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The Use of Electric Fencing to Control Badger Movement 

T. Hahesy, P. Sleeman' and N. Twomey' 

Introduction 

Farmers in some areas have erected 
special fencing around the farm boundary 
in order to exclude badgers. These 
farmers have had a Tb history in their 
herds and believed that badgers which 
were travelling onto their farms were 
implicated. The fencing erected for this 
purpose by farmers has been variable in 
its effectiveness. The Tuberculosis 
Investigation Unit in conjunction with the 

. Department of Zoology, University 
College Cork has examined a number of 
different types of fencing in order to 
assess their effectiveness in controlling 
badger movement. 

Literature Review 

A number of authors have reported on the 
use of electric fencing to control the 
movement of different feral species. 
These include Mitchell ( 1977) in the case 
of feral pigs, Patterson (1977) who studied 
the movement of foxes, Wright (1978) 
who described the control of kangaroos 
and wallabies, while McKillop and Wilson 
(1987) examined the effectiveness of 
electric fencing in excluding rabbits from 
crops. 

Benham (1985) described the successful 
use of flcxinct electric fencing to control 
the movement of badgers in an 
experimental s ituation. McKillop and 
Sibley (1987) indicated that an electric 
fence must create a sufficient physical 
barrier to ensure a badger gets a shock in 
its effort to get through it. Harris et al. 
(1990) reported that plain unclectrified 
chain link fencing can he used as a badger 
barrier, but it must extend twenty inches 
underground in addition to the above 
ground section, to prevent badgers 
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burrowing underneath. The experience of 
farmers in this county indicated that 
elcctificd fencing is required for this 
purpose, since badgers may pass through 
or burrow underneath conventional 
fencing. 

The Study 

The study was carried out in the Wildlife 
Park, Doncraile, Co. Cork during 
November, 1992. Two badgers in 
captivity in the park, one male, one 
female, were made available for the study. 
These badgers were normally kept in pens 
which contained artificial dens in the form 
of barrels bedded with straw. 

Three types of fencing were examined:-

1. Five strand electric fencing. This 
is used on some sheep farms, but 
the spacing between the wires 
was altered to make it more 
suitable to control badger 
movement. The dimensions arc 
presented in Figure l. 

2. Flexinet electric fencing. This is 
used on a limited scale to exclude 
rabbits from horticultural crops 
mainly (Figure 2). 

3. Electrified high tensile sheep wire 
(Figure 3). High tensile sheep 
wire without electrification is 
commonly used on sheep farms. 

A battery unit was used to provide a 
voltage of 5,000 volts in each of the 
fences under test. 

1 Dept. of Zoology, U.C.C. 
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Since conventional unclcctrified fencing 
would require to be placed twenty inches 
underground it was considered that it 
would be even more expensive than the 
three fences listed above and so it was not 
examined. 

The study was carried out in a specially 
erected pen. The testing of the fences was 
carried out at night, since badgers are 
normally most active at that time. It was 
decided to observe the badgers and the 
fences under low artificial lighting in order 
to clearly see how the badgers approached 
the fences and how they might penetrate 
them. 

The badgers were habituated to the 
presence of (a) people and (b) low lighting 
for nine nights before the testing of the 
fences commenced. 

Each of the three fences was tested in its 
turn by erecting it across the full width of 
the experimental pen (Figure 4). One 
fence was tested on each night during the 
study period by releasing one badger at 
one side of the electric f cncc and placing 
its den and food on the other side of the 
fence. Each fence was tested in this way 
by each of the two badgers on separate 
occasions. The testing was replicated 
twice and randomised i.e. to ensure that 
both badgers were exposed to the fences 
in a randomised order. Observations were 
made for up to 12 hours per night, 
depending on how the test proceeded. 

Findings 

The badgers challenged each fence quite 
vigorously in the first of the two 
replications, during which they received a 
number of shocks. As a result they were 
less inclined to challenge any one of the 
three fence types in the second replication, 
and in fact were inclined to stay away 
from the fence and adopt a defensive 
posture for periods. 
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The effectiveness of the fences was largely 
influenced by the initial approach of the 
badger. When the badger examined a 
fence by e.g. touch ing it with its nose the 
fence was quite effective. However, when 
the badger ran directly at a fence it was 
more likely to get through in some 
instances. 

The five strand electric fence was 
penetrated on one of the four occasions 
that it was tested. On this occasion the 
badger ran directly at the fence and got 
through between the two lowest strands. 
The initial contact the badger made with 
the fence was with the back of its neck on 
the way through. 

The Ocxinct fence was breached on one 
occasion when the badger ran at the fence 
and pushed underneath between the bottom 
strand and the ground. This fence was 
then more securely anchored to the ground 
and retested. It was not penetrated again 
despite being vigorously challenged. 

The badgers did not get through the high 
tensile sheep wire fence at any time. This 
fence was strongly challenged, when the 
male badger ran directly at it on 
occas1ons. 

The badgers did not attempt to burrow 
underneath any of the three fence types. 

Conclusions 

1. 

2. 

3. 

All three types of electrified 
fencing deterred the badgers to 
some extent. 

The high tensik electrified sheep 
wire was the most successful. 

The ikxinel may he suitable if it 
is adequately anchored to the 
ground. There is a question as to 
whether it is robust enough to use 
in the vicinity of cattle. 
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4. 

5. 

The five strand electric fence 
creates less of a physical barrier 
than the other two fences and 
was more easily penetrated. It 
does not appear to he a suitable 
fence for excluding badgers from 
a farm. 

The observation that the badgers 
did not burrow underneath any of 
the electrified fences coincides 
with the experience of farmers 
and also comments by McKillop 
and Sibley (1988). 

6. The fencing of the farm boundary 
to prevent access to badgers is 
expensive. The approximate cost 
of fencing the boundary of a 100 
acres farm divided into two 
fragments is presented in Table 1. 

Table 1. 

Fence Type Approximate cost 
(Contractor erected) 

Five strand 
electric 5,500 

Flexinet 
electric 8,000 

Electrified 
High Tensile 
sheep fencing 9,000 

7. The cost involved will confine the 
option of fencing the farm 
boundary to exclude badgers to a 
minority. It is more likely to be 
considered hy farmers with medium 
to large size dairy herds who 
believe badgers are implicated in 
the occurrence of Tb in their cattle. 

The findings from this study along wi~h 
the experience of farmers to date will 
serve as a guide to those considering these 
options. 
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Figure 4. 
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