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We are pleased to present the Phase I repcm and study update. We are awaiting formal
documentation from a vm”ety of sources on many of the Phase I components of this study.
However, in view of the passing time, it is necessary to submit  this report even without
formal supporting documentation.

The report addresses the following Issues as derived from our terms of reference:

(a)

-. m)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(9

(9)

(h)

(i)

(i)

Note

“.

profile of the current status and prospects of the trap manufacturing industry
including the principal competitors In the industry, how they are performing, growth
in SaIes,  proftts end current  market share, price o f  t r aps ,  se rv ice ,  war ran t i es ,

dbtribti”on  and other featureq

description of the C-120 Magnum trap for pine marten and mink end its application;

assessment of the research and development work that must be comp[eted  before
the C-1 20 traps are placed on the market, the potential effects of a patent on the
trap and of regulatory changes to legislate the use of approved traps;

identification of the potential customers, their Iooation,  and their acceptability of the
m;

identification of market trends and growth potential for the C-120 end other approved

m;

estimate of the sales and market share (units and dollars) of the traps and compare
with an estimate of sales and market share of competiom;

discussion of a strategy for tie sale and distribti”on of traps;
.

description of options for manufacture of the traps including requirements for plant
fadlities and equipment, rnenufacturing  processes and [abouq

describe any servim or warranty policies that will be given with the traps; and

describe quality, production and inventory produ~-on  and inventory oontroI
procedures.

that a discussion item (J) above is premature, since many other issues must be
resolved before operafbnal  planning for proddon  management k-mmes relevant Hencs,
it is not addressed in this repoti

Western Marxqemerlt  Consultants

.,

.,



-2-
●

STA17JS  OF THE WILDLIFE TRAP MANUFACTURING

Aggregate Demand

The North American trap manufacturing industry is

INDUSTRY

md by any standards. Total
manufacturers’ sales of traps are em-mated to have averaged $8J5 miltion  annually for each
of the past three years. Sales in Canada averaged approximately 25% of the totat ($2.1
mlllfon)  while sales to the U.S. market are estimated to have accounted for 75%. The U.S.
and Canadm.n  markets differ in that the trap models which  am big sellers in Canada are
not the same models that account for the largest volume in the U.S.

COrnpetffian

The trap manufacturing industry is dominated by the Woodstream  Corporation, which is
owned by the EKCO Group, Inc. of Nashua New Hampshire. Woodstream is e~’mated to
aooount fOr up to 65% of the North American market for traps.  Woodstream  traps are
manufactured in Lititz Pennsylvania Traps manufactured for sale in Canada are
assembled in Canada Woodstrearn traps are distributed in the U.S. by the EKCO Group
and in Canada by Woodstream  Canada which is based in Niagara Falls. Ontario.

Woodstream’s  major competitor is Montgomery, which is based in western Pennsylvania
In addition to Woodstream, other small ,  regional manufacturers, such as Sass
Manufacturers and Hunter Wire Steel Co., market their products through auti-on houses in
Canada.

There has been some competition from manufacturers located off-shore; however the price
competitiveness of traps manufactured off-shore is affected by currency exchange rates,

. which are eroding the competitive advantages of A@an manufacture. The spetialiied
nature of wildtiie hp marketing is a

Market Trends and Fmwasts

There is considerable variability in

significant deterrent to new competitor.

the demand for traps from year to year. Estimated
annual total demand in the North American market ranged from $3.7 million to $10.5 miIlion
over the four years from 1986 to 1989.

Sales volumes fluctuate with fur prices. Fur prices are affected by the following factors:
(;

● the supply of mink ‘ .“ “
+ currency exchange rates;
w fashion trends; and
● the supply of wild fur.

Western Management Consultants
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“VVoodwearn’s sales of traps peaked in the years 1980 and 1981. While sales volumes
have fluctuated since that time, there has been a generai decline in overall safes volume
during the past eight years; and 1989 promises to be the vforst year in recent memory,
primarily due to low fur prices.

‘Flat=  furs are currentiy  in fashion, whereas iong haired furs are out of fashion. Market
prioes  for fiat fur are affected by the supp[y of mink since mink is a substitute for other flat
fur species. There is currentiy an over supply of mink hence the depressed prices for flat
fur,

Volatility in the price of fur and, hence, sales of traps,  is expected to mntinue  in an
unpredictable fashion.

Pricing and Warranties

The Victor and” Conibear iines of Vfoodstream
are prioed as such, because of their quaiii.
Defeotive  traps are returned to the dealer, and,

manufactured traps are premium
Very few of these traps p r o v e

then, to the factory. Woodstream

traps and
defective.
estimates

that its wamnty and customer service costs are not material. There is Iiie price ‘

competition for premium traps, allo~”ng for an estimated manti~fing con~-bution  margin
of up to 480A.

In addition to the Wctor and Conibear  iines, Woodstream  aIso a-es the Notiwoods  iine,
iower quality traps that were originai[y  impofied from the Far East and which are now
manufactured in Witz. Northvvoods  traps are prioed competitively with those of other
manufacture in a very price-competitive market. No warranty is provided with the
Northwood  traps, or other &aps of iesser quaiity.

it is assumed that the manufacturer of the C-120 Magnum trap wouid be m-se to pursue a
warrantee and sem”ce poiicy  appropriate
defective traps at no cost to the customer.

9isfrfbution  Chatneis

Marketing of Iraps is relatively specialized,
rather than using manufacturers’ agents.

for high quaiii  traps: ie., repiatimeilt  o f

Woodstream  empioys a dedicated sales force
In the p= most safes were to hardware

wholesalers and to farm supply chains for the U.S. market  however, in recent yearn, there
has been a trend away Worn sales to hardware wholesalers and a growing trend toward
sales to fur COi!eCtOrs  and auction houses. Currentiy,  apprOtifI@@Y  70?tI of Woodstream’s
sales ae to the fur industry. VVoodstream  maintains between 12 and 15 accounts in
Canada,
aooounts
hardware

and approximately 150 accounts in me United States. Woodstream’s  major
in Canada are the Hudson’s Bay and North Bay Auotions as weli as a m~or
wholesaler.

Western Management Ccxdtants
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The trend toward an increasing proportion of sales to the fur industry has had a significant
impact on operating practices and financing, Production used to occur on a year round
basis; however, now most manufacturing occurs during the second and third quarters of the
calendar year, with most sales occurring in the third and fourth quarters. Te~$ of sale

now tend to be less satisfactory tu the manufacturer. Hardware chains carry ‘traps as only
a smaIl  proportion of their inventory and, therefore, their cash flow and ability to the pay
the manufacturer is relatively insensitive to fur prices. Fur dealers such as auction houses,
on the other hand, are profoundly affected by fur prices. Since most of their working
capital [s tied-up in unsold inventory of furs from the 1987 trapping season, they have MtIe
cash with which to buy traps from manufacturers. Under-capitz&ation  of the fur marketing
Industry has adverse  implications for the trap manufacturing industry, both in terms of sales
volumes and requirements for working capital.

—
-.

Manufacturers are under pressure to offer dismun&-  for the early purchase of traps by the
fur dealew and to finance the trap inventory of the fur dealers by deferring demand for
payment until late in the fourth quarter of the year. This increases the amount of working
capital required by the manufacturer.

Mark-ups differ, depending upon the marketing intermediary. Wholesalers require a margin
of approximately 25°A on sales, and retailers a margin of 50”A. in contrast, fur dealers
take a margin of only 5% - 20’%, thereby offering lower prices to trappers and encouraging
trappers to sell to these dealers. These relatively low margins reduce the profitabi~  of
trap sales for fur dealers and make them more inclined to ask the manufacturer to cany
the cost of inventory for them.

Woodstream  Corporation spends very llttJe money on advertising, as advertising is not
deemed to be a cost effeciive  way to reach the market for wildlife imps. There also
appears to be MtJe need for extensive promotional literature. The primary marketing

“. expenditures are the salades and expenses of the specialized sales staff. 0

Prvfmmy

The major concerns of the trap manufacturing industry are:

1. Fluctuations in sales volumes, with a downward trend from $10 to $3 milIion In
annual saks to the Nodhem American market

2 The animal rights lobby much of which Is committed to elimin~-ng  the wildlife
trapping indus~ and

3.’ The emergence of the under-capitalized fur Indusby  as the major marketing
intermediary, which imposes downward pressure on sales and margins, while
increasing manufacturers’ requirements for working capital.

W~em Management Consultants
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A trap manufacturing operation must have su~cient financial resources to sustdn operating
losses for SIXA years in anticip~”on  of increased fur prices and increased sake of traps.
In practioai terms, this means that the trap manufacturing operation should be integrated as
part of a much Iafger and more diversified business that can susti.n the losses expected
to be incurred during the downward portion of the business cycle for the m&nufaoture  of
m-

This has been Woodstream’s  strategy. While the oompany claims that the ratio of before-
tax profits to sa!es has averaged 15V0 per annum over the iong haul (this is not an
Indicator of profit), other Woodstream  operations have sustained the company. Whiie  the
trap manufacturing business used to be 20% to 25% of Woodstream’s  annual business
volume, the trap manufacturing business now represents only approximately IO?40 of the
company% total business voiume.

MARKET CHARACl_ERISTfCS

The markets for wildlife traps differ between Canada and the U.S. and, hence, should be
analp!ed  separately.

Qmadian Market

End users of wildlife traps in Canada consist mostly of professional trappers. We have
utilized the Fur Institute of Canada and Indigenous Survival international estimates of
100,000 trappeR in Canada The composition of these trappers has been verified by
intewiewing relevant fur management contacts at the provincial Ievei in each of the major
jurisdictio~ in Canada- This intendew  program not oniy verified the 100,000 trapper
number, but provided us with more detailed appreci~”on  of the number of trappers, both
lndian  and non-lndian, who are trapping on a commercial scale in each of the provi~ces.
Estimates of the number of trappers in each juristition, mnfirmed through telephone
contaots with fur management officials in most jurisdictions are: ~

Registered and
Lo--on Resident T~pers

British Columbia 6,100
Aiberta 8,000
Saskatchewan
Manitoba
Onti”o
Quebec

@

ti

Percent Aboriginal

49

New Brunswick 3,800 ~ 5
Newfoundland 2,300 7
Northwest Territories 3,020 99
Nova Scotia 5,000 1
Prince Edward !sland 600 ;
Yukon 800 6;

Western Management Consultants
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&8: W71d Fur Bearer Management and Conservaiibn  in NOIUI America: Ontaib Mh”stry
of Natural Resouces,  7!384.

A@wding  to our Con&@ with manufacturers, the most popukw  traps among the Canadian

-..

market are:

Model

#120 -2 Conibear

* Soft-Catoh (Wctor)

* Victor Coi[ Spring

#280 -2 Conibear

#1.5 Soft-Catch (Victor)

.

SE@Es

Manen,  nln~ musk@ $kun~
weasel

Beaver, bobca$  coyote, lynx

Beaver, boboa$ coyote, lynx

Beaver, bobcat  coyote, lynx

Marten,
weasel

The total Canadian market averages about $2.1 million in annual

mink muskrat, skunk,

manufacturers’ sales.

United States Market

End-users of traps sold in the United States tend to be farmers and pm-time trappem,
based mostly in the states east of the Mississippi River (more fur is hwested In Louisiana
than in any other state).

“.
The most popular haps in

Model

Viotor Long Spring

#1 VG &0p-Loss

#110-2 Conibear

#220-2 Conibear

#330-2 Conibear

the U.S. market are:
.

(w”ous  sizes)

SQ!x!!s

Vm”ous

NTmk, muskrat

Mints muskraL  weasel

Badger, beaver, fisher, marten,
nutria, opossum

Beaver, bobcat  lynx, otter

#1.5, #l .75, #2 Coil Spring

Western Mcmagemen~ ConsukmtS
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Manufacturers’ saies of traps in the U.S. average $6.1 million ennuatly.

lnterniitioniif Mirkets

Woodstream  has  made Iittie effort over the years to penetrate markets beyond Canada and
the U.S., primm”iy  because of the demographics of the wild fur industry. Most of the
world’s harvest of w“ld fur is taken in the U.SA., Canada and the Soviet Union, with
relatively iitt!e activity scattered across Northern Europe. The easing of mid war ~e~ions
have oniy recentiy made the Soviet Union accessible as a market hence, Woocismarn  has
concentrated exclusively on the U.S. and Canadian markets.

PROSPECTS FOR THE TRAP MANUFACTURING INDUSTRY-.

The iinkages  between the trap manufacturing industry and the fur garment industry are
worth exploring because growth in the fur ganment industry will affect the demand for wild
fur. The long-term prospects for the fur garment industry are uncertain, dependant  as they
are on fashion and cuitural trends. TRe activities of voca.i  animai rights iobbies,  which are
parthxdady active in Great Britain and the Netherlands, may indicate that fur products may
be in the process of becoming distasteful to European consume=;  however, there is no
evidence that the tir garment industry is on the deoiine. Growth in the fur garment
industry is being stimulated by the emergence of new markets in the Paafic Rim and by a
growing market in Europe and North America for low priced, mass produced fur coats.

Growdh of the trap manufactudng  industry is obviously constrained by the extent to which
trappers will purchase new traps in the future. The trapping industry is stagnant and may
even be shrinking. There is ampie evidence that the wiid fur resource is diminishing,
primariIy  due to the adverse impact of industrial development upon wildiife habitat
Trapping is cieariy  not a growth industry. The fur garment industry recognizes the
limitations to the wiId fur resource, and expansion of the fur garment industry is not
preckated the availability of more ~-id fur. The exampie of the Jindo Corporation of Korea
may be an indicator of the growing trends in the fur garment industry. Jindo aims to
oapture 10% of fhe world market for mink mats,  which it mass produces at its modem,
highiy  automated piant. TU ensure a source of suppiy  of suitable fur, Jindo is integrating
vertically into the fur ranching business.

While  destruction of” wiidiife habitat is the most serious iong-term threat to me trapping
industry, and hence the trap manufacturing industry, the animal rights lobby [s a much
more immediate thrwat.  The animal rights lobby has created considerable pressure for the
adoption and enforcement of humane trapping standards and have made it clear that their
ultimate objetie is to eliminate the wiid fur trapping industry. While there is much
concern about the impact of this lobby on the demand for Canadian w“ld fur, it is worth
noting that the primary impaot to date has been on the Northern European market. The
impact of this lobby on the North American market  has not been significant to date; and ii

Western Management Consultants
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has been suggested that the emerg[ng markets in the Pacific Rim are culturally immune -to
appeals based on animal  fights.

Nevertheless, the fur industry is taking the animaJ rights lobby $etiously, particulafy the
recent commitment of the EEC to impose an import ban, by 1996, on some fur speaes
tlom countries that have not adopted humane trapping standards.

If humane trapping standards are formally adopted by governments in Canada and the
United States, and if such governments Subsidhe trap replacement programs, there muld
be a short-km surge in North American demand for animal traps. The prospects for such
developments are not sulficientty  certain to provide a basis for a decision to enter the
indus~  and a shorl-term  trap replacement program wouid not be expected to affect the
long-term prospects for the industry. .

THE G120 MAGNUM TRAP

The consultants have conducted intewlews  with Dr. Gilbert Proulx,  Tmps Research
Director, at the Alberta Environment Centre (Vegreville)  where the C-120 Magnum trap has
been developed, as well as with Neil Jotham  of the Fur Institute of Canada No technioal
reports or current specifications have been made” available for our review and analys[s.
Nor was a prototype available for inspection. Hence, this report is based on inteM”ew data
and press reports.

The C-120 Magnum trap has been designed to conform to humane
developed by the Fur Institute of Canada (see Append~ A).

. Official technicai reports are due to be published shortly and we will
reports to our final repott on= they have been received. However,

trap specification being

append these technioal
it is our understanding

that the Magnum trap is under review by the Canadian Standards Association as the
prototype for development of a GSA approval specification which would apply to fl humane
traps. [f so, then the G120 Magnum will become the first such trap to receive CSA
approval which could provide a competitive advantage to a potential manufacturer.

The C-120 Magnum trap underwent significant fieid testing this past trapping season
through the auspiceS of both the Alberta Environment Centre (Vegreviile)  and the Fur
Institute of Canada through Environment Canada and Canadian Wildlife Service, Both sets
of results have been encouraging with reports of more efficient and effective kills, ease of
handling and general user satisfaction with the performance of the traps in killing the target
species: mink and n-iarten.

There is, however, some concern among trappers thal the traps, with their strong springs,
may pose a potential danger to the trapper if mishandled.

— .-

.,
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TW separate legal opinions have been sought as to the patentability of the C-120 Magnum
trap. Initially the law firm of flldout and Maybee, Patent Mvyers, in Toronto, rendered an
opinion that the C-1 20 Magnum trap is ~ patentable in that any innovations to the original
Conibear  (patents expired) traps are not significant enough to allow a new pateng and the
innovation is mairdy in the MI bars apptied  to the Magnum which were disclosed in 1981.

A second opinion was obtained from the Canadian Patent and Development Cofporm”on  in
C)ttawa Their opinion was the same as the Ridout and Maybee opinion for many of the
same reasons.

Both of these legal opinion documents have been requested through the Fur Institute of— -..
Canada, but Iwwe not yet been received.

This inability to patent initially led the study team to serfously doubt the feasibility or
advisabiiky  of any Indian st~-up manufacturing facility  trying to compete directly w“th
Woodstream to manufacture what is essentially a Woodstream product The lack of patent
proteti”on,  of course means that Woodstream  cou[d enter the market at any time with only
a fmtion of the capital costs that a new wmpany  would incur. While the estimated capital
costs to Woodstream to retool ‘b plant to produce the C-120 Magnum trap is $100,000,
the ~itd cost to a potential competitor would be much greater. If an lndi~ own~
company were to begin producing the trap, capital investment would be required not only
for plant and equipment, but also to set up a distribution network to compete w“th the well
established network of Woodstrearm Hence, working capital requkements  would be
substantial, in addition to the cost of the plant and equipment

It is highly unlikely that an Indian venture would, or could, be given the exclusive right to
manufacture the G120 Magnum trap under some sort of registered trademark agreement
Even if such an arrangement could be established, companies like Woodstream could at
any time manufacture the same product under their ~ trademark (i.e. CONIBEAR and
others) which is already in a market dominant position as regards to brand recognition and
market acceptance.

POTENTML  IMPACT OF THE LEGAL AND REGULATORY ENVIRONMENT ON
DEMAND FOR TRAPS

A di~”nti”on  must be made between the anti-fur lobby and the anti-leg-hold trap lobby, as
well as the differential impact of lobbies on mankets in Canada and the U.S.

The anti-fur lobby is, potentially, a real problem for the fur industry. For example, the
divities of the Green Party in Germany, which includes opposition to fur garment
production and sales in its platform, has done serious damage to fur garment sales in

Western Marqernent Consdtonts
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dermany.  The fur garment Industry is now taking the anti-fur lobby seriausly. Major fur

garment manufactmm are confriiuting a percentage of sales to a central, co-ordinated
counter-lobby.

The anti-leg-hold trap lobby, in contrast, is not a threat to the fur garment industry as such,
but does pose a threat to the trapping and trap manufacturing industries. Response to the
anti-kg-hold trap lobby in Canada has taken the direction of developing “humane, quick kill”
traps; however, the direction in the United States is toward development of so-called “soft-
oatch” traps. Hence, the two markets must be examined separately.

Cimada a

The development of so-called “humane= traps has been a major issue in Canad& Much
-. ffrne and energy has been devoted to the development of species-specific traps, such as

the C-120 Magnum; and there is speculation about possibie  legislation to ban Ieg-hoid
traps and enforce their replacement with the so-called humane traps.

There wouid appear to be two major drawbaoks to these new “humane- traps from the
point Of view of the oomumer. I%stiy, the new, experimental traps, are so strong that they
pose a danger to the trapper. Secondly, they are more expensive than conventional traps,
and trappers cannot be expected to replace their current inventory of traps voh.mtafily,
especially since there is no finanoiai  advantage to them in doing so because there is no
prioe premium paid for wild fur harvested in humane traps. Consequently, it is anticipated
that no market for humane traps will deveiop uniess  use of such traps is enforced through
legislation and government agencies subsidize a trap  replacement program. Even then,
there is unoerfainty as to whether or not the voiumes of potential humane trap sales
potentially availabie  within the Canadian market are sufficient to jusMy investment by a
manufdmr to retool to produce such traps.

“* We have conducted a telephone survey of major Canadian jurisdictions to assess *the
current status of trap replacement programs and to quantify the potential Canadwn market
for the C-120 Magnum trap or some equivalent. The resu(ts are summarized in the
following table:

Jurisdiion

British Columbia
Alberta
Saskatchewan
Manitoba
Ontm”o
Quebeo
N.W.T.
Yukon

Intent  He:
Tra ~e~lacement

No Response -

Yes -
Uncertain -

No Response -
No -

Probable
Y e s
Y e s

Western Management Consdtonts
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Timdmme
for im~iemenkdion

Late ‘1990

.
Unceti-n

immediately
C)etciJ:ii~~yet

Government funds
to be Committed

$50;,000
-
.

>$100,000

_.

Potential Retail
Purotmse  of

&l 20 Magnum
or Eutdvalent

-
q
.
.
.

$60;,000
.
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This information will be updated In our final report  as additional d~ is received from
governments ourrentiy  considering hap replacement programs. Preliminary estimates of the
potential demand for C-120 Magnum traps have been developed by utfiiiing  available
harvest data for mink and pine marten in each province and estimating the number of
@pefs of these species in each province. .

The demand for humane  traps such as the C-120 Magnum wii[ be influenced by a number
of variables that are not in the control of any potential manufacturer of traps. These
variables include:

● lntern~.onai pressure (against inhumane trapping) is building for the adoption of
bans against products from aountries  not adopting internationally agreed standards.
A deadline of hwry 1, 1996 has recently been set for fur exprting countries to
agree to and comply  with lntemalfonai  Standards..- -.

● The potential response to this international pressure against inhumane trapping, and ‘
the potential impact upon sales of humane tmps is unclear. It is expected that
@Pem w~[ mpla= heir existin9  traps wi~ new tr~ WWI meet humane trapping -
standards only If it is to their economic  advantage to do so. This means that the

:1 am~wi~-hava.tm  differentiate. beW_een pelts caught in humane traps and pelts
[t k not yet ciear how this will be accomplished.I take~through-inhumane. ~.

‘“To arrangements for labe[iing of peits caught in humane  traps have yet been
established. If the use of humane traps is kgislated,  it is not clear how the
legislation will be enforced. Also, It is not clear thal the passage of Iegisktion  and
the adoption of humane trapping practkes wit! reduce the pressure from animal
rfghts activists

● Them is a high degree of variability and unpredictability of future federal and
provincial policies regarding exchange or subsidy programs to encourage trappers to

convert to sny humane trap, let alone the C-120 Magnum. .

● The continuing debate amongst trappers and fur industry ieaders concerning the
pros and cans of humane traps vs leghold traps on land as opposed to water, tends
to cloud the issue in the minds of many trappers and provincial fur management
officials; thereby affed.ng the paoe of implementation of policy and decisions by

trappers to convert to new, humane equipmeti

Nevertheless, we must- develop a potential demand scena”o in order  to
of some type of manufacturing opportunity for Indian people.

Assuming that there are approximately 26,000 trappers in Canada who

assess the viability

could be exwcted
to acquire significant numbers of the new trap, and ‘assuming that each trapper acqu& an
average of 50 traps (based on projections of the GNJVT trap replacement program, total
Canadian demand for the trap would be 1,300,000 units to be purchased over the next five
years. {f professional trappers each acquire an average of 150 traps,  potential sales could
total 3,900,000 mililon units.

Western Management Corwttants
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At $8.00 per
$31 million.

unit (manufacturing cost + 20%) this represents a potential market of $10.4 to
Clearly the market will not be supptied  in one year, and only represents one

line of Magnum trap. Work Is already underway for Magnum-type traps fo~ oti’er species.

It should be noted that the total estimated Canadian market  demand of between 1,300,000
and 4,000,000 units represents the total Canadian market for replacement traps to harvest
mink and marten. SaJes of the C-12U  Magnum trap wou[d depend upon the percent of
market shafe oaptured by the manufacturer. VVoodstream  is currently in a prominent
market position with the market share estimated at 80 percent. If Woodstremn were to
manufacture the C-120 Magnum trap, it could be expeoted  to maintain this dominant
position, thereby generathg  sales of between 1 million and 3 million units, reaiizing
revenues to the manufacturer of between $6.7 million and $20 miilion.

These projeti”ons  demonstmte  the dramatic efi& that a trap replacement program could
have upon the Canadian market for traps. Even if sales of the trap were a total of only
1.3 million units over five years,  the annual increase of revenue to manufacturers of $2.08
mi[tion (1.3 million units + 5 years x $8.00) would be almost doubie the size of the current
Canadian market for ail traps.

The development of internationally accepted humane trapping standards is a key variable in
influencing government poticy with respect to trap replacement and, hence, the future sales
of treps.  It is assumed that the C-120 Magnum design is currently in the best position to
penetrate any replacement market which wiii develop because Canada /s a wortd leader in
developing humane trapping standards; and the G120 Magnum design has undergone
thorough testing against F.LC. standads,  unlike potential competitors developed by other
inventors and treppers.

US-A
.

The market for humane, quick Mi traps, would be expected to be primarily a &nadian
market since the impact of potentiai government regulation in the U.S. upon the demand
for traps is expected to be much different The major public issue in the U.S. which would
affect the future demand for tmps is not alleged crueity  to wildlife through the use of
conventional leg-hold traps; rather pressure tises because of potentiai  conflict between
trappers and hunters/pet owners. The fur resource within the United States is located in
the heavily populated eastern states, where hunting with dogs is a major recreational
pursuit There is considerable controvmy  within the U.S. because hunting dogs and pets
are often caught in leg-hold traps set by trappers. The hunting lobby, which is much
stronger politically than the trapping lobby, has been putting pressure upon state
legislatures to ban or regulate the use of leg-hold bags. The state of New Jersey has
banned the use of leg-hold traps for this reason. Hearings regtiing  the future use of kg-
hold traps are currentty underway in the State of Massachusetts and are expected to begin
shortly in New York State.

Western Management Consuitds
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This pressure IS expected to create a growing marltet  for the so-called ‘soft-catch” traps.
So-catch traps are leg-hold Wips which have rubber pads altached to them. SUch  traps
will hold an animal securely, but will not do much physical damage. OrM state has already
recognized the difference between a soft-catch trap and steel-jawed leg-hold traps; and,
henoe,  potential growth in sales in the U.S. market is expected to be for soft-catoh  traps.
The state of Louisiana is encouraging the use of soft~tch traps by introducing a trapping
season during which trapping adivity is restrJoted to soft-calch traps, ~s provides an
inoentive for trappers to switch from leg-holds to soft-catch traps.

The so-oalled humane ‘quick kill” traps are not expected to beoome  major sellers in the
U.S. market  There is pressure upon governments to permit only the use of traps wh[oh
will hold animals without doing them any harm, rather than traps which have the potential

-. to kill hunting dogs and other pets which stray inta the traps.

DEVELOPMENTAL WORK
TRAP

lf we accept the validity of

REQUIRED  PR1OR TO MANUFACTURE OF (2-120 MAGNUM

verbal reports about the technical studes done to date on the
C-1 20 Magnum trap. We cmdude that no additional product development work is required
prior to manufacture of the C-120 Magnum. A manufacturer with access to the technical
specifications of the C-120 could haw dies produced to stamp out the required parts and
begin production.

It is noteworthy that Woodstream has eleoted  not to manufacture the C-120 Magnum. One
factor contributing to this decision is the hot thai the owner of Woodstrearn  has chosen to
sell tie wildliie  trap manufacturing operation; however, another major contributing factor is
uncertainty about the potential markeL No U.S. sales could be anticipated and market
success would be entirely dependent upon future policy decisions to be made by Canadian
governments to impose regulatory controls upon the types of traps in use, adopt humane
trapping standards to which the C-120 Magnum conforms and subsidize the purchase of
the new traps by Canadkan trappers. Such decisions would transform the Canadian market
for wildlife traps, virtually doubling demand for new traps.

Woodstream is not prepared to gamble that these events will materialize in the near fUtUre
by beginning manufacture of the G120  Magnum; however the potential purchaser of
Woodstream muld bring a C-120 Magnum product to market within several months should
a market for the product materialize.

VVestem Management Consultants
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CONCLLJSfONS  REGARDING POTENTIAL INDIAN INVESTMENT IN THE TRAP
MANUFACTURING INDUSTRY

Any potential investor in the trap rnanufacturlng  industry has to consider prospeots  for a
finanoial  return on that investment On the basis of inform~”on  gathered to date, we
conclude that the proven market for the C-1 20 Magnum  trap k of insufficient size to
warrant investment in a new business venture committed solely to the manufacture of the
C-12CI  Magnum at this time. If and when a m~bt of significant size materializes, the
eventual purchasers of Woodstream  will be the best position to bring a product to market
to profit from the opportunity.

Hence, we recommend that a potential Indian-owned business consider, instead, entry into
the trap manufacturing business on a -bmad.e r bas~than oom=mitment  to_a single product
the C-120 Magnum. To pursue a start-up production venture for C-120 Magnum traps

.— --—.. .—

without the benefit of patent protection would be futile unless. federal and provincial officials
would provide replacement subsidies or incentive programs which specified that only C-120
Magnum traps acquired from the proposed Indian venture were eligible for funding. This
soenario  is exlremely  unlikely.

We recommend that a potential Indian entrant to the trap manufacturing industry be
prepared to confront the current economic realities of the market and develop a business
strategy that does nut depend for its success upon a hypothetical transformation of the
industry through Me sudden and widespread implementation of government-subsidized trap-
repiacement  programs.

We suggest that a successful enbzmt to the market will have to meet the following criteria

V/
● Established history in the metal fabricating Industry; .

/● Size andlor  financbl  strength sufficient to accept the risks inherent in the trap
manufacturing business and fluctuations in cash flow and profit/loss levels due to
the volatile nature of the trap manufacturing industry; and

J● Location in Eastern Canada and/or Eastern United St*s, dose to transportation
com-dors  and sources of aw-lab[e  labour  and support services.

One possibilll  would be to establish a new trap manufacturing business, in competition
with Wcdsiream. While there is no longer any effective patent protection for most
Woodstream products, a new entrant into the industry would face considerable expense to
tool up a plant to manufacture a full product line, and to establish an effective distribution
network Because the trap manufacturing industry is mature and there are no short-term
prospects for a considerable growth In demand, a new entrant would be faced with the
challenge of attracting market share away from WoodStream. Given the small size of the
total m~e~ the prospects for financial success are not good.

Western Man~gement  Consultants
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The other obvious aftemative would be to purchase me trap manufacturing division of
WoodstreaITI, wh}ch the ECKO Group is prepared to sell. While financial information
provided by Woocistrearn indicates that its trap manufacturing operations have b e e n
profitable, a prospective buyer needs to forecast the profitability of the operation under
new ownerstrip. Critical issues in this profitability analysis indude:

v’
the need to assure future sales volumes by main~”ning  an effective distribution
networkj  and to factor in the anrtuat  variabiMy in sales volumes;

/

● forecxust  manufacturing costs for a Canadian operation, including capital costs for
goodwill, plane equipment and raw material as well as kbour costs (the productivity
of Canadian Iabour  to be hired and trained to operate a new plant is an issue);

/
-.
/

9 the need to develop at a dmibti”on system that
margins for the manufacturer.

We have reached a decision point in this study. Since It

would mafntatn  adequate profit

appears that any Indian owned
~venture  would ~ be able to obtain either patents, trademarks or exclusive rights of any

kind, including any sort of “preferred supplier  status under existing or proposed trap
replacement or subsidy plans; and given that the Woodstream trap manufticturing
operations are -“lable (on the m-t] to be acquired; We have been instructed to utilize

,, the balance of this project’s budget to examine the feas~My of an Indian venture acquiring

i
the Woodstream  operations. .

The EKCO Group has acquired the Woodst.ream Corporation based in Lancaster,
Pennsylvania. Part of their plan is to sell or disband various Woodstream  Corporation
operations and consolidate manufacturing into other plants internationally, Current
Canad ian  opera t ions  w i l l  revert tu disfriiution points. We understand the assets of the
wildlife trap manufacturing ope~”on  Is available for safe. We have visited the WoodStream
plant and undertaken extensive interviews with VVoodstmam management .

EKCXYS DIVE5T17URE  STRATEGY

The E&zA Group is a major ~tgi.@or .of kitchenware. ne @Qes_.~~_uP of pumhase~a  of
Ekco products are adult fem es.~fie involvement of Ek~ in me m..ufacture of wiJdIife
traps makes Ekco potentially vulnerable  to adverse pubiicity generated by-~ti:[ekh~td~~
-s. Sinc66s  =urntiTa~ad~~_~e~~ti-tie “not-p&icuk3riy  enthusiastic about the

use ~f.leg-~old  .Oaps which  may impose suffering upoti-”-wiMliie;-a’  lobby group could imposr
‘-serious damage. upon. .Ekco by organizing a boycott of Ekco products because Ekco is
‘– involved “in the manufadure  of VvMife traps. Therefore, Ekco has decided to divest  t.lw --

wildlife trap manufacturing business; however, Ekw w-ii continue to use the name
Woodstream  and will continue to manufacture and rntiet Victor brand traps for p e s t
control.

Western Management Consuttcmti
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Ekoo is committed to selling. the @dEfe  trap manufacturing assets as soon as possible.—. ..__ —---— - --
Staff in the Lititz plant have been notified that the wildlife trap manufacturing operation will
close once a buyer is found and Ekco is anxious to close a deal as soon as possible to
avoid encountering an attrition problem among staff in anticipation of a sale.

AS an interim strategy, pending a sale, Woodstream’s
shortened to reduce the requirement to maintain invento~
activities with respeot  to w“ldlii haps have virtually ceased.

The Ekw Group is committed to terminating its assmi~”on

trap produot  lines are being
and research and development

with the manufacture of wildlife
traps, as far as its U.S. market is concerned, and vvouid, therefore, play no role in the
future marketing of wildlife traps in the United States.

[n Canada however, the Ekco Group is prepared 10 continue to seil wildlife traps on behalf
of the new owners. While Ekco’s Canadian staff ere prepared to represent the product and
to book orders, Ekm wii[ not b8 involved in promoting he sale of Woodstrearn wiidlife
traps in Canada. The Ekm Group seeks a 12% commission on Canadian saIes for
several years. his is really a royalty to be regarded as part of the purchase ptice of the
Wcmdstream  wiidiife trap manufacturing assets. The Ekco Group would be prepared to
accept an additional cash payment of $750,000 at the front end, in iieu of a distribution
agreement The cktribution  agreement would, however, make part of the prioe paid by the
purchaser variable and tied to future sales of traps.

The Ekco Group is determined to sell aiI of the wiidiife trap manufacturing assets to a
single buyer. The buyer wuid then decide whether to not to liquidate some of the assets.

Production CONSIDERATIONS

.

P1’ Size and Location

A Canadian based trap manufacturing opeti”on would require a plant of 30,000 to 40,000
square feet in size. Technical experts would have to be engaged to establish an
appropriate piant layout.

[n addition to the operation of the plant itself, additional support sewices  are required. For
exampie, a machine shop must be avaiiable, if not within the operation itself, at least near
by. Even at low production volumes, several tool and die people we required to support
the operation at any given time.

The need for skliled Iabour, support services and acoess hI transportation corridors for raw
materials, supply and physical distriiti-on  effectively preclude the possibility of establishing
an economically viabie  plant at a remote Iooatlon. Consideration of factors such as
availabil”Ry  of skilled labour,  acoess to raw materials and physical proximiiy  to markets

Western Management Corwttants
. -- . . . . . ---- -----



I
#

-17-

4

suggest that the Notieastem  U.S. would be the most economically advantageous site for a
plant Woodstream suggests that the Siate of Ohio would be the optimum Iocatlon,  relative
to markets. Advantageous looaticms  in Canada would probably include either Southern
OntiO or southwestern  Quebec.

Woodstream  has maintained a manufacturing operation in the U.S. and an assembly plant
in Canada, as a pre-free trade slrategy, recognizing the necessity to be abie to control
prices in both the U.S. and Canadian markets. Because consumers oan purchase in either
Canada or tie U.S., it 1s important to mtitin price parity in the two oountries .

Equipment

me plant requires both generic and speciti~ed  equipment Forming equipment such as-.
punch presses and spring toilers tend to be heavy, generic items that oan be purchased in
either Canada or the U.S. [f the plant is to be relocated in Canada it might be
advantageous to liquidate the heavy equipment in the U.S. and to purchase similar
equipment in Canada if the cast of disassembly freight and re-assembly  is prohibtie.

l.’

The equipment rwquired  for sub-assembly Md a=embly,  by con-t, is spe~ali=f
equipment. The most significant investment in e=ential capital would be for the tooling.

Woodstream claims that the net book value of the machinery and equipment is under-
appraked

Other potential purohasem have brought machinery experts to inspect the plant outside of
normal opefating hours to determine the value and rendition of the equipmenL  If purchase
is to be contemplated seriously, such an individual should be engaged to undertake an
inspection.

Supp!Ierw
0

Woodstrearn currently purchases from steel distributors located throughout the Eastern
United States. Its main supplier is Iviaco, a Canadian company whose headquarter
Iocakd in Que&~ which provid= flat wire to Woo@tream  from ~ Plant in B~ffmOre*

i?equ[rwnents for Sfdfled Labuur

are

At M current minimal [eve[ of operation, tie trap manufacturing plant employs

approximately 25 people. The staff includes approximately 8 core positions, Including press
operators, multi-slide operators, set-up persons, a lead man and a foreman.

It would exiremely  difficult to set up a new plant and get it into operation unless several of
the key, skilled employees of the existing plant were available to set up the new plant, get
it into operation and @n  Canadian employees. For example, it takes approximately six
months to tin a multi-slide machine operator. These employees will be released by

Western Management Consulton&
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Woodstream with the sate. Woodstream  management thinks it extremely unlikely that they
wouJd be pn?pared  to relocate to Canada, given the availability of alternative different
employment in the Lititz area.

One alternative to hhing  Lititz-based  staff to ease the bansition  and the establishment of a
new plant might be to engage some of the Woodstream  staff who are currentiy based at
the assembly plant in Niagara Falls, Ontario.

CRITICAL SUCCESS FACTORS FOR ACQUISITION AND OPERATION OF – “–
WOODSTREAM WILDLIFE TRAP MANUFACTURING C)PERATION

AoquMion

1. A deal must be consummated quicldy  because Ekoo
manufacturing operation as soon as possible (ie.,
following sequence of events must occur as soon as

is committed to selling the
during the year 1989).
possible:

THE

trap

The

● a potential Indian buyer must be identiecf;
● economic and financiat feasibility of the venture must be demonstrated:
● probable sources of financing must be identified; and
● mutually satisfactory conditions of saIe must be negotiated.

7h3nsition

2 A suitable plant location must be identified which provides cost effectNe acoess to:

● sources of supply;
● markets;

required auxiliary resources (e.g., machine shops); and
.

●

● skilled or easily tminable  Iabour,

3. Required equipment must be moved successfully to the plant site, installed and set-
up. This will requlra the existence of senior production personnel currently
employed by Woodstream, either at Litftz or Niagara Falls.

4. A successful imining  program must be undertaken to get the plant into production
and achieve economies in production.

Opemiions

5. A distribution
maintahed in

network must be established in the U.S. and either established or
Canada to retain market share.

W e s t e r n  Marmgernent Consuttats
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REQUIREMENTS FOR PHASEU RESEARCH

1.

2

3.

-.
4.

5.

identify potential Indian business that meet criteria for success in the trap
manufacturing business.

Undertake a preliminary study of the economic feasibility of establishing lncfian-
owned trap manufacturing business in Canada by forecasting revenues and
associated custs under various assumptions with respect to plant lo~thn,  Sales
volumes, plant efficiencies and @stribution anangements.

Determine a potential value of the WoodStream operation to a Canadian buyer ,
based upon financial projections.

Compare value to buyer w“th asking prioe to determine whether or not there Is a .
basis fur negotiation with Ekco.

if a basis for negotiation is established, research should be commissioned to define
costs for transfer of the Woocktmm equipment to a new plant site as well as set-
up of plant as a turn-key operaiion.

As additional information become-s avakable regardiig the mmmitment of governments in
Canada to trap replacement programs, the economic feasibilii of establishing a stand-alone
operation for manufacture of the C-120 Magnum trap will be examined in greater detail.

Western Management Censuftants
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b) Defining the Problem and seeking
d Sohlmms m

IT@ aim of the FFQ+T was to provWe us much Research- U n d e r t a k e n  ,.

and development of complete humane trapping
systems within the following 3 basic ciasslfkdlons.
witfr en@asis placed on wodc within the tlfsk

I .  @ IanCI kiIlinG s@em (indurfmu ~-)
Z &I lanck HoldinQ trup system
3. Un_tec Holding and kiIfin9 SY%?QMS

R3kwing are l i s ted the th ree system the fur-

bearers token within them and research done
durinq  the mandate peRfnent  to each.

-.

1. On land I(Illlng Systems

(animat groupings are based m cnfQifatXe kill
Ihreshdd datq and same ~dercrtions of ani-
mal size and trapping systems used.)

Rx
1. &m-line, Squlrml
2 Muskrat. rnar?en. fink
2a Lcigomorphs  skunk
3. f?cscwon (fuher”)
4 .  8eaver (Otier”)
5. Lylu bobcat (tisher’)
6. Badger, wohwine  (otter”)

%dicates  a species  which ifcerta’n amdtikMs  are
met may  fall into rnofe than one group (see lmp

criteria).
●

Qesearch Undertaken

1975-76
1977

1978
19?7-81

1977-31
f977-81
i979-81
?979-8?
198044

Mechanical aftd 8ioiagieaI  Ti3sting
Determination of Criteria for the Evuiua-
tlon of Humane Traps
Lateral lm~ct Study
Mechanical h#uotion”& Development
Pmgramme ●

~ s~a
~mp Evaluation Mkxk

*are Research

Clcrmping Study
Tmpplng Sy3kms !hvOy

2 On Lanck Holdlng Systems

m
10rge land anirnak
lynx tratxat.  fox. coyote. wM. bear. cau~

1977-81 Field Test@
198CL81  Ttrap@r)Q  S@ems Survw

3. Undenvafm Ikh31ng  ancl KIlllog

b
watff (semiuguatic)  animak
mink muskrat. txmer, otter

Research  Und+wtaken

.- -. —-----  --. . . . . .

,

systems

19?7
A970

1979-81
1979-81
1Q80-61

Terminal Dii (f~sibili~) ShJdY
Mechanical Evaluation and Develop
rnent Progfamme

u~= ~ $m~
Post Modem W*
l~ing S@ems  Survey

Concenirotkm on mung Traps

MCausethe object oftn3ppingl&fu C5 the
acquisition of he pelt. the death  of the animal is
inevitable. G- thii it follows that the most
hurnone and least stressful s@em will be that
which achieves o rapid death  in the twget
M2earer.  Iheref- the FPCHT concentrated most
of its resources upon the analysis and dev~ - “
ment of systems which @e intended to bll
furbearem mther than haict them alive. M&in
hoidlng systems were examined. howevst, b43-
cause the committee recq@zed  that kMing
XemS w%MU need to be provided for certain
sltuatiorm Mcn3wer.meworkof theGwemmentOf
(%tm”o in dewiaping  me Novak Footsnare ond Its
evalving pre4eren~  for the sekctMy of fered  tw ,
such Ilve Imk3ng devices. we known to the
committee. and duplimtii in this mea wdd
have &en o waste c# mxarr~

Importanw  * Kill TtmahOMs

Central to the FPCW trap eva lua t ion  and  de-

kwloprnent pr~ra- (far kil[inu trap.) has been

t h e  pmvkion af bn throskkk T1-kas@; PCfs

were achieved by subjectlnr+ anaes@##@ anl-

.k.  -
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Explanation of tho FPCHT  Trai’  Evuk&on and
~vobpmonf Progtumrno (killlng-lr* -

R4wcharrafawmrough~l*
mgramm

ldlxraakue# roclbtemd anQ CcbMamel

1

h@uutknw52Jenmlc  &hchncuwaxmtrM

“.

Roglsfraflon and Coding

mten? AcMsot’y  setvtc9

Most subrnissims M not been patented before
being sent  10 the Commee. t% a S@vlCe to
inventors. orrcmgement$  had- maae earty on
in ~ mondate with Q pat~t ~~ti~

“ & a weiitiafy assessment of a device-s patent-
ability. 7hii~t carried no @Jorantee,  but
gave immntus  a broad look at whether  it was
vmdhwhile  invt#iig in o full patent s430rch and
subsequent potent awiicatkm.

In some crxws where  fwthef pa?enting Oss&once
was required. and WNiable.  FPCt-iT orram@  fcx
safne  funding fmm other agencies.

4?

. . ——.— . . .

?roUnt(fmry  EvaIuatt9n , ‘- ’-
-.. .

Each otthe etemenh Iiskd above. athe potenttul
of each. tq#herwtth Ns MaMnshi15to  the frapm
a whale. was owrolsed  by the Sdentftfc and
k.hnlcd Sklc7Xnmttee  (m).

Resutts  of thh preilmlnuy  evoluatlca  were ~
On fotheh’entomwth Comments anthex
CmcIoevics anwhatcu hdbe-tohprovem
Whemitltswvmmnted

me 0s93wmnt  pcrtkulurly U-i the eorfy stages d
mwarkws  ofwcssltyawbjedk  om.
HOwmr,  as W comntttee’s knadedge  in-
WaM3cLt  hewaluanonsb  ecamompmdse.
atthouuhti$ubjecfh=  ekrmntmnewti-
tyabsent. Traps wereewtuated wlthlnti~
Qclles~h~R*

Eecause dth8gmwthlni  alawtedg13- m
Y’== -~P-f-mw-c fufwtik’st
monfhs Ot the Carnmittcss nwmdafe  in order to
ensufeff-mtnokka  had beenmisseciondt hatna
invenkl’s hod in@chmd@lf’ly  Men Qivenlnq@Odte
w inaccurate QdWa.

~rototypo Momdaotum

lNswc2sr Oelyundedakenb  yFPc2+l ot t h i s
~~dqehtitiwprecsss
whkhfmbob/yrwfle cismi8ufxmt h0ctegfeeot
thowht and cofnmitrmnt  given m idea by.lts
lnventu  thcnupon anyladcofe#od* t h e
committee. People whose Cwces  wre~brdtted
esmotomes  hadutlecrst wukedoutthemoiar
&wbacks Merenththe  irconc@sHawev&.
thesuMnis3icnof dnxwlngscrkX3crlaycnJsct3rfainty
helped tocut CtcAmumWUHsay and d@lcated
elfort.  Mon~dfxwtofvpes wcxsmostden
undertaken  osaportofthe  Mechan&l Evuim
km and Devebgment pmgmmme.

Mecttankd Evalwdfon

Traps selected as sdtoble by the Sciantlfk and
Technlcci  Sutxomnittee  were mechankaity  an-
~~~ thek Imfx@ ati damping enqies (ii

momentum and newtons). Txp we
rated for humane patentia[  against the @inent
threshokfs  as thse become Ovaiiclbie  from cm-
-g t~u rm~ WH thii sounds
simple. the pfoeess u cumpfiiated  by the need to
tie in d the varia~ misted to haw the Cmimat
mav entef the trap. Ihii is breoaly how the rating
was mode. -

i
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iv.. and (dwfatl~ ~ ~
of diqdacemgnt  of the
~ifiw @Jr to wilcrt has
now becc2me the theofeti

, impact t i t ! &  t h e

ti/neCk strike.
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* c) Trap criteria
and Approved Tkaps & Systems n%4

Notes .- . ...+. ... ..-. -

-..

Most kiIl&lfJ haps  kted stmdd b ~ b
?r@ domo+ontd!y for use on land

Apprmchlnfarrr@knkgM-tik~
able.

“ Irlcjlcates  a specks which rmoy km into m
than  one gmw$.

,.

1

.

4

. .
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Greup 2

M i n k  mar!on, muskrat Gn lad --
!.. ,.

A Wchankul  ~terb The line m the gruph
indicates h qmfgkrk lmpn3/darnphg  W
thmshcid The W@ ob Illusfrutes ~ rated
a@ns?  h kUi lhmhdd Ilne.

fwsscfkilllngbo cnogmcrt=thcm~

1W7108

\,———— - -. I
5a 100 150 m 250 300 %z%5il

lliilll

.
CJallwmg -O (no~)
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Groups’ ‘ -. .
Raccoom fisher”

Unm - m

A  Wchanfcai  Critetia ~ The &dcerl llne
on ?he graph fepmsents ttw pcA9ntid syncm
@sna lwsC@amPw m thmshcw Th9

. graph Ols Ulus?row traps mtedagahstfwknl
thmshoM Um.

SWCW@CI  killhg @r mos U* 520 Q

MechonbJl Crm?du  fklwr

FTellmincxy he@@ion IeOds’to me YkJg@$tion
mat tIsiWrmcrY  m o M?kJamPwkJWc@
( a s  per rnlnk) tiweshoki lble. One  @lestlmlized
6stWrh3stedat-cM  *-anY~@
m$ulse and - Subj=’ted to euthanasia. Clne
QMC%Wtized tlskxtested at2-7 Kg.m/sand2SON
died VM-lin 3 nllnute&

RAppuaohlnfcmnc#cm

Raccoon

cfmninu7cm-  1.5a

Gtaph In

\

\
\
\

LEMZ27 \
!
\
\

‘Icil Xi) al 4UI
Uurndtlgforw(fw-’d 52

IL Rotating+aw ~

u.f+m  and baited tziggers .

b. VVht$cer -

Hif%nartraps

aRmondbittriggefs

. . .

b
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cmuP  s
lynx Daeag flhi’

A klectmnkal  dlter!a  lynx. botcd. h tmkon
he on the gmph repmsentsa partial. potential
-* lrrwct/cJm@W Ml thmhdd.
Tnaps are futed QOh$t  this llrw3.

Suggested klIhg bar rnu55 limit  520 g
-.

camping rotce: to be aPPIkSIC! Mhinbfmiw
t$crn-l. scrta

Grapn  v

u

ml m 2m $aJ
Uclnmiflg  kfco  (fww’fms)

. . . —

.,

c Appraved  twpa meetlnu both appraech  end
mechanical mquirerwrlls

LWL botc@

.:,
. .. .
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use d m traps k genefolty  Umlte: ta s@ckdkt
fields where  in most cases they am cpefuted by
peopkwhoa retrainedl  nthek~ -wildlife
researctws  aad urban anlmat CCWIC4 cfikxus ftx
exarnde. Some researcks and aick@ts ore
serhs!ycons !defl~t!wu secfbx traps in
Cammerckd  trawing fcrthe benerds Cxrefedhl
terms C4 wildtlfe manqjernent.  whefe unwanted
~matitisdgbafWaagti~
wlthlnonespectes cunbemieascf.

In twins of their cp#catlcm on cofnmefci~
trapunes -traps ha’= been -defedlfw=”
ifcai h this country. Hawevec mm traplxvs M
bulrtlazQelog mmsmtim@im. *m
mused seasonder~andwhkhappearto
lwlalrepaymeiniwdrd~ In theif
cansmtctlon.  In ml cx~afeas~f-
useotbatrapslnfur~-lddbeti
out.

ThetblMng ~ntsore madeln reMiOn tobex
tmppln~

a )
‘.

s
dJ

e )

..*

m-ie*es cftmr?s tabeusedf=h*s
spdes  are recommended In mandcztwu#
Insttudkx’ls

%llletraEs ammoteemcMtti*h
exame. anlmak can owdum --
andeswpe slnceticausesthe~  to
lcx2wn Thbcant=aWded bypeggM~
tothegroundabyincmadng  qxlngdrenum.

Mx tnYPS sF@uld be _ frequenw. ot !e=st
a-Ice evew24hauIs  inwinfecandewwfew
hours  (=atleasttwbada y)hhot~..

Padicdar  ot?enflon should  be@ te TM 1-
ofkapusedassofneo~mkwl~-
~-re and darnau9 I&If twt~

Vvhefe  anlnuls are tux-tmppect  - human
habitation. the trc@ should be well  camou-
ftagec  so that made da not becom? temP

“9 Whenanlmdscxe fmqcdedfromthehap

meusecfpmuwMkmlng-Gmust~be
re6fmed  foueaswtth  arewf@yffwf  human
PW.Jmm~6hu~~ and
hoIolnu  atimats alive uw a mxeS5Uvpatc4
tmpers’ and wUdlKe ~’ equipment. and
s9me Pf30@e-tho’ttheYwm b3ca3me
Increasingly  ifnpatant vdth tinm.

Rxt01Scc4-ltTb@ing tame ~ ~“~
~anfti-tls~ Whelegfna
footsnardm - listed MCXl.

a)

b]

c )

a)

“:

me k3fJsnafe/trogJ  dwJId M me m“maf “
wttho@aJtnrlg dMOOdc!lUwkm!a the
~ P=

?hesncre wirecxfmp  should mtlawratethe
anknal’s Skin.

WlldanirMs mayhtIn@@y btte at some-
mhg wtlich  twk!s ttwna  A good hok$ng
ddW  shauid not oibf ttm CZ3D~QdmCd  to
breok & damqe teeth d- ~ at-
fefnutx

H is suggested that on &incxes. am on
mcdl%d ‘eghok!s fot fox a short feths wdh c

-.
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b)ctwxn reaction of certain dm@~
. c) spoilage d meat wtlrctl Cadd Iaci used fa

human a pet Comunwx

-.
8)danger c#dRIg 0tXJS3U _

f) troppet awsiom Fdwhg is a statement from
the Canadkm Mpp3r$’ %deratkm R8.sident.
Roger de Oenus

Vc&mts are nan-selecttve and Incllsalmlnde&
tdtl OiI animaJs  furbeom game and dome#c
anhots as we(i as IX* h Ietil*”n ofdtw

atirrds consum CaXSSeSond thedon@Ew

to tne user a r e  qwnents t h a t  canfwt  te
fgncmd.

lb 5oientific aid l~nical Sulxomrnfi?ee has
flwiewed some devJC’as. WhiCh m ew3b3t6d  a
being tca dwerous b the w. * PQQde
generalty,  and to other lHefoImS

.-
WMte It Is Pcs@Se that klflfng devices tianimols in
&oups7and 8rrmvb Mapedfo P@fofm

.
humanely and y@ t9 safe ?0 use and operate. this
camdttee ncrs nat ~ ~W fi~ me
Sdt&lk3.

Ihe FFCW reaxmnencfs m large and dangerous
tr~ shauld not be used.

-.

Lu—-lf=u——w$=fwfcRcmn9n9

some ideas rdewed ddring fhe mandate Utlllzed
~ =-W fnechankms.hsclenmand
Technkol Subcornmlttee cansidemd these unac.
ceptable. ~

aittcd and - brgefy unpmdctable  In the
devlcus  rmkaved

13)the concept km not consistent wfth the
su~mrnittee’s ~tkm of hummwnesx

c)some pelt &mage k IneWable.

.
Therangedp2ssrtse  mofca@urlngfu@3am
B Iimlted onty by man’s lmagl~ S o m e
tradii methods&capture - been bdetly
dkcuSedand o$4cktydkmissed.  Theseindude
snagging ~. ati SanelWding practi-s
wtichhave no~dfortheccodtkn of the
happed  animal.

.
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S u b j e c t :  Internati~  ~ Ttappifq Stamlads

●

A  resalutim by wia ws t ab l ed  at ths 1 9 8 3  ~~ ~k~ -
b prchibit trade h pcducts fmu animals Mum by cruel metkb,
incltiirq  the Steel-jawxl  leg-lmld trap. lb ~lutia - rejected
~ the C= *G tut tk animal wlfare  intent behird it ~
&smEsOd. The -k qreed that deEil’!itim of ‘Umel” ad
‘MIUIHne”  in tk ecmtext of wing aniflms or their *mdllc&) m
b entered into trade wm mt clearly Undez’stcx)d in the s my &
all C+Untries.  Canada therefore suggested &t, in * matter of
Wqpll’q, ti subject b cQnsi*red & the Internaticxla.1  (kganizatiga
fLX Stadwdizatim (ISO) kadquarter6s3  i n  ~ ~~ a  ,~~ ~ ‘“ - --  ‘
establishiq international inxaane trapging s~e GIxsdlaagm?eKl
to take a led in this initiative d b JnWid13 secretariat.

attacmq  ●

Imstitu*  but
>.

.

.

9.% Uas qrcEKhed
S9farhasdecuned

-h * Brit ish Stadards
even dastmer  sta&zs.
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.

.t .,
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ouer300rGc25 and8aeloocgltim  areinvolvedi.nm
&li&rations which again points up the med to develq internati~
-* s~.
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Animal Traps, Pieges
“Humane, fnecaniques,
Mechanically- indolores,
Powered, a detente.——

Trigger- . . . . ..- -pour anirnaux
BACtivated ‘-

,,
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Canadian Gene~l Standards Board ~>.

Office des normes g~n~rales  du Canada O@C
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ANl~L ~PS, HUMAN% ~
MECHANICAUY-FOWERED,

TRIGGER-ACTIVATEI)  .

Pt~GES  M@4MXJES,
INDOLC)RES,  A tE7ENTE
KNJR ANIMAU)C
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CANAOIAN  GENERAL
STANDARDS OQARQ

standard h

AMMAL  TRAPS, WMAN& MECf+ANICAL&Y
PCWERE9, TRSCCER-ACTNATE9

“COPE

%is standard applies to mechanically powered,
rigger-activated kiUing traps that, when propDMly
x or +p[ied,  will render a humane death to
lt~ded animals. The traps are for use on land Qr

- k water, primarily by the fur industry.

● W conforming to this stiard - considered
litable far the species named in par. 4.1, which
hss not include such species as bear, cougart  fox,
lyote~ and wolf.

e minimu.n  detail requirements ‘m S$ethn 6 Iuve
en established from data on tmps striking fr19m
we or below.  Traps designed te deliver lateral
side blows  are not anfered  by this @an&r& nor
: power srw~  gravity-operated devices or set-
1s4 . . ., . .

$ standard does not CW= norbki~i  traPs such

foUowing pubkatioos  are appIieabk
alar*

wfii %andards  #Gsociation  (CSAI

to tii$

CAN2*14U-M3*
%persedestRemp&ce  IQO-Cp.IMp

oecembermcemb 1979

oFPfcE C)ES M3Rh@
G~&lALES  DtJ CANADA

Norma

--

.

DETENTE,

\a @ente norme  $’applique  aux pi&ges  m&aniques
● detente qui, une feis instaU&s ou appliqk de
man&e  appropri~er tuent Ies animaux de faqon
indo[ore%  Ces pi~es sent destin&s  A ~trc  utilis& $ur
terre IX clans L’eau, uutout  par l’indqstrie de !a
hmt-urti

Les pi~es eonfomws 5 la pr6.sente normt cmvicn-
nent aux animaux &wn&&5 au par. 4.1 @ *
comprenne.nt pas Yours, [e cougar, 1* renar~  k
coyote ● t Ie Ioup.

tes cxigences  particuli&ss  minimal% d4taill&s ~
k section 6, ont &6 &ablks  3 partir  dcs donrkes
relatives ● ux pi&ges qui fiappent  &en haut ou den
ba$- Les pi@s co~~ P4xw frapper la:&raf:ment
*i.~e 1- ~~ee --i~q .1= pleges ? poidst
Jes piegcs  a IxdIe.ne  sortr  pas reg= par la pfesame
norm

Les pi&ges  & @picnt qui .W sent pas desti&  ~ tucr
ne sent pas regls par la prmte norme.

PUBLKA&NS APPLICABES

Le3 pubticatiqns suivantes Sappliquent  A la pr&ente
mrmti

Association CaMdienne de norrmdktion  (ACNOR)
. . . . .‘.

- Welded Stee! Construction (Metabke , -.*39 - Veldtd  Steel Comruwn. -(sletal-kc- *•- “. ,,
:Idiw . .-: . . . z- --- - . : . -%.* ..4.,<;  .

ricanh’on andsafnstitutem

Products Man@” Alloy Steeh setn~
Ioued end cold  Ftied Oars

ty of Automotive Engineers ($AE)

;hCcmkal Compositions of SAE Alloy

m to the above publications is to the latest
mless otherwise specified by the ~rity
w this sra.ndard.  Sour&s  for ~ publica-
re hwn in the Notes sectiom

, @erkan Iron and See-f kstituti  (AISD . , -,.. .. .

s t e e l  PrOdUCm Mafwak AUOy Steeti sem~
Hot Roikd  and Cold Finished  ~ , . .

So&& of Automotive Engineers (WE)

J40* - Chemical Compositions of SAE AUOy 5teels.

Sauf indkation contraire  de l’autorit4  appliquant la
+ente horme,  ces publications s’entendent  de
I%dltian  la plus r4cente. k source de diffusion est
indi~. $sn$ la section intituks  R~.

..

1
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Ck 3 -  u.lcmlcm, %her

c-, 4- Mawr, Oth?v

Class 5- Lyn> bobcat,  fisher
.

Class 6 - thdgcr, wok=inc,  ottef. (!%= no(c)

Cdgofie * - Castor,  foutrc ‘

Cbt+rie S - Lynx, lynx rouge, p&an

~t&gOfie 6 -  8bdrcw;  CXCA}WJ,  kutre (VOk
remarque)

.
Rewarque:  Vu qfwcunc dcmr& n’est encwe
dis,@b&  pJr la Ca;kgorie  6. Cette  dernkre
cat~srie n%st pas visce par la pr&cnte norxne.

.Xot= No dati arc yet available for C2ass  6, and
no rquirwnents  for C1a.. 6 arc ~i=n  in tilis
Sbndd.

Otter and fisher are for tile  time Wing illcdc~~ in
. nore than on= ck.ss bccnmc &ta - Qrrcntly
“hsuffiFJcnt  to ~nait  #rester precision.

La kmtre W k #kan swt pour Ie moment Inclus
darts plus d’une e~d~wie parcc  que k donn&s su
Ces .animaux son t encore i$nsuffisantes  pour pr&is[
davwtta~e.

,.
EXIGENCES G&@ALESGENERAL REQUIR15WNT’S

Mom ems *I- - Le pi&ge doit sdttifhrc  ~ tout
lcs exlgencxss requises (secxion 6) pour tuer de fas
indo[ors  Ies ani~ruux  mxqueis  i[ est  ckstind.  Le
fabricant dait idcntifbr  & cadg?rie  du p&ga
(s.%ian 4) oinsi quc Ies animaux a pi~cr (par. 6.6
clans s Lastructions  ou clans son widage.

Strike Effectiveness - The design and gm-net~  af
the trap s!!all be suh t’w the trap is capable Of

“consistently striking and hokling  its ,t.srgct species
between the fnck d t!!e ~~cs and th kwrth
cervital  vertebra  wi~h d -specified combiriatian ~f
impact momentum and Chmping foccs. (!%
table I). Wvicas  that consistently sqike their
target  s@= in a singfe Iocstion  that is posteriof
to the Kwrth cervical vertebra arc not acceptable.

Efficacit; * fr~ - La conception et la forme  c
pi~e do%enr &rg tefks q~c le pi~ge peut,  de fa$i
constmte, trapper St tetcnir sa victifne entre
~arri&re des yeux ● t la quatri&ne  vert&bre  cervi=
a I’aide dune combiiison sp4cifique de quantitf c
mouve’qent  3 l%npact et de force de sarrage  (weir
tiblew IL Les diiitifs  qui frappcnt
Itabituc!lexwsnt  l’animaI  ~ un sad  endroit  derrikre
quatri&ne vert&bre ~icale ne sent pas
acceptabl~●

S&rid - Le $i&gc doit $tre cm de fsqon &
assurer !a ~tection de R@isatcur Iam de
l’arme.nent  et du drwg- Lee crochets de siiret~
une fob encknc!!  suivam  la m&hode
-Tnman&e“ , doivent pcrrnettfe % I’utilisateur.*

Safety - The trsp shall ‘x designed to Prot- the
-a dlxh~  cocking and wtting.  The ~fety
cdtch~ w h e n  en@@ i n  t h e  03C0malCndtd -

.tnanner. shalf pmvids fmsonablc s a f e t y  t o  the
,.-.

“.:

. .,, .-.,,,., . .
+ ... - .-.. ,’,.
,,

. &4 :
1.
t . . .
@

i“

. . .-. . r  m+re le pi&c  e n  pf.w& - d a n g e r .  .. . . . . ., ● .7
.,

“Qpcratkm. Thetr3pshaU  bedesigndsoduuad-
- weather and field mxditions have minimal .

effect on its aperatiorb T’b trap s!u.U 5e re.l”d[e -
and Consistent  in operation  at temperatarcs dowu
tO -50”C, The trap shall i n c o r p o r a t e  a -rieans for
secu r ing  i t  at i ts  intended katim

I%nctfomunent - te pi&ge ttoit  kc corqu de fa$c
‘que k .mte4mp6rie3  et lee conditiom d’utifisation.
Alles ne puissent vrahnent  nuke ~ M fonctiome
men~ Le pi&ge doit &re” fia.lde t! bnctionnar de
maqi&e  ad~atc  id= tcmp&ra~as d~t
jusqu% -50”G U dait &@ement compre.rdre un
dispositif d’attache  perrnettant  de la fiier 5
l%ndroit chisi.

.

.
*,
a

M
i

Int&it6  & pew% - Le pi~ge  doit be conq de
rnani&re 3 ne pas endommager  la pcau des animaux
eaptur& de l’etp&ce d&ir&e.
.?

Peft fnte@y - The trap shall % designed so as not
to damage the pe.it of trapped animals of the
intended target specie<1
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Mari&q . [ndivid~  traps shall be marked legibly
and permanently with the manufacturer% rum%
symbol or trademark.

htstiti  F- W* - hstrutims fot  use, setting,
pIacement,  maintenance, se@ce and safe
operation of the trap m~shall be provided
at the point of sale of the device and sikdl  also be
available directly from the trap manufacturer.
The instructions and/or trap iitcratuce  provided by
the manufa~urer shall  clearly indicate the class of
the trap and the intended target ~S

U4SPECTION

Sampling . Sampling fcw testing sha!l be at the
d-etion of the authority applying this standard
(par. 9.1).

Determination of Impact Momentum

Impacl ffofn~t~, p = mer &g.m/s)

where == . Effective Ahss (kg) (See par. 7-3)

w = [mpact  Velocity (m/s) (See par. 7.*)

Determirutiom  of Effectk Mass. CaIcuIaIe  the
effective mass ( =e) of the striking bar. For traps
with simple U-shaf# or retangular.frame  kiiiing
bars describing a rotating motion about an axi% the
&&ik&proc@ms$  of Appendix A maybe

.

Determiruttilm of Impact  velocity - Oetermine the
velocity of the striking bar at the specified jiiv
opening for.-ti appropriate cfass of trap. This
determination may be done either (a) diredy, by
measur ing  the  vekity at the specif ied jaw

cpening;  or (b) bkftwecdy,  with an accekrorneter
mounted on the striking bar as in Fiie 1. (A
robber @r plastic dummy target will p’event
damage to the trap and to the measuring devicek)
The direct  procedure (al rquires only the rnea-.:

!- .-,. Surement of the velocity ● t the specified jaw.“
: Topening.  Theindirectpmcedure  (b)requimsa’ “--

.: . ,,, J ,Cwnpletereaxdingof  theaccekatianofthe
. .,-,, ;.. .atriking  bar fmntthe timeoftripping  tothctime. .

:. ofreacbing  thespe@fii  jawopUlin& bltegration
of the tirn~ccdention ~ mwides  ●

~C * T-e mm, Ie syrnbole ou la rnarque  de
commer~  d u  fatwicant.doivent &tre marqu& sur ~
chaque ple$s en caracteres  Iisibles et ind61&il~

M& eernploi - i+ instr~etions  rcfatives  3 i’utiliti-
tipn, au dressage, ● I’installation, & l’entrctieri, 3 la
reparation et au fonctionnemcnt  *r du pi&gC
doivent &re Iournics au moment de la ventrs du
dkpsitif  ou doivent  pouvoit &re obtenues cn
communiquant  directement  avec  la fabricant.  US
instructions et la documemation fournies  par ie
fabr~~t doivent  indiquer  claircment  la cdgorie
du piege et Ie type &tnimaI auquel  il est desti&

~P13X10N

fbantitlommgc. L’4chanti11annage  cm laiss~ &
rappr&ciation  de Fautorit&  ● ppiiquant la ~&ente
norme (par. 9.1).

fXtErmlna-  *de faquantit&*m~ ent i
riipact

Quantit6  de mouvemcnt 5 I’impact,  P = ~ev (kg-mls)

oh me = m= effective O@ (voir  par. 7.3)

w = vitesse  de frappe (m/s) (voir par. 7.4)

titerminatkm4fa mas9s effedve - CaicuIer Ia
masse  effective (Se) de la m$choire. C)ans le cas
des pi&ges  en U ou a m~choires  formant.  un cadre
recCmgulaire  qui’toument  autour dhm axe, :suivre ie
mede ep&atoire &aiI1& 5 Fanneze  A.

O&rtnma“ t.ifmde iavitesed efrappe-tktemtiner
la vitse  de La n&hoire & huvem.tre  pr&is& pex
la Cadgorie  de pi~e appropri&e. If cst  possible de
cakuler  Ia vitesse de frappe a) directement,  en
fnesurant  la vitessc & f’ouverture  cles fiehoires
prescrize  ou M indirectemen~ en pl*ant  un acc4&-
fomhre sur h mikhoire  ~mrne  illus+ A la
figure 1. (Une pr- faetkq en ~outchouc w en
@UtiqueS 6vite Uendomrnager Ie p@e $Z
f%cc&16rom&r&)  Dam le GM du proccdc duect d,
@ vitessa  ne &it &tre me5u&x@L  &ouve@ur
machoiipm$uite  tnndiiquedans  cefuidup%-ti
indirect b), l’accdh%ation  de la m%choiie doit he
enregisu& 5 partir du moment & elle est .
dkkndke jusqu’au  moment oh elle ● tteint
bWSture ix-= L“it&s!ratiOn do & COd3C

time-velocity curve fmn  Aid- the velocity at - temps+c&I&ation  donne  u& cmrbe temps-vit~
impact may bereatL Themass  of the
acce~erometer  s&W be taiam ints aaount ‘m the
determination of the i~ti vciocity. Report *
average value Of the results of five impact *:ty
tests in metres per second (m/s) as the impact
velocity of the specimem

~ par%ir de laqueiie  la vitesse  de frappe peut &re
Iue. b masse de l’ac@&rom&re  doit &re Wise  en
compte Iors de la d&rmination de & vit-e de
fnppe. La rnoyenne des r&dtats  de cinq esAs de
vitesse  de frappe, calcuk en m&res pw secondc
(m/s],  constitue  la vivssse de frappe du sp&imcm
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class “” ci~ss
Cat&gorlei  ‘ Cat@lrle  2
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40 ,. ; 340

class
C4gade  3

,.
+-7”

520

Striking Bar CWneter
or Least Width*D mm

,,.

‘ “’”~ soChmplng Force, P,
Min., N

7 s
I

‘..

Combined Impact
Momentum, p, krmls
and Clemplng Force,
?, H..

0“.-’:”
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.<”. i ‘ , .  .
: 4 0 70
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Jaw Opmlng
“ [or  Deturminatlon et

Impact Veloclty$ Mire,
mm

is.:. hw  +ing**
for D&erfnlnMori  Ot
CJam@ng Force, mm

.
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. . . . . . . . .

Non!s
. *

● If, notwlthstand~  this rquiromant,  $tdklng  bar Widths
● re outshle  the required Ilmlts, the onus shall be upon
the manufacturer to demonstrate that the traps produce
● humane death  for the target aped+

.“
● ● The trap jaw op&dng dimend~ glwen {n Tat$e 4 are

associated w lth ● verage head and neck dknenslons  oi
mink, raccoon ● nd beaver, ● nd with the maximum
compressions shown hi testing procedures.

●
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