a protocol prepared by IMPCF and ONCFS, a new type of trap was developed in 2005 in
order to increase the selectivity of the tendelles.  The transformation of the non-selective killer
crush trap into a selective trapping machine is due solely to the incorporation of two wooden
wedges, some 2.5-3 cm in height, which create a small cavity between the slab and the ground,
providing two narrow escape routes for the smallest birds.

Despite this modification, it is obvious to any observer on the ground that this supposedly
‘selective’ mechanism, by which granting of the derogation is justified, is totally ineffective in
practice. This is confirmed by the data and evidence gathered during our studies.

Whilst foraging for food (juniper berry bait) beneath the stone slab, the birds brush against one of
the sticks supporting it. The space under the slab is not always clear of obtruding objects. In
addition the bird will only avoid being crushed if the slab falls when it is in the very centre of the
space and does not attempt to fly out as the slab is falling - the normal instinctive reaction for a
bird.  Even in this ‘ideal’ situation, where the bird survives uninjured, the theoretical 3 cm high
escape tunnels do not exist in practice, as normal irregularities in the ground surface and the stone
slabs, as well as the fallen supports, effectively block any way out.  In addition, it needs to be
mentioned that the wedges progressively sink into the ground after each springing of the trap, thus
further reducing the size of the tunnel. The bird is therefore trapped, in mid-winter, until the trapper
arrives to release it. If this does not occur in a short space of time, it is likely to die within a few
hours from hypothermia or suffocation.

The new type of tendelle in Causse Noir: Note the irregularities of the stone slab and of the ground surface. Protected birds must not only survive the
stone strike, but must also find a secure place in the cavity between slab and the ground, and finally creep out through the gap (if present).
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The birds' eye view of the trap. In the exact moment when the stone slab collapses, the four sticks and two wedges often represent an additional
hazard. It is clear, and confirmed by our observations, that small birds only survive the springing of such a trap in exceptional cases.

At this stage it is relevant to mention regulations for bird ringers. These state that mist nets must be
checked at least once an hour to spare birds suffering and stress.
In contrast, French tendeurs customarily check the trapping site only once a day; so that the very
few birds trapped alive and physically unscathed suffer extreme physical and emotional stress
before the majority, if not all, die of haemorrhage, suffocation or hypothermia.
During our studies in 2009 we found at least two birds which had avoided being crushed, but had
died from hypothermia in the following hours: the unnatural position, squashed to the ground, with
an external temperature on the Causses below zero degrees, led inevitably to the death of the birds.
During our field studies in 2006 and 2007, 75% of the birds found in the traps were dead and
25% were badly injured, so that a release into the wild was impossible. Some of them had
cranial lesions (opisthotonos, loss of balance), others had exposed wing fractures.
The data for 2009 were similar: from 34 birds found in tendelles, 73.5% had been crushed to death,
15% were badly injured (wing and leg fractures and dislocations) and only 11.5% were capable of
flying off (these were 2 fortunate Fieldfares, trapped a few seconds earlier in the centre of the
cavity and two blackbirds trapped by the tail, whose bodies were clear of the trap).

We should add at this stage that a total of 8 tendelles were found sprung without any victim during
our observations in 2009. These 8 have not been taken into account in our calculation of the
trapping rate of installations, because it was impossible to verify the cause of the springing of the
trap (no feathers found in traps).  Nonetheless, we observed injured birds in close proximity to the
trapping sites on a number of occasions. One limped; others trailed a broken wing.

Our observations prove that the catching of live or unharmed birds in tendelles is the
exception rather than the rule.
Furthermore, tendelles not only kill 3 out of 4 trapped birds instantly; those that survive
being crushed to death are more often than not condemned to a protracted and painful death
or, in the best case, to permanent disability (which in winter leads inevitably to mortality).
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Selectivity of tendelles

The studies conducted in 2006 indicated that tendelles had a by-catch rate of some 20%. In 2007 it
was 23%. In 2009 this rate sank to 9% due to fluctuations in sample research work. An average
estimate is that tendelles have a by-catch rate of some 17%.
Based on the numbers quoted above (Tab. 3) it is estimated that some 4,250 to 7,560 non-
target species die every year in the traps (the figures differ dependent on whether or not trappers
remove the traps when they reach the legal limit of 100 thrushes).

Among the species found in sprung traps during the three study periods (ironically all protected
species were found dead and one badly injured), we recorded:

- Robin (3 individuals)
- Starling (1 injured individual)
- Coal Tit (1 individual)
- Great Tit (1 individual)
- Chaffinch (1 individual)
- Meadow Pipit (1 individual)

Furthermore, we believe that, due to their location, surrounding vegetation and bait used, tendelles
are potentially dangerous for all species of genus Parus, Anthus, Fringilla, Passer, Emberiza, and
for Troglodytes troglodytes, Prunella modularis, Erithacus rubecula, Phoenicurus ochruros,
Turdus torquatus, Sylvia atricapilla, Phylloscopus collybita, Regulus regulus, Sturnus vulgaris,
Alectoris rufa, and probably also for some Picidae and Corvidae (on the Causses Garrulus
glandarius, Corvus corax and Phyrrocorax phyrrocorax occur in the same habitat). These traps can
also trap mammals up to the size of a squirrel or rabbit.

Our studies were conducted in December and January only, so no own data on by-catch rate in
November is available, when FDCL states that low numbers of thrushes are caught. But although
thrushes (especially fieldfares) are not yet on the Causses in big flocks in November, this month is
the peak of migration for Robin and Chaffinch. It is therefore reasonable to believe that the by-
catch rate is higher in this month. A document by ONCFS confirms this statement (a rate of 55%
non-selectivity in November)8.

Finally, it is noteworthy that no hunters´organisation has yet admitted that tendelles are not
100% selective9, neither in respect of the mechanism, nor the results on species trapped.
In 1999 officers of the Office national de la chasse et de la faune sauvage reported a 45% by-catch
in these traps. For this reason this trapping method was not included in the authorisations granted
by the French government for other traditional forms of hunting in 1989.
We emphasise once again that the new type of trap is not significantly different to the old one.
The function remains the same: a 4-8 kg stone slab collapses instantly onto a bird as soon as it
brushes against one of the two supporting sticks.

                                                          
8 Comunicación du ONCFS au DDAF 12 du 1/12/2003. Objet: protocole tendelles, p. 1
9 FDCL 2005-2006, p. 2 and IMPCF-ONCFS, Resultats d´experimentation  en Lozère (2003-2004 et 2004-2005) et Aveyron (2004-2005), p. 6
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CONSIDERATIONS ON GRANTING A DEROGATION FOR TENDELLES

The following facts should be taken into consideration:

1) Tendelles are designed and constructed as killing machines and birds are trapped as a result
of being crushed by the stone slab (74% are found dead). The new type only guarantees the
live and uninjured trapping of birds in very exceptional circumstances.

2) Birds that are not killed by the strike die in the hours following from hypothermia or
haemorrhage.

3) The small percentage of injured birds surviving in the traps (some 15%, as a result of the
changes introduced in the new type of trap) cannot be released into the wild, as without
exception they have permanent disabilities (cranial lesion, fractures). The belief that tendeurs
can free and release accidentally caught protected species is therefore untenable.

4) The tendelle possesses no structural mechanism guaranteeing selectivity. It consists of a
stone slab, huge in comparison with its victims, which collapses onto every bird foraging for
the bait and coming into even slight contact with the supporting sticks. The area is rich in
juniper berries which are used as bait, and which are an important part of the winter diet of
many birds wintering in the area or on passage.

5) The 20,000 tendelles in use in the region can catch up to 44,500 birds annually. In any event,
they can legally catch 25,000 thrushes in the three month open season.

6) At least 4,250 individuals of non-target species (a conservative estimate - probably many
more) die every year in the tendelles.

In consideration of these facts, is it not the opinion of the Commission that:

a – tendelles belong precisely in those categories of non-selective trapping methods banned in
Europe by the Bird Protection Guidelines?

b – permitting such a non-selective hunting method, declared by the French Government as a
form of  traditional hunting, can set a dangerous precedent for other European bird trapping
traditions, which are at present illegal but are waiting for a new opportunity to be legalised.
If this was to happen, the scope and effectiveness of the EC 79/409 Directive would be
considerably weakened

We would also like to remind the Commission of a further supporting factor already presented by
French environmental associations. It is not understood why a non-selective and painful trapping
method is permitted when thrushes can be hunted with guns, and are actually widely hunted with
guns in the Causses, in exactly the same places where tendelles are set out.

Furthermore the Bird Protection Guidelines require a very high degree of selectivity for traps that
can kill, harm or simply cause stress to the captured birds.
No authoritative source, not even the Institut méditerranéen du patrimoine cynégétique, can
guarantee the selectivity (even theoretically) of the tendelles. What therefore, in the view of the
Commission, can be considered a 'reasonable non-selective rate' for a trap, in order to qualify for
derogation?

We believe that our conservative estimate of a 17% by-catch is by no means a low rate, when
the evidence available demonstrates that all non-target species will either die or suffer from a
permanent disability.
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The European Court of Justice has declared Parany birdlime traps in Catalonia illegal, because glue
and solvents are dangerous for feathers and health of birds caught in this way. We believe that the
danger to health of protected species applies equally to the tendelles.

Finally we would like to object on principle to the trial conducted by the Institut méditerranéen du
patrimoine cynégétique. Tendelles have been banned in France for one century and, since they were
non-selective, were also banned by the 79/409 Directive. In this legal context we would be grateful
for answers to the following questions:

- On what basis did the responsible prefect authorize a private institution, in this case the Institut
méditerranéen du patrimoine cynégétique, to conduct a field investigation with illegal traps, in
order to qualify for a future derogation?
- Under what legal pretext, or in which legal context, did this private organisation set out thousands
of traps, which were at the time still considered illegal, in order to observe which and how many
protected species were caught and killed?
- What was the legal basis for authorising a study of a trapping method which involved collateral
harm to protected bird species?
- Has not a serious precedent been set for every private hunting institution wishing to conduct trials
in respect of out-dated hunting and trapping methods within the EU? Toleration of such unilateral
(and seemingly illegal) actions opens the door to hunting organisations seeking to revive outdated
practices by ‘improving’ them in order to apply for relevant derogation.
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DATA DIARY 2008-2009

Date Trapping site Number
of traps

Birds found in traps T/O Comments

05/01/09 C.Noir 1 80 - 0.9
C.Noir 2 20 - 0.9
C.Noir 3 80 2 live and uninjured Fieldfares 0.6
C.Noir 4 80 Thrush feathers 1 Tendeur at 13.00
C.Noir 5 40 - 1
C.Noir 6 55 2 thrush feathers, 1 injured

Blackbird, 1 dead Mistle Thrush,
1 dead Blackbird

1

C.Noir 7 80 - 0 Tendeur on motorcycle at 15.00
06/01/09 C.Mejean 1 75 3 dead Fieldfares, 3 thrush

feathers
0.6 First dead Fieldfare at 10.00, at 13.30 two more

Fieldfares were dead. In the meantime the first had
been taken and eaten by a Common Buzzard. 3 traps
sprung without victim

C.Mejean 2 80 1 live and uninjured blackbird 0.1 Tendeur had checked traps before 14.00
C.Mejean 3 30 - 1
C.Mejean 4 110 1 injured Blackbird, 1 dead

Fieldfare
0.1 Tendeur had checked traps before 17.00

07/01/09 C.Noir 4-5 120 - 0.4
C.Noir 6 55 - 0.5
C.Noir 7 80 1 live and uninjured blackbird 0.7
C.Noir 1-2 100 1 dead Mistle Thrush, 1 dead

Blackbird
1

C.Noir 3 80 1 dead Fieldfare, 1 injured
Fieldfare

0.6

C.Noir 8 15 -
C.Noir 9 10 1 dead Mistle Thrush 1
C.Noir 10 20 - Inactive

08/01/09 C.Noir 7 80 - 0.4
C.Noir 4-5 120 2 dead Blackbirds (one freshly

killed)
0.4 Blackbird dead at 9.30

C.Noir 6 55 1 dead Mistle Thrush 0.4
C.Noir 3 80 1 injured Blackbird, 1 dead

Robin
0.8 1 trap sprung without victim

C.Noir 1-2 100 1 dead Song Thrush 0.8 Observer interrupted by 2 Tendeurs at 13.20
C.Mejean 4 110 1 dead Coal Tit, 3 dead

Blackbirds, 1 injured Mistle
Thrush

0.9

C.Mejean 2 80 - 0.1 Tendeur had checked traps before 14.00
C.Mejean 3 30 - 0.3 Observer interrupted by Tendeur at 16.40
C.Mejean 1 75 - 0 Tendeur observed on trapping site at 17.00

09/01/09 C.Mejean 4 110 2 dead Fieldfares, 1 dead Mistle
Thrush

0.4 Ground covered with snow
4 traps sprung without victim

C.Mejean 3 30 - 0.9 Ground covered with snow
C.Mejean 2 80 1 dead Blackbird, 1 dead Great

Tit
0.8 Ground covered with snow

C.Mejean 1 75 1 dead Blackbird 0.7 Ground covered with snow
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PHOTOGRAPHS OF THE TENDELLES

A songthrush found dead in a trap

                  A. Hirschfeld, Komitee biologist with a dead
                    Mistle Thrush found stuck and frozen under a trap

A fortunate Blackbird: this one is one of the four unscathed birds found
in the three years under study. If the stone slab had fallen only 1 cm  further to the right
there would have been no room for the bird’s head.

This Chaffinch was caught
and crushed to death by the stone slab

This Mistle Thrush was stuck to the slab’s surface because of the
freezing temperatures. Even if it had survived the strike it would
have died from hypothermia
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Fieldfare found freshly killed in a trap with a juniper berry still in its beak

 Fieldfare found dead in a trap

Redwing found alive in a tendelle. It had a serious cranial lesion
(note the half closed eye) and an exposed wing-fracture

Most sprung tendelles look like this.
from a distance observers can see the tail of the
bird sticking up and the body crushed under the stone.
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This Mistle Thrush died with its head squeezed
between stone slab and wooden wedge

Robin found dead in a tendelle. It can be seen that the bird’s body has been crushed

Fieldfare found dead in a trap. Note that the body  has been
completely crushed by the stone slab.

Great tit found dead under a trap The cause of mortality was not necessarily
the strike of the stone slab but hypothermia and/or  suffocation between stone
slab and the ground

Blackbird found dead in a trap, still holding
            a juniper berry in its beak

All traps were still active the day after a heavy snowfall, although footprints proved that
the tendeur had already visited his traps
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Left: coal tit found crushed in a tendelle. The wooden wedge which should guarantee
the selectivity and safety of protected species has once more proved to be an additional
hazard in the trap
Above: the same coal tit in profile: the head has been totally squashed by the stone slab

This Starling was found alive in the trap. It had however
suffered cranial lesion and was unable to fly again

Another victim of the tendelles. Robins are likely to be a
commonly caught species in these traps. Its small size is of no
avail  when a stone slab weighing 5 kg collapses
onto the bird
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ANNEX I: MAPS OF THE TRAPPING REGION

Causse Méjean, the central Causse. The 4 systematically checked installations are marked in red. The size of the red point corresponds to the size of
the trapping installation
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Above: Causse Noir, the 8 systematically checked
installations are marked in red. The size of the red point
conrresponds to the size of the trapping installation

Left: trapping zone between Aveyron and la Lozère.
The trapping area includes the 4 Grandes Causses and
some smaller Causses. 31 Communes have authorization
for trapping: La Cresse, La Roque-Sainte-Marguerite,
Mostue-Jouls, Nant, Peyreleau, Rivière-sur-Tarn, Saint-
André-de-Vézines, Verrières, Veyreau; Balsièges, Barjac,
Chanac, Florac, Gabrias, La Canourgue, La Malène,
Laval-du-Tarn, Le Massegros, Le Recoux, Les Vignes,
Mas-Saint-Chély, Meyrueis, Montbrun, Montrodat, Sainte-
Enimie, Saint-Georges-de-Levejac, Saint-Laurent-de-
Trêves, Saint-Pierre-des-Tripiers, Saint-Rome-de-Dolan,
Hures-la-Parade, Vebron
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ANNEX II: ANALYSIS AND SYNTHESIS OF OFFICIAL
DOCUMENTATION ON TENDELLES

1989

·  The Minister of Ecology, Energy, Sustainable Development and Territorial Development
communicates to ONCFS (Office National de la Chasse et de la Faune Sauvage) in a letter
dated 21st October 2002, that tendelles cannot be legalised by ministerial authorization of 17th
August 1989 (which refers to the article 4 of the law 424 for the protection of nature), since
they are not selective.

2001

·  An official expertise by A.T.E. conducted in 2001-2002 in a trapping site of about 200 tendelles
(old type) shows that 135 birds were trapped, 43% of which were protected species.

2003-2004

·  The ONCFS department of "Études et Recherches" emphasises that the new trap type proposed
by IMPCF still constitutes a threat to two large sized protected birds: Hawfinch
(Coccothraustes coccothraustes) and Ring Ouzel (Turdus torquatus).

·  The permission for the trial granted to ONCFS and IMPCF in 2003-2004, authorized by
prefect’s decree, is suspended by the regional court because it is illegal.

·  G. Charollois, president of “Convention Vie et Nature pour une Écologie Radicale” (CVNER)
reports that he has read in the minutes of the meeting on tendelles, which took place in Mende
on the 21st May 2003, hunters´ organisations pledged to “support the tendelles“. Charollois
adds that in the past there is no evidence that for either legal action being taken against trappers,
or the imposition of fines, although the practice has survived illegally for a century.

·  Data taken from the tendeurś carnets and observations provide a partial result for the first
month of the trial. A communication dated 1/12/2003 from ONCFS shows that in the 30 days
of November the new type of tendelles caught  respectively (data differ according to different
sources): 32%, 7%, or 66,5% of captured birds caught were protected. That is, the
average by-catch rate was 35%. Of 72 birds found 8.5% were alive (without stating whether
or not they were injured or able to fly). November appears to be a month with a high by-catch
rate.

·  At the end of the first year of the trial IMPCF publishes the following results:
1. Based on data from tendeurś carnets
2. Based on data from 2 ad hoc model installations, where controls take place daily
3. Based on data from informal checks by ONCFS supervisors
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PROTECTED SPECIES CAUGHT (NON-SELECTIVITY)

Percentage of non-
target birds found
dead

Percentage of non-
target birds (injured?)
found alive

Non-target
escaped birds
(injured?)

Percentage
of non-target
birds
involved

Tendeurs´ carnets 3% 2.4% 0.4% 6.4%
2 model installations 9% 13% 4.3% 26.1%
Informal checks 15% 3.1% 5.3% 22.9%

 CONDITION OF PROTECTED AND NON-PROTECTED BIRDS CAUGHT

Birds found dead Birds found alive
(injured?)

 Escaped birds
(injured?)

Total
sample size

Tendeurs´ carnets 83.2% 12,3% 12.2% 1,401
2 model installations 73.9% 17.4% 4.6% 23
Informal checks 77.9% 9.9% 8.7% 131

·  Nevertheless, at the end of the first year of the trial, ONCFS expressed some SERIOUS
DOUBTS about the conduct of the trial:

1. Not all tendelles were properly marked.
2. The forms for reporting the catch were not properly filled out.
3. Data from tendeurs usually refer to a few trapping days only (between 9 and 52).
4. Some tendeurs did not visit their sites daily.
5. Many catches were not reported at all.
6. Tendeurs were seen throwing protected birds away just before the arrival of the

supervisors.
7. The choice of the 2 model installations (selected in advance by hunters´

organisations was justified by their owners in the following words: “I chose this site,
because I know that it does not usually capture protected species“. For the other
trapping site the owner said: “I placed two small flat stones under the wooden
wedges, in order to avoid their progressive sinking. I also placed two stones under
the slab in order to lift it up higher. This means that the slab doesn’t rest directly on
the ground when it collapses, but the base of the slab then lies higher than the
wedges“. He added: “I will lose some more thrushes, but I will catch less protected
small birds“. When the ONCFS supervisors instructed him not to introduce any more
changes than those laid down in the protocol, the trapper has did not comply.

Finally ONCFS states: “We assume that the modified tendelles catch less protected species
than the previous type, [...] nevertheless their selectivity does not appear to have been
achieved “. The data actually submitted lead us to believe that the real facts have been
tampered with. It has been clearly established that the real impact of tendelles bears no
relation to the statements made by tendeurs. [...] This experiment, which is scientific in
name only, will arrive at a single conclusion namely that tendeurs have no desire for their
trapping methods to be studied properly”.
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·  ONCFS also presents the official tendeur trapping percentage figures: a catch of 15-30%
of thrushes and 22% of protected species.

·  ONCFS states that in practice data from tendeurs´ carnets and the two model installations are
unreliable. The only reliable data are those from the informal observations made by ONCFS
supervisors, which unfortunately represent only a small sample.

·  The following data represents the effort made by ONCFS to correct the figures declared by
IMPCF:

PROTECTED SPECIES CAUGHT (NON-SELECTIVITY)

Percentage of non-
target birds found
dead

Percentage of non-
target birds (injured?)
found alive

Non-target
escaped birds
(injured?)

Percentage
of non-target
birds
involved

Tendeurs´ carnets 10% 5.1% 7.3% 22,4%
2 model installations 8% 0% 10.5% 18.4%
Informal checks 50% 6.3% 0% 56.3%

 CONDITION OF PROTECTED AND NON-PROTECTED BIRDS CAUGHT

Birds found dead Birds found alive
(injured?)

Escaped birds
(injured?)

Total
sample size

Tendeurs´ carnets 78% 14.8% 14.4% 451
2 model installations 63.2% 15.8% 21.1% 38
Informal checks 87% 12.5% 0.0% 16

Data interpretation: despite the modifications, IT IS EVIDENT that tendelles are killing traps,
with  80% of birds trapped found dead (In addition our observations also prove that escaped
birds, or those captured alive suffer from severe disabilities. Even tendeurś carnets - that
ONCFS considers retouched in such a way that a more acceptable picture emerges - admit that
32% of protected birds were injured). In conclusion the non-selectivity rate of these new
tendelles is between 19% and 56%.

·  ONCFS also emphasises that the effort required to adjust the stone slab in such a way that it
will kill only birds and animals weighing more than 70 g, is a pure illusion, as a stone is not a
weighing machine. The ONCFS observations also found, in addition to heavier birds, dead
birds weighing only 20 g.

·  ONCFS also states that there is no difference in the mortality rate of trapped birds among
thrushes and non-thrushes.
1. During informal controls, an equal percentage of thrushes and non-thrush species were

found dead in traps.
2. In the reports made by tendeurs, as well as in the two model trapping installations, the

trappers recorded a higher rate of mortality among thrushes than non-thrush species.

2004

·  In October 2004, after the first year of the experiment, the minister of Environment and
Sustainable Development announces that the selectivity of these traps has improved due to the
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modifications introduced, but that the results are not encouraging enough for a derogation to be
considered.

2004-2005

·  In 2004-2005 a new experiment with the same tendelle type is conducted. There is no structural
change in the trap from the preceding year, but it is stipulated that the traps must be located in
opened fields with scattered bushes (30% vegetation cover). As predicted, the results showed
no actual change in the mortality rate of trapped birds: 80%

·  Once again, the difference in the mortality rate of trapped thrushes and non-thrushes is unclear:
1. In the ONCFS informal observations and the tendeurs´ carnets, tendelles seemed to be less

lethal for non-thrushes than thrushes.
2. On the other hand, the daily controls of the 5 tendeurs using the sample trapping installations

demonstrated that, trapped thrushes seem to escape, while all trapped non-thrushes die.

·  In the absence of a cross-check by ONFCS, as in the year before, we have no option but to
accept the data provided by IMPCF. IMPCF finally state that on average the non-selectivity
of tendelles is around 11% to 31%

PROTECTED SPECIES CATCH (NON-SELECTIVITY)

Percentage of non-
target birds found
dead

Percentage of non-
target birds
(injured?)
found alive

Escaped non-target
birds (injured?)

Percentage of
non-target
birds involved

Tendeurs´ carnets 3% 0,7 % 2,4 % 6.6%
2 model installations 10% 0% 2,4% 12%
Informal checks 20% 2.6% 8.7% 31.3%

·  Even if the 2004-2005 data is completely trustworthy,  the fact remains that 11% of total
tendelles catches are dead non-target birds, while an additional 1% of non-target birds are
caught and remain trapped under the stone. But - we ask - why does IMPCF not provide any
information, either in 2004 or in 2005, on the state of health of trapped live birds; i.e.  whether
they were fit for release or had permanent disabilities?

·  Among the non-target species captured during the investigations, were:
1. Parus major
2. Parus caeruleus
3. Parus cristatus
4. Parus ater
5. Garrulus glandarius
6. Erithacus rubecula
7. Troglodytes troglodytes
8. Emberiza citrinella
9. Sturnus vulgaris
10. Carduelis chloris
11. Prunella collaris
12. Prunella modularis
13. Anthus pratensis
14. Fringilla coelebs
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15. Regulus regulus
16. Passer passer
17. Oryctolagus cuniculus

Closing Remarks

1) The 2 years IMPCF investigation does not demonstrate the necessary objectivity: First, because
data were not provided and examined by an independent institution, but solely by those
interested in achieving a derogation (IMPCF and tendeurs). Second, as the ONCFS confirms,
because manipulation of the information could not be ruled out.

2) The methodology used was scientifically unreliable: Controls on carnets were not carried out
(ONCFS report), the sample trapping installations had been modified (ONCFS report – in
addition they were not kept under surveillance, so that captured birds could be removed at any
time during the day), and informal observations by ONCFS did not take account of the T/O
factor.

3) The results achieved are approximate only:
·  The non-selectivity evaluation of the traps differed vastly (ranging from a minimum of 6.4% in

the trappers´ carnets, to a maximum of 56.3% in ONCFS informal controls). The result of the
official experiment is also extremely wide-ranging, with an estimation of the non-selectivity of
tendelles between 11% and 31%

·  The mortality of the new trap type is 80%. 12% of trapped birds are found alive and 8% escape.
No information is provided on the state of health of trapped birds. Only statements by the
tendeurs (which ONCFS declares unreliable as they manipulate their data) assert that a third of
birds trapped alive are not capable of flying away. This means that 84% of trapped animals can
not be released into the wild. We must at this stage add that, based on our data, birds which
escaped from the trap were also observed with permanent disabilities (e.g. fractures).

·  The trapping rate of tendelles is underestimated. This is a key fact. ONCFS declares that all
reported catches represent only a percentage of the actual catches. ONCFS further state that
tendeurs report a figure of 22% of protected species caught and some 15% to 30% of thrushes
trapped. Based on this estimate from ONCFS, we wish to point out that the real catch figures in
the years 2005 to 2008 range from a minimum of 16,000 birds, to a maximum of 82,000. It
should also be noted that our own average estimates, based on systematic field observations,
assume a figure of 45,000 trapped birds per year and this figure is exactly midway between the
ONFCS minimum and maximum estimates.

ACTUAL CATCH FIGURES - BASED ON THE ONCFS REPORT

Declared for
Lozère (100
tendeurs)

Total trappers
(250 tendeurs)

Actual catch of
thrushes
assuming 15%
have been
declared
(ONCFS
estimate)

Actual catch of
thrushes
assuming 30%
have been
declared
(ONCFS
estimate)

Catch of
non-target
species
(21%) if 30%
of thrushes
is declared

Total of actual
catch if 30% is
declared

Catch of non-
target species
(21%) if 15% of
thrushes is
declared

Total of
actual
catch if
15% is
declared

FDCL
catch
2007-2008

4,072 10,180 67,867 33,933 7,126 41,059 14,252 82,119

FDCL
catch
2006-2007

1,604 4,010 26,733 13,367 2,807 16,174 5,614 32,347

FDCL
catch
2005-2006

2,531 6,327 42,183 21,092 4,429 25,521 8.859 51.042
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ANNEX III: EXTRACTS FROM OFFICIAL DOCUMENTS
  

Letter from Le ministre de l´Ecologie et du Développement Durable al ONCFS, 21/10/2002
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Comunication from ONCFS to DDAF 12 dated 1/12/2003. Objet: protocole tendelles
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Letter from ONCFS to Le ministre de l´Ecologie et du Développement Durable, 18/06/2003, objet: Chasse aux tendelles en Aveyron
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Letter from  Le ministre de l´Ecologie et du Développement Durable al Préfet de la Lozère, 13/10/2004. Objet: expérimentations des tendelles
sélectives pour les grives
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IMPCF-ONCFS, Resultats d´experimentation destinée a tester la sélectivité d´un nouveau modelle de tendelle a turdides au regard de la faune
avienne protegée en Lozère (2003-2004 et 2004-2005) et Aveyron (2004-2005)
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ONCFS, Saison 2003-2004, Rapport de fin d´expérimentation. Resultats et analyse
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