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Abstract: A portable cannon net was used bo capture mountaln goats during
Juneé = August, 1979 i the Sawvtooth Range, Montana. The trap site was an
arctificdinl salt lick estabhlished on an open ridge saddle at an elevation

of 1,926 meters. The net was fired L times ar 11 goats, capluring a8 dur{ng
B trap-davs. OGroups of l-& pgoats were easily handled without infjury and
without the uge of drugs.

A cannon-projected ner trap (Dill and Thornsberry 1950, Hawkins et al.
1968) was used to capture mountain peats (Oreamnos americanus) during
June — Aupust 1979 in the Savtooth Range of western Montans. Rideout (1974)
discussed the use of Claver traps, dropnets, pen traps, and certain drugs
for capturing poats in Montana and referred to other atudies where simi{lar
techniques were emploved. Kuek (1977) captured goats in Idahe by dropnetting
and by chemical {mmobilization. Steéevens and Driver [1978) used snares
successfully in Olympic Mational Park, Washington. Steel traps, body snares,
and nets have also been used on a trial basis for trapping goats in Montana
{Casebhesar ot al. 1950). However, the use of a cannon net for capturing
mountain goats has not been previously documented.
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and Parks Department who provided equipment and assisted with the field
work. The project was supported by the Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks
Department and the Montana Apricultural Experiment Station (Journal Series
No. 1066).

METHODS

The trap site wvazs a long-established arcifieial salt lick habitually
used by goats and provided a large, flat, unoh=atructed surface for trapping.
The lick was on an opan ridge saddle at an olevation of 6,320 feet (1,926 m)
and was accessible via crall from che nearest road, roughly 2 miles (3.2 lm)
discanc.

The cannon NEC apparatus was cransporced to the crap sice on 2 pack
horses. The trap set generally followed that of Hawvkins et al. (1988),
using o o0 x 40 fr (18.3 x 12.2 m) net atcached to & (rather than 3) re=-
collless canmons. Each cannon was loaded with a charge, sealed Iim a plastic
gack, consiscing of 1 electrical blascing cap surrounded by approximacely
5o (142 g) of pellecized arcillery powder. Bait wvas not reguired to draw
goats to the lick or to concentrate Chem near the net. Bcattered coniferous
cover around the site made it possible to fire the net mameally from a distance
of approximately 20 m, using a blasting machine.

*Hontana Flah, Wildlife and Parks Department, Augpusta 59410
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Eight trap=days woare spent at the site when the trap was operational.
The net was fired & ctimes ac 11 goacs, capouring B (Table 1). Group sizes
of captured goacs ranged from 1 co 4. On one occasion, only 1 of the &
charges fired, causing the net to miss the 2 goats present. On another
occasion, 1 kid was able to free itself from the net and escape while another
goat was being handled. No injurles were suscained by goats or field
personnel during the trapping operation.

Table 1. Results of Cannon-netting poats im 1979,
Goats captured

Trap Adule Adule Two=year Kid ml.':i:u:rt
Date Discharges male female old male male determined
6/19 o
6/20 0
6/27 1
7/13 o
7/14 1 1 2
T/23 L 1
B/17 r]
B/27 1 2 1 i
Total 4 2 2 2 1 1

*k'.:l.d. ascaped during handling

Hawkine et al. (1968) noted & main advantages of the cannon-netting method
as modified for trapping deer (Ddocoileus virginianus and Dama dams}: (1)
maltiple captures were common, (2) injury rates were low, (3) rescraint of
animals after capture was easy, and (4) the net apparatus was portable and
easily set. These advantages were also evident while trapping mountain goats.
In gddition the cannon-netting method allowed considerable freedom in allocat-
ing [leld time. Once the net was set, it could be monitored at the convenience
of the resecarchers. Daily checks were not required.

Goats moved in and out of trapping range as they wandered over the lick,
chereby providing us with some opportunity to select desired individuals and
group sizes for capture. Once the net was fired, the animals became entanpled
in the mesh thus reducing their capability to injure cach other wicth their
hornes; & problem reported by Casebesr et al. (1950) and Lentfer (1955) for
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pen-trapping. As Casebeer et al (1950) observed, once the goats were
throwvn on thelr sides they generally become quite passive and were marked,
measured, and released within several minutes of capture without the use
of drugse. After the animals were released, 2 men could sasily reset the
net within 1 hour and resume trapping.

The presence and periodic operatiom of the cannon net on the lick did
not appear to seriously alter the established movement patterns of the goats.
A band of 30 goats were ohserved on the lick on 25 June, 11 days after the
trap was sat. On 27 June, the net was {ired at a nanny and kid, missing
them both, but they remained on the lick and resumed eating soil, On
28 June, & goats were observed on the lick despite the disturbance the
previous day. Further, 2 goats captured with the net on 14 July were re-
observed on the lick on 31 July. Speoradic use of the lick continued
throughout the summer until mid-Seprember. Singer (1978) also reperted
habituation of mountain geats to humon and vehilcular disturbances at Walton
Coat Lick in Clacier Matiomal Park.
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QUESTIONS - RESPONSES

Malcolm Ramsey: What is the cost of the system?

Mike Thompson: 1 can't tell you; we didn't figure 1t out. We had the materials
on hand, 1t's used for deer, So 1t was gasy to adapt it for goats. Most of the
stuff was hand made.

Wayne Heimer: 1 am curious about the return rate of those that you had caught.
d they come back to the salt lick after you put a collar on them?

Mike Thompson: Yes, as a matter of fact I'm glad you brought that up. Of course,
I wasn't there all the time, but we did see a pair of 2 year olds come back to

the 1ick within 2 weeks after we caught them. The general pattern of their use

fs to come to this 1ick, say for less than a week at a time, and move back to

the regular portion of their summer range which may be 5 to 10 miles away and
stay there. 5o it was interesting to me that they do come back. We did see
other radioed goats on Macadale Mountain which [ referred to as a staging area

for use on that lick so I don't feel that we hindered their coming back to the
lick.

Kurt Becker: You alluded to the use of sucostrine. I'm just wondering how
affective was that and what dosages you used?

Mike Thompson: That's quite a story; basically we used 24 mg on an adult. I
probably should tell you about that afterwards, it's quite a long story. We
did get the goat and it was released without mortality, but I can't tell you
that 24 mg is the way to go because there are some extenuating circumstances.
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