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Supplementary written submission from Jamie Fletcher 

Re Sporting Rates in Scotland 

First of all thank you and all your committee for coming to Jura on Sunday to discuss 
the Land Reform proposals. It was an honour for Jura to receive so many members 
of The Scottish Parliament at one time. I hope you all found your visit worthwhile. 

I am aware that land legislation is a complex matter and it is difficult to satisfy all 
parties involved. However, having heard the discussion on the proposed 
reintroduction of business rates for sporting estates I am even more convinced than 
ever that it would be a mistake to impose Business Rates on deer shooting.  

I outlined at our meeting on Jura how the options available to land managers in 
remote locations as on Jura were extremely limited. I gave an example of the 
massive subsidy I would be entitled to if I switched to sheep production at the 
minimum stocking density on 2,500 hectares. This would require me to have 125 
livestock units which at 6.66 sheep per LU would amount to 832 ewes. For that I 
would receive from the EU approx. 65,000 euros annually and with an entitlement of 
100 euros per head for the retention of 200 ewe lambs annually that would amount 
to another 20,000 euros p.a. On top of that I would be entitled to substantial LFASS 
payments (probably many tens of thousands of pounds) from the coffers of the 
Scottish Government. It would not be too difficult for me to arrange such a state of 
affairs.  

However, Richard Lochhead MSP, the Cabinet Secretary for Rural Affairs and the 
SNFU want to keep large hill units out of the EU Basic Payment scheme as the 
effect of all the deer forests switching to extensive sheep production would be a 
substantial dilution of the Basic Payments to ALL other farmers in Scotland since 
there is a fixed pot for Scotland as a whole.  

I outlined how Jura was unsuitable for timber production because of the quality of the 
soil, its remote location and the exposure to wind and salt and how Jura has never 
been extensively wooded.  If you require more reasoning I am happy to repeat it but I 
hope you will accept that point. 

So we have a significant area of land unsuitable for timber and only viable for 
farming by a massive injection of EU and SG funds on an annual basis. What do you 
propose should happen on the island? I asked that question and you gave no 
answer. You assumed there were too many deer on the land for the environment 
and they should be culled down beyond our existing annual cull. It was obvious that 
was not the view of those present who manage the land. You want to impose 
business rates on our annual cull when in my book the best use of the land is 
venison production. We cannot have a vacuum on the island and just let the flora 
grow. It would be a waste of an asset and would result in a marked decrease in 
employment for reasons I set out in my letter of 13 July, 2015 

Now I want to ask you the following questions:- 

If a man were to take out a group to photograph deer and charge for it, should that 
attract business rates? 
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If I, as a land manager, took out a group to photograph deer should that attract 
business rates? 

If I as land manager went with my rifle to shoot an injured deer should that attract 
business rates? 

If I went with a client to shoot an injured deer should that attract business rates? 

If I went with a client to shoot a deer as part of my annual cull requirement should 
that attract business rates? 

Where on earth do you draw the line? I have to carry out an annual cull to keep a 
proper balance with the fodder available on the land and the environment. We have 
done that for many, many years and it is Best Practice. That is what we all do on 
Jura:  keep a proper balance for the good of the land and the health of the herd. I 
notice that SNH are carrying out the same procedure on the Isle of Rhum namely 
having paying clients to carry out the annual cull under the control of the resident 
stalkers. The photographer from outwith will pay no rates and the burden of rates 
under your proposals will land on the land managers whether it is SNH or Jura land 
Managers. You have put forward no practical alternative land use. Perhaps you will 
now and I would be delighted to hear your proposals. If deer management is not best 
use of the land would you outline out your reasons?  

It appears the purpose of the business rates on sporting activities is to fund a 
Community Land Fund with the monies raised. There is very little fat in managing 
land in these remote places. Whereas the farmland of the east coast can produce 
£1000 per hectare profit growing beans or peas or potatoes, we would be fortunate 
to do that on 500 hectares of hill land with deer and without deer there would be zero 
profit and I mean ZERO.  Why should the poorest land in Scotland be subject to 
business rates tax when the rich farmlands on the east coast attract none? Where is 
the justice in that? The farmlands of the east coast have many alternative land uses 
available to them. 

It is my suggestion if you want to build up a land fund that you apply business rates 
to sites for wind turbines. Rates are normally applied to industrial buildings or 
habitation and not for open land. Wind turbines produce massive annual rent for use 
of poor quality land and that is where the money is in the countryside.  The nearest 
site to me is the Braes of Doune Wind Farm. [REDACTED]. The construction of 
turbines is paid for by the green levy on all electricity bills paid by all consumers and 
consequently so is the site rental. A tax on site rental would mean that money could 
be used for the wider community such as the Community Land Fund. Furthermore 
the destruction to the peatlands (apparently one of the reasons for the proposals to 
impose sporting rates)  during the construction of the turbines for a 25 years project 
puts the miniscule disturbance caused by deer on Jura into the category of de 
minimis.  I can quite confidently say that that site has caused more destruction to the 
peatlands of Scotland than the Jura Deer would cause in a thousand years. Perhaps 
you as a committee should have a look. I have and I was deeply shocked. 

One other problem with imposing sporting rates can be illustrated by the land round 
my farm at Thornhill. There are numerous 300 to 400 acre farms. Some farmers 
shoot deer and some never do. Yet the accidents between deer and motorists are 
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more likely to have caused by those that don’t cull as opposed to those that do cull. I 
have been hit by a roe on my way to Stirling (£3,000 damage) and one of my sons 
has had 2 different collisions with roe between here and Callander (5 miles distance) 
while driving on public roads going through Forestry Commission land. Should 
sporting rates be applied to all farmers equally? There are arguments on both sides 
and if they are all charged sporting rates then the Forestry Commission should 
likewise be charged sporting rates as should all the conservation areas. It is a mental 
minefield. 

Wind turbines sites are easily identifiable, easy to rate on an understandable 
consistent basis throughout Scotland, attract massive rents and you would not 
burden assessors with the expensive nightmare problem of deciding how every 
parcel of land should be assessed in Scotland for sporting purposes. I ask you to 
think again and build up the desired Community Land Fund through the tax on these 
industrial giants in the countryside as opposed to a tax on land which will be most 
sorely felt in remote and fragile communities on the peripheries of Scotland. 

 


