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Subordinate legislation cover note for SSI 2014/63, SSI 2014/72 and SI 2014/502 

Procedure 

1. Negative instruments are instruments that are “subject to annulment” by 
resolution of the Parliament for a period of 40 days after they are laid. All negative 
instruments are considered by the Delegated Powers and Law Reform Committee 
(on various technical grounds) and by the relevant lead committee (on policy 
grounds). Under Rule 10.4, any member (whether or not a member of the lead 
committee) may, within the 40-day period, lodge a motion for consideration by the 
lead committee recommending annulment of the instrument. If the motion is agreed 
to, the Parliamentary Bureau must then lodge a motion to annul the instrument for 
consideration by the Parliament. 

2. If that is also agreed to, Scottish Ministers must revoke the instrument. Each 
negative instrument appears on a committee agenda at the first opportunity after the 
Delegated Powers and Law Reform Committee has reported on it. This means that, 
if questions are asked or concerns raised, consideration of the instrument can 
usually be continued to a later meeting to allow correspondence to be entered into or 
a Minister or officials invited to give evidence. In other cases, the Committee may be 
content simply to note the instrument and agree to make no recommendation on it. 

Recommendation 

3. The Committee is invited to consider any issues which it wishes to raise 
on these instruments. 

SSI 2014/63 

Title of Instrument: Brucellosis (Scotland) Amendment Order 2014 SSI 
2014/63 

Type of Instrument: Negative 

Laid Date:   3 March 2014 

Circulated to Members: 28 March 2014 

Meeting Date:  2 April 2014 

Minister to attend the meeting: No 

Drawn to the Parliament’s attention by Delegated Powers and Law Reform 
Committee: Yes 

Reporting Deadline: 21 April 2014 

Purpose 

4. This Order amends the Brucellosis (Scotland) Order 2009 (“the 2009 Order”) 
which implements Council Directive 64/432/EEC on animal health problems affecting 
intra-community trade in bovine animals and swine (OJ 121, 29.7.1964, p.164) in so 
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far as it relates to the operation of a monitoring and testing programme for 
brucellosis.. 

5. A copy of the Explanatory Note and the Policy Note are included with the 
papers. 

Delegated Powers and Law Reform Committee 

6. At its meeting on 18 March 2014, the Committee agreed to draw the attention of 
the Parliament to the instrument. The extract from the report can be found in Annexe 
A. 

EXPLANATORY NOTE 

This Order amends the Brucellosis (Scotland) Order 2009 (“the 2009 Order”) which 
implements Council Directive 64/432/EEC on animal health problems affecting intra-
community trade in bovine animals and swine (OJ 121, 29.7.1964, p.164) in so far as 
it relates to the operation of a monitoring and testing programme for brucellosis. 

Article 2 of this Order amends article 7 of the 2009 Order. From 1st April 2014, it 
places a duty on owners or keepers of bovine animals who sell processed milk or 
milk products to take a quarterly sample of milk from all bovine animals whose milk is 
available for sale and submit these to an approved laboratory for testing for evidence 
of the existence of brucellosis. Failure to comply with the article is an offence. 

The enforcement provisions set out at articles 24 and 25 of the 2009 Order apply to 
these provisions. 

Article 3 of this Order revokes the Diseases of Animals (Extension of Definitions) 
Order 1971 (S.I. 1971/531) in so far as it applies to Scotland. 

A Business Regulatory Impact Assessment has been prepared and placed in the 
Scottish Parliament Information Centre. Copies can be obtained from the Scottish 
Government Agriculture, Food and Rural Communities Directorate, Animal Health 
and Welfare Division, Saughton House, Broomhouse Drive, Edinburgh, EH11 3XD. 

POLICY NOTE 

The above instrument was made in exercise of the powers conferred by section 2(2) 
of the European Communities Act 1972, and section 88(2) of the Animal Health Act 
1981 and is subject to Negative procedure.  It amends the Brucellosis (Scotland) 
Order 2009 to extend the milk sampling duties placed on Primary Milk Purchasers 
(“PMPs”) (provided by Article 7(1)) to Producer Retailers (“PRs”) of milk and milk 
products.  PRs are the owners and keepers of  bovine herds in Scotland who sell 
processed milk or milk products derived from milk produced by that herd.  The 
instrument also corrects an omission to include an offence provision in relation to 
PMPs in Article 7 of the 2009 Order, and extends it to PRs. 
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Policy Background 

Brucellosis is a disease of cattle resulting from infection with Brucella Abortus which 
causes reduced fertility, abortion and premature calving.   

Great Britain was granted Officially Brucellosis Free (OBF) status back in 1985 and 
Council Directive 64/432/EEC requires the operation of a surveillance programme in 
order to demonstrate continuing freedom from this disease and maintain our OBF 
status. The Brucellosis (Scotland) Order 2009 (SSI 2009/232) as amended 
implements the provisions of that Directive and specifically details the requirement of 
the surveillance programme which includes the sampling and testing of milk for sale 
or resale as milk or milk products. 

All milk testing is undertaken in Scotland by an approved laboratory as part of an 
agreed contract with Scottish Ministers, and at Government expense.  The Animal 
Health Veterinary Laboratories Agency currently collects the samples from PR herds 
on behalf of the Scottish Ministers, and sends them to the approved laboratory.   

A recent GB wide review of Brucellosis surveillance highlighted disproportionately 
high costs and resource associated with the Animal Health Veterinary Laboratories 
Agency undertaking the collection of milk samples from PRs’ herds.  The review 
recommended that responsibility and costs be transferred to industry, bringing PRs in 
line with PMPs who already have a statutory responsibility under the Brucellosis 
(Scotland) Order 2009, as amended, to supply at their own expense, milk samples 
on a quarterly basis to an approved laboratory for testing. 

Policy Objectives 

This amendment is required to transfer costs and responsibility for collection and 
submission of milk samples to PRs, and to bring them in line with PMPs thereby 
ensuring equality of treatment within the dairy sector as regards Brucellosis milk 
sampling and also to bring surveillance testing for these dairy herds to a more 
proportionate and cost effective level. 

Consultation  

Key stakeholders in the dairy and farming industry, including all individual PRs 
affected by this proposal were consulted about this change. A discussion paper 
which included the Business Regulatory Impact Assessment and invited responses 
was issued on 1 November 2013.  We received very limited feedback on the 
discussion document provided and have, on balance, taken this to signify that the 
consensus is acceptance of the proposal. 

The Food Standards Agency was also consulted in relation to any possible public 
health issues, but they had no particular concerns and were in agreement with the 
proposal. 

Financial Implications 

The changes being introduced will impose a small financial increase on PRs and a 
Business Regulatory Impact Assessment has been prepared and is attached. 
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ANNEXE A 

EXTRACT FROM THE DELEGATED POWERS AND LAW REFORM 
COMMITTEE’S 23rd REPORT OF 2014 

This instrument amends the Brucellosis (Scotland) Order 2009 to transfer 
responsibility for the submission of samples of processed milk for brucellosis testing 
to producers. At present the Animal Health Veterinary Laboratories Agency collects 
milk samples from these herds for testing. 

It also provides that it is an offence not to comply with the requirements for sampling 
and testing of processed and unprocessed milk for brucellosis. 

The instrument comes into force on 1 April 2014. 

In considering the instrument, the Committee asked the Scottish Government for 
clarification of whether the maximum penalty provided in the order was permitted by 
the enabling power. The correspondence is reproduced at Appendix 1. 

The Scottish Government agrees that there is an error in the penalty limits which the 
order sets for the new offence of failing to comply with the milk sampling 
requirements. To the extent that the order seeks to impose a higher penalty on 
conviction than that permitted by the enabling power the Committee is of the view 
that the order is ultra vires and requires to be corrected. The Committee notes that 
this matter is addressed by the Scottish Government in SSI 2014/72 which the 
Committee considers below. 

The Committee draws the instrument to the attention of the Parliament under 
reporting ground (e) as the maximum penalty specified in article 7(9) to be 
inserted into the Brucellosis (Scotland) Order 2009 is not intra vires the 
enabling power (section 2(2) of the European Communities Act 1972). 

Article 7(9) provides that the maximum period of imprisonment that can be 
imposed on conviction is 6 months. However, paragraph 1(1)(d) of Schedule 2 
to the European Communities Act 1972 provides that the maximum period of 
imprisonment which can be imposed in the circumstances of this order is 3 
months. 

APPENDIX 1 

On 4 March 2014, the Scottish Government was asked: 

Article 7(9) to be inserted into the Brucellosis (Scotland) Order 2009 by article 2(3) of 
the Order provides for a maximum penalty of a period of imprisonment not exceeding 
6 months on summary conviction for an offence under article 7(6) of the 2009 Order. 
Paragraph 1 of Schedule 2 to the European Communities Act 1972 provides that the 
maximum custodial sentence which can be imposed in exercise of the power in 
section 2(2) of that Act in the case of offences which can only be tried summarily is 3 
months.  
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If the Scottish Government agrees it is not intra vires to make such provision in the 
proposed article 7(9) can the Scottish Government advise what corrective action it 
proposes to take? 

The Scottish Government responded as follows: 

The Scottish Government is grateful to the Committee for drawing to our attention 
the error in the penalty limits. The maximum term of imprisonment that may be 
imposed for breach of the milk sampling provisions should indeed be three months, 
in accordance with paragraph 1(1)(d) of Schedule 2 to the European Communities 
Act 1972.  

We intend to bring forward an amendment to correct this provision in time for 1 April 
2014 (the coming into force date of the instrument). 

SSI 2014/72 

Title of Instrument: Brucellosis (Scotland) Amendment (No.2) Order 2014 
SSI 2014/72 

Type of Instrument: Negative 

Laid Date:   14 March 2014 

Circulated to Members: 28 March 2014 

Meeting Date:  2 April 2014 

Minister to attend the meeting: No 

Drawn to the Parliament’s attention by Delegated Powers and Law Reform 
Committee: Yes 

Reporting Deadline: 5 May 2014 

Purpose 

7. This Order (article 2) revokes article 2(8) of the Brucellosis (Scotland) 
Amendment Order 2014 (“the 2014 Order”), which amended article 7 of the 
Brucellosis (Scotland) Order 2009 (“the 2009 Order”). 

8. Article 3 of this Order amends article 7 of the 2009 Order, to make it an offence 
where owners or keepers of bovine animals who sell processed milk or milk products 
fail to take quarterly milk samples and submit those for testing for evidence of the 
existence of brucellosis. 

9. This Order corrects the error in article 2(8) of the 2014 Order by providing that 
the term of imprisonment on summary conviction for the offence may not exceed 3 
months. 

10. A copy of the Explanatory Note and the Policy Note are included with the 
papers. 
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Delegated Powers and Law Reform Committee 

11. At its meeting on 18 March 2014, the Committee agreed to draw the attention of 
the Parliament to the instrument. The extract from the report can be found in Annexe 
B. 

EXPLANATORY NOTE 

This Order (article 2) revokes article 2(8) of the Brucellosis (Scotland) Amendment 
Order 2014 (“the 2014 Order”), which amended article 7 of the Brucellosis (Scotland) 
Order 2009 (“the 2009 Order”). 

Article 3 of this Order amends article 7 of the 2009 Order, to make it an offence 
where owners or keepers of bovine animals who sell processed milk or milk products 
fail to take quarterly milk samples and submit those for testing for evidence of the 
existence of brucellosis. 

This Order corrects the error in article 2(8) of the 2014 Order by providing that the 
term of imprisonment on summary conviction for the offence may not exceed 3 
months. 

No business regulatory impact assessment has been prepared for this Order as no 
further impact on business, charities or voluntary bodies is foreseen. 

POLICY NOTE 

The policy note for this SSI is as above for SSI 2014/63. 

ANNEXE B 

EXTRACT FROM THE DELEGATED POWERS AND LAW REFORM 
COMMITTEE’S 23rd REPORT OF 2014 

The purpose of the order is to correct the defect in the Brucellosis (Scotland) 
Amendment Order 2014 (SSI 2014/63) identified by the Committee above. 

This order provides that the maximum period of imprisonment which can be imposed 
on conviction of the offence of failing to comply with the requirements for milk testing 
for brucellosis is three months and not six months as stated in SSI 2014/63. 

The instrument is due to come into force on 1 April 2014. It is subject to the negative 
procedure and the 28 day rule has not been complied with. 

The Scottish Government provided a letter to the Presiding Officer explaining the 
failure to comply with the 28 day rule. The correspondence is reproduced at 
Appendix 2. 

The Scottish Government has taken the view that it is necessary to correct the 
penalty provision to be inserted by SSI 2014/63 before it comes into force. The 
Committee agrees that this is the appropriate course of action in order to ensure 
effective enforcement of the provisions in question and to ensure that the limits on 
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the exercise of the enabling power in section 2(2) of the European Communities Act 
1972 are properly observed. 

The Committee draws this instrument to the attention of the Parliament on 
ground (j) as the requirements of section 28(2) of the Interpretation and 
Legislative Reform (Scotland) Act 2010 have not been complied with. 

The Committee considers the breach of the 28 day rule to be appropriate in the 
particular circumstances of this case. The Government has taken prompt 
action to ensure that the error in the penalties provided by SSI 2014/63 is 
corrected before that instrument comes into force on 1 April 2014. 

APPENDIX 2 

Breach of laying requirements: letter to Presiding Officer 

The above instrument was made by the Scottish Ministers under section 2(2) of the 
European Communities Act 1972 on 12 March 2014. It is being laid before the 
Scottish Parliament today and is to come into force on 31 March 2014. 

Section 28(2) of the Interpretation and Legislative Reform (Scotland) Act 2010 has 
not been complied with. In accordance with section 31(3) of that Act, this letter 
explains why. 

SSI 2014/72 is required to correct an error in the Brucellosis (Scotland) Amendment 
Order 2014 (SSI 2014/63) which was identified by the Delegated Powers and Law 
Reform Committee. 

The Committee drew the instrument to the attention of SGLD on account that article 
7(9) to be inserted into the Brucellosis (Scotland) Order 2009 by article 2(3) of SSI 
2014/63 provides for a maximum penalty of a period of imprisonment not exceeding 
6 months on summary conviction for an offence under article 7(6) of the 2009 Order. 
Paragraph 1(1)(d) of Schedule 2 to the European Communities Act 1972 provides 
that the maximum custodial sentence which can be imposed in exercise of the power 
in section 2(2) of that Act, in the case of offences which can only be tried summarily, 
is 3 months. It is therefore necessary to make a correction to the new provision at 
article 7(9) by reducing the maximum allowed period of imprisonment from 6 months 
to 3 months. 

SSI 2014/72 requires to be laid on 14 March 2014 so as to revoke on 31 March 2014 
the provision which would otherwise operate to insert the error, and to insert a new 
article 7(9) containing the correct penalty provision to come into force on 1 April 
2014, at the same time as the remaining amendments contained in SSI 2014/63 
come into force.  

Given that SSI 2014/63 is due to come into force on 1 April 2014, the Scottish 
Government’s view is, therefore, that it is necessary to breach the 28 day laying 
requirement to ensure that the error identified by the DPLRC is rectified in time for 
the coming into force of the amendments contained in SSI 2014/63 on 1 April 2014. 



RACCE/S4/14/10/1 
 

8 

SI 2014/502 

Title of Instrument: CRC Energy Efficiency Scheme (Amendment) Order 
2014 SI 2014/502 

Type of Instrument: Negative 

Laid Date:   10 March 2014 

Circulated to Members: 28 March 2014 

Meeting Date:  2 April 2014 

Minister to attend the meeting: No 

Drawn to the Parliament’s attention by Delegated Powers and Law Reform 
Committee: Yes 

Reporting Deadline: 28 April 2014 

Purpose 

12. These Regulations further transpose Council Directive 1999/31/EC on the 
landfill of waste (OJ No L 182 16.7.99, p.1) (“the Landfill Directive”), as amended by 
Council Directive 2011/97/EU (OJ No L 328, 10.12.11, p.49) as regards specific 
criteria for the storage of metallic mercury considered as waste (“the Waste Mercury 
Directive”). 

13. A copy of the Explanatory Note and the Policy Note are included with the 
papers. 

Delegated Powers and Law Reform Committee 

14. At its meeting on 18 March 2014, the Committee agreed to draw the attention of 
the Parliament to the instrument. The extract from the report can be found in Annexe 
C. 

EXPLANATORY NOTE 

This Order amends the CRC Energy Efficiency Scheme Order 2013 (S.I. 2013/1119) 
(“the principal Order”). This Order comes into force on 1st April 2014 so that the 
changes made operate from the beginning of the initial phase of the Scheme as 
defined in the principal Order. 

POLICY NOTE 

This Order makes amendments to the CRC Energy Efficiency Scheme Order 2013 
(2013 Order) to finalise simplification of the Scheme. The Government committed to 
simplify the CRC and in partnership with the UK Government, the Welsh Assembly 
Government and Northern Ireland Executive, published conclusions to the second 
and final consultation on the issues covered, in tandem with this Order.  



RACCE/S4/14/10/1 
 

9 

Description 

The CRC is a mandatory UK-wide emissions trading and reporting scheme 
introduced in April 2010. It is a key climate change policy developed to tackle the 
barriers to the uptake of energy efficiency measures, originally identified by the 
Carbon Trust. 

The simplification measures now proposed include encouragement to take up onsite, 
self-supplied renewable electricity; exclusion from the Scheme of energy used for 
metallurgical and mineralogical processes that are deemed eligible for an exclusion 
from the Climate Change Levy (CCL) as announced by the UK Exchequer in the last 
Budget; two drafting changes to avoid double-counting of energy supplies used in 
third party Climate Change Agreement facilities or EU Emissions Trading System 
installations and to allow participants greater flexibility to disaggregate subsidiaries of 
their organisations; plus a number of technical amendments to make the wording of 
the regulations clearer for participants. 

Government proposes this Amendment Order comes into force at the beginning of 
the next phase of the CRC Scheme on 1st April 2014.  

Policy Objectives 

Since the introduction of the CRC in April 2010, stakeholders have argued that it is 
overly complex and administratively burdensome, especially in relation to emissions 
regulated under the EU ETS or CCAs. They have also stated that the organisational 
focus of the CRC is misaligned with their operational management structures and 
business processes.  Government announced its intention to simplify the scheme in 
August 2010. 

In December 2012, following consultation, Government announced conclusions on 
simplification plans. These were enacted the following May through the 2013 Order 
and delivered significant simplifications and consequent cost savings to CRC 
participants. Changes included: 

 reduction in fuels covered from 29 to 2 – electricity and gas (latter for 
heating purposes only); 

 an organisation-wide 2% de minimis threshold for gas (for heating);   
 a reduced reporting burden; 
 removal of the overlap with CCAs and EU ETS schemes; and 

Consultation  

In November 2013, Government consulted on proposals to finalise simplification of 
the CRC.  

Of the 31 responses, the majority agreed with the measures proposed. Whilst 
several respondents queried the renewable electricity proposal, the majority 
accepted it; the overwhelming majority supported the proposal to implement the new 
supply deduction for energy used in metallurgical and mineralogical processes from 
the start of the next CRC phase in April 2014; and the drafting amendments were 
well received by all who commented. 
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Impact Assessment 

The UK wide Impact Assessment is attached at Annex D.  It is estimated that the 
legislative changes that are being made will result in a small reduction of coverage of 
the CRC of 0.3MtCO2 and associated reductions in energy savings and other 
ancillary benefits such as air quality. The reduced coverage – principally owing to the 
met/min exclusion will also lead to a £3.5m reduction in Exchequer  income per year 
on average. Whilst the cost benefit ratio of the Scheme remains net positive at 
£2.7bn (NPV up to 2030), these impacts do represent a small decrease of £52m and 
are justified by safeguarding the full benefits to the met/min sector from the CCL 
exemption.  

The following impacts have been considered as having no or negligible effects: 

 Costs in employment 
 Barriers to start up and other impacts in small and medium size business 
 Competitive distortions 
 Regional distortions 
 Social impacts such as well-being, human rights and inequality 

Financial Effects  

The overall net benefit to participants of £52m over the next 20 years is a significant 
reduction in direct cost compared to the relatively small loss in carbon savings. 

ANNEXE C 

EXTRACT FROM THE DELEGATED POWERS AND LAW REFORM 
COMMITTEE’S 23rd REPORT OF 2014 

The Order in Council makes amendments to the UK-wide Carbon Reduction 
Commitment and Energy Efficiency Scheme (“CRC”). The scheme is currently set 
out in the CRC Energy Efficiency Scheme Order 2013 (SSI 2013/1119, “the 2013 
Order”), which simplified the previous CRC scheme. This Order in intended to further 
simplify that scheme, from the beginning of its initial phase (1 April 2014). 

The CRC scheme is an emissions trading scheme in respect of greenhouse gases, 
under the Climate Change Act 2008. It applies to direct and indirect emissions from 
supplies of electricity and gas by public bodies and undertakings. 

The Order has UK extent. It was made by the Privy Council on 5 March 2014 and 
subsequently laid before the Scottish Parliament, the UK Parliament and the Welsh 
and Northern Ireland assemblies on 10 March 2014. It comes into force in all 
jurisdictions of the UK on 1 April 2014. 

The Scottish Ministers provided a letter to the Presiding Officer explaining the failure 
to comply with the 28 day rule. The correspondence is reproduced at Appendix 3. 

The letter explains that the CRC is a joint scheme with England, Wales and Northern 
Ireland, and that the amendments require to come into force by 1 April 2014, being 
the date on which the next phase of the scheme begins. The reason given for failure 
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to comply with the 28-day rule is the late addition of amendments to the scheme as a 
result of parallel changes being made to the treatment of the metallurgical and 
mineralogical sectors under the Climate Change Levy.In addition, the Committee 
notes that the Government Response to the consultation on the proposed changes 
(published by the Department for Energy and Climate Change on behalf of the UK 
administrations in February 2014) clearly describes the effect of the amendments 
planned to be made by the Order and coming into force on 1 April 2014. Accordingly 
those who will be affected by the changes in April 2014 appear to have had 
reasonable notice of them. 

The Committee draws the instrument to the attention of the Parliament under 
ground (j). The requirements of section 28(2) of the Interpretation and 
Legislative Reform (Scotland) Act 2010 (ILRA) have not been complied with. 

The Committee finds the reasons for non-compliance to be acceptable in this 
case, since it is the result of a decision to include an additional policy in the 
CRC scheme, adequate notice of which appears to have been given to 
participants, and it is desirable that the scheme be implemented uniformly 
throughout the UK at the beginning of its next phase, on 1 April 2014. 

APPENDIX 3 

Breach of laying requirements: letter to Presiding Officer 

The CRC Energy Efficiency Scheme (Amendment) Order 2014 is being laid before 
the Scottish Parliament today, and will come into force on 1 April 2014.  

Section 28(2) of the Interpretation and Legislative Reform (Scotland) Act 2010 (asp 
10) has not been complied with.  

To meet the requirements of section 31(3) that Act, this letter explains why. 

Reason for non-compliance 

The Amending Order is the final part of CRC simplification and brings new benefits 
to participants in terms of increased recognition of onsite, self-supplied renewables, 
and the removal of CRC liabilities that may occur as a result of changes being made 
to the treatment of metallurgical and mineralogical (met/min) sectors under the 
Climate Change Levy (CCL). It also clarifies some aspects of the Order for 
participants.  

The CRC is a partly devolved matter on which the Scottish Government work very 
closely with the UK Government and the other devolved administrations. The 
Regulations must be made in all four Parliaments/Assemblies at the same time. The 
timetable for the Amending Order has been very tight, owing to the late addition by 
the UK Government of the CCL issue delaying the start of the process, and the 1 
April start date for the next phase of the CRC imposing an end date.  

Any delay in making the changes beyond the start of the next phase of the CRC on 1 
April 2014 would cause significant difficulties for government, and for undertakings 
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that require to account for energy use under the Scheme. For example, we assess 
that the Amending Order would need to be re-drafted to include transitional 
arrangements, and that undertakings would need to account for emissions in phase 
1 under two different accounting regimes. In policy terms, this would run counter to 
the core aims of simplification of the scheme, and effective use of resources.  

Paul Wheelhouse, Minister for the Environment and Climate Change, wrote to the 
RACCE and DPLRC committees on 18 February advising them of the imminence of 
the laying of the Order and the reasons for our needing to breach Section 28(2) of 
the Interpretation and Legislative Reform Act. 
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Petition PE01490 

Petition PE01490 on the control of wild goose numbers by Patrick Krause on 
behalf of the Scottish Crofting Federation 

Background  

1. Petition PE014901 was lodged on 2 September 2013 with 429 signatures of 
support. The text of the petition is as follows— 

“Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
address the problems created by increasing populations of wild geese in the 
crofting areas as a matter of priority; reassess its decision to stop funding 
existing goose management programmes, and assign additional resources to 
Crop Protection and Adaptive Management programmes to ensure this threat 
to the future of crofting is averted.” 

2. A SPICe briefing2 was produced on the petition. Further, detailed information 
on the petition can be found on the petition webpage, a link to which is provided in 
footnote 1 below. 

3. The Public Petitions Committee heard evidence from the petitioner on the 
issues raised in the petition at its meeting on 29 October 20133. At this meeting the 
Public Petitions Committee agreed to refer the petition to the Rural Affairs, Climate 
Change and Environment (RACCE) Committee on the grounds that control of geese 
populations was included as part of its current work programme4. 

RACCE Committee consideration 

4. The RACCE Committee considered the petition at its meeting on 27 
November 20135 and agreed to write to a selection of stakeholders seeking their 
views on the issues raised in the petition and to consider the petition further once 
these views had been received. The Committee agreed to write to the Minister for 
Environment and Climate Change; local authorities where Local Goose Management 
Schemes are in place; the Crofting Commission; and the Wildfowl and Wetlands 
Trust; and to forward these responses to the petitioner for comment. In total eight 
responses, including the petitioners, were received and they are attached in the 

                                            
1 Petition PE01490. Available at: 
http://external.scottish.parliament.uk/GettingInvolved/Petitions/controlgoosenumbers 
2 SPICe Petition Briefing PE1490 available at: 
http://external.scottish.parliament.uk/ResearchBriefingsAndFactsheets/Petitions%20briefings%20S4/
PB13-1490.pdf 
3 Scottish Parliament Public Petitions Committee. Official Report 29 October 2013. Cols 1775-1780. 
Available at: http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/28862.aspx?r=8598&mode=pdf 
4 Scottish Parliament Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee. Work Programme 
2013. Available at: 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_RuralAffairsClimateChangeandEnvironmentCommittee/General
%20Documents/RACCE_-_web_work_prog_-_Sept_2013.pdf 
5 Scottish Parliament Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee. Official Report 27 
November 2013. Available at: 
 http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/28862.aspx?r=9035&mode=pdf 
 



RACCE/S4/14/10/2 
 

2 
 

Annexe to this paper. Argyll and Bute and Dumfries and Galloway Councils did not 
submit a response. 

Issues raised in the responses 

Numbers 
5. Overall it was agreed that the increasing population of wild geese was of 
concern and that appropriate measures required to be put in place to tackle the 
problems caused by the numbers of wild geese. 

Damage to crofts 
6. The petition referred to the negative impacts of wild geese in crofting areas 
and the responses from stakeholders with links to crofting supported this. The 
Crofting Commission stated that the current size of the goose population in some 
coastal crofting areas is unsustainable for continuing productive use of crofts and is 
a serious disincentive to crofters to cultivate and maintain their crofts which is a legal 
duty under crofting legislation. It believes this is a serious issue for both itself and 
crofters as failure to cultivate and maintain a croft could result in the crofter losing 
their croft. 

7. The responses from Orkney Islands Council and Comhairle nan Eilean Siar 
(CNES) also reflect on the damage caused by geese, rendering the viability of 
growing cereals questionable in many areas. The responses also state that 
traditional crofting is being threatened by the large populations of geese damaging 
grazing and forage crops. The response from the Minister acknowledged the serious 
impact on crofters and farmers in certain areas and the difficulties, particularly for 
crofters on certain Scottish islands, caused by geese. 

Goose Management Schemes 
8. The Wildfowl and Wetlands Trust (WWT) welcomed the earlier establishment 
of the seven Local Goose Management Schemes but expressed concerns that 
budget cuts made to the schemes in 2008 had increased tension and prompted calls 
for population control. CNES has been active in establishing local goose 
management groups in the Outer Hebrides as well as contributing to other goose 
control initiatives. Aberdeenshire Council notes the steadily increasing cost to the 
public purse of the National Goose Management Scheme. 

Adaptive Management Plans 
9. Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) is supporting a number of Adaptive 
Management Plan (AMP) pilot schemes in Orkney and the Uists with others being 
planned for the future. In Islay, a 2 year project to develop a scheme of adaptive 
management in relation to barnacle geese in order to reduce agricultural damage is 
underway. Orkney Islands Council and CNES both indicate that the lack of funding 
for AMP’s is an issue. In its written response Orkney states that much of the control 
is being carried out by volunteers and that a lack of resources is leading to concerns 
over whether the scheme is going to be able to realise its targets. CNES also 
believes that £10,000 per annum for the Uist scheme is not sufficient to maintain the 
level of activity required to manage the goose problem effectively. 

10. The Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) in Scotland states that 
while it doesn’t oppose AMP’s it has strong concerns around the operation of the 
pilots. Its concerns focus on the use of lead shot, a lack of monitoring of agricultural 
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damage, no collection of baseline biodiversity data, and inaccurate gathering of 
hunting mortality data. These concerns are echoed by the WWT which also adds 
that the licensed control of Greenland Barnacle Geese on Islay may contravene the 
relevant EU Directive on the grounds that non-lethal alternatives exist (scaring and 
compensation) and are regularly used. 

Machair LIFE project 
11. The Machair LIFE project is an EU partnership project between RSPB, CNES 
and SNH. CNES believes that the project demonstrates that goose numbers can be 
managed and damage to crops can be mitigated but states that the resources 
required to achieve results are significant and that there is a real concern that the 
good work achieved by the project will soon be reversed if the goose numbers 
increase and the scaring effort stops. The RSPB also agrees that the project has 
been a success and calls for further schemes to be implemented in key areas for 
biodiversity. 

Biodiversity and the environment 
12. The RSPB expressed a concern that, in relation to the AMP’s, no work is 
being done to determine the biological impacts of the pilots and therefore it is 
impossible to assess the pilots from either a biological or financial perspective. 
Orkney Islands Council highlighted concerns in its area about the fouling of geese 
potentially having an impact on the water quality in catchment areas for public water 
supply. 

13. WWT’s response raises a concern over deposits from lead shot being 
deposited in the environment which grazing wildfowl can then ingest when feeding, 
resulting in lead poisoning.   

Other current work 
14. In March 2014 the NFUS held a two day conference on Islay on the 
sustainable management of wild geese in Scotland, sharing best practice and 
experiences.   

15. Dr Gill Hartley, Senior Wildlife Advisor - Pesticides & Wildlife, Science and 
Advice for Scottish Agriculture (SASA) is at the early stages of drafting a short paper 
considering several different approaches to the assessment of damage caused by 
wild geese, and how these might be applied as and/or when an AMP begins. SPICe 
and the Clerks are keeping a watching brief on this work. 

Petitioner’s response 
16. In his response to the Committee the petitioner welcomes the responses by 
others in supporting the fact that the current goose population is damaging to crofting 
and a serious threat to some of the world’s most valued and unique ecosystems. The 
petitioner remains concerned with the approach being taken by the Scottish 
Government to address the problem and thanks the Committee for taking the time to 
consider all of the evidence it has received. 
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Recommendation 

17. The Committee may wish to agree to either write to the Minister for 
Environment and Climate Change or invite him to give oral evidence on the 
issues raised in the petition and in the written evidence received from 
stakeholders. 

Clerks/SPICe 
Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee 
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Annexe 

Response from Aberdeenshire Council 

On first reading the petition - which focuses on the specific threat to crofting from 
increasing goose populations – it would appear to lack relevance to Aberdeenshire 
due to the absence of crofting activity locally. However goose management 
programme funds, including £12,000 for the current financial year, have been 
allocated to the Strathbeg area of Aberdeenshire. A response from the council is 
therefore appropriate in respect of the impact of wild geese on farming in 
Aberdeenshire. 

Firstly, the council is broadly supportive of the move towards ‘adaptive management’ 
(mitigation measures for affected land managers including crop 
selection/management, shooting and bird-scaring) - in recognition of the steadily 
increasing cost to the public purse of the National Goose Management Scheme. The 
sharp increase in goose numbers across a range of species reflects the success of 
previous conservation management strategies and is to be welcomed. However the 
council takes the view that it may now be time to review restrictions on the shooting 
of ‘quarry species’ (including Pink-footed geese which are very abundant at Loch of 
Strathbeg) - and also on the sale of goose meat.  Both restrictions were relevant 
when goose populations were lower but relaxations may now be appropriate. 

Whilst a range of goose deterrent strategies are available (listed in the excellent 
Scottish Government ‘Managing Geese on Agricultural Land’ booklet) it is not always 
practicable to deter large numbers of geese from winter crops. At present it is 
forbidden to shoot - or even shoot at (to scare) - quarry species between 1 February 
and 30 August, limiting the options for farmers to deal with large flocks of returning 
geese in February/March.  Moreover, geese shot legally in Aberdeenshire (ie 
between 1 Sept and 31 Jan) may not be sold for human consumption. This seems 
rather a waste of a useful source of protein. 

The council notes the precedent of licensed trade in goose meat in Orkney and 
would suggest a geographic extension may be appropriate – with appropriate 
safeguards to avoid over-exploitation. 

In conclusion therefore, and with a focus on the situation as it applies to 
Aberdeenshire, the council supports an increase in the flexibility of 
adaptive management options available to help manage the behaviour of 
quarry goose populations - in preference to the Petitioner’s proposal to 
maintain and increase public funding for existing goose management 
 

Response from Comhairle nan Eilean Siar 

In response to your letter of 12th December to Malcolm Burr, Chief Executive, 
Comhairle nan Eilean Siar:  

I have looked at the minute of the meeting of the Rural Affairs, Climate Change and 
Environment Committee of 27th November 2013 and welcome the opportunity to 
comment on the petition lodged with the parliament by the Scottish Crofting 
Federation.  
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Comhairle nan Eilean Siar has consistently called for action to enable effective 
control of the rapidly increasing resident Greylag goose population in the Outer 
Hebrides; initially in the Uists and Barra but also in the last few years in Lewis and 
Harris too.  The Comhairle has been active in establishing local goose management 
groups in the Outer Hebrides and has also contributed to specific goose control 
initiatives, most recently as part of the Machair LIFE project in Uist.  

Traditional Crofting is increasingly threatened by the populations of Geese damaging 
both grazing and forage crops. The account given to your committee by Angus 
Macdonald MSP; recounting the issue as it affects farms around Stornoway is a 
story that is replicated throughout the Islands. The increase in Goose numbers 
(resident all year round) amounts to at least a ten-fold increase in less than a 
decade.  

As was demonstrated by the Machair LIFE project in Uist (an EU partnership project 
between RSPB, SNH and CNES) numbers can be managed and damage to crops 
can be mitigated but the resources required to achieve results are significant. Now 
that this project is coming to an end there is a real concern that all the good work 
achieved by the project will soon be reversed if the goose numbers increase and the 
scaring effort ceases.  

Although there is funding available through adaptive management plans it is not 
sufficient to maintain the level of activity required to manage the population 
effectively, the Uist Adaptive Management Plan for example is limited to £10,000 per 
annum for the duration of the plan. It will be clearer later this year what impact this is 
having when annual counts are carried out but there is already a concern that the 
funding will not be sufficient to control the numbers.  

The ability to be able to sell goose carcasses is welcome but it should be borne in 
mind that the market in such products has disappeared and will have to be re-
established, which may take some years. In the longer term there may be an 
incentive to manage game shooting well if there is a marketable resource available. 
The current relaxation of the ban on selling carcasses is too restrictive and 
consideration should be given to a complete relaxation of this regulation to enable 
confidence in the resource such that a market can be created and sustained in wild 
goose products.  

I hope the above comments are of some help to the committee in its further 
deliberations on this issue, if you require any clarification on any points made above 
then please feel free to revert. 

Response from the Crofting Commission 

We agree that the current size of the goose population in some coastal crofting 
areas is unsustainable for continuing productive use of crofts, and it acts as a 
serious disincentive to crofters to cultivate and maintain their crofts, which is a legal 
duty for crofters under the crofting legislation.  This is a serious issue for effective 
regulation of crofting by the Commission, as well as for individual crofters, as failure 
to cultivate and maintain a croft could result in a crofter losing their croft. 

Members of the Commission attended the Machair Life + Conference in Benbecula 
and North and South Uist in August 2013, where crofters argued passionately for the 
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need for a continuation of the current goose management programme.  That visit 
confirmed to the Commission that geese populations are managed in radically 
different ways in different areas of the crofting counties, such as Islay, Coll and 
Tiree, the Outer Isles, Orkney and Shetland, despite there being identical problems 
of over-population and damage to crofting and agriculture – as well as to the natural 
environment – by the unsustainable goose population.  The attempts to manage the 
goose populations appear lacking in coherence, with different methods and different 
compensation levels for geese damage to land managers in different areas.  

The Crofting Commission supports a radical rethink about how goose populations 
are managed in Scotland and encourages the Scottish Government to consider a 
different, holistic  vision for environmental and landscape management, which would 
place control and management much more strongly in the hands of local land 
managers and local committees, rather than the current policies which are 
developed, delivered and imposed by centralised agencies or NGOs which are not, 
or are insufficiently informed by and offer little or no local input or control.  The 
Crofting Commission believes this model of centralised, outside control of the natural 
resources is an inefficient method which continues to fail to deliver effective 
management of natural resources because that close relationship and the detailed 
knowledge and sensitivity to change and problems experienced by people who have 
a daily, year-round relationship with the land and the natural environment is not 
sufficiently valued, supported, encouraged or empowered.   The Crofting 
Commission believes strongly that local land managers, informed and supported by 
a specialist, highly trained central agency such as SNH, have the skills, knowledge, 
interest and ability to develop and deliver management plans for goose populations.   

It further recommends that such a project should be used as a pilot to explore and 
demonstrate the detailed knowledge and understanding of the natural resource 
which is held by land managers and how they can be supported and nurtured as 
environmental managers.  The result of such a pilot could be the radical rethink 
about management of our natural resources to follow the Norwegian model, where 
land managers’ detailed knowledge of their own area are valued and they are 
allowed, encouraged and enabled to play a much more central role in designing 
environmental management plans and managing the natural resources, based on 
their close relationship with the land. 

The Crofting Commission wishes to bring to the Committee’s attention the current 
work being done by researchers in Norway into goose management.  The 
GOOSEHUNT project has developed an adaptive co-management plan and is 
researching controlled hunting as a method to control goose populations.  
http://www.nina.no/Portals/0/Nyhetssaker/Dokumenter/Goosehunt%20RM.pdf. The 
paper explains that the project is part of the African-Eurasian Waterbird Agreement 
which has called for ways to manage wildlife populations which cause conflicts with 
certain human economic activities.  The goose population in Svalbard and mainland 
Norway has been selected for an International Flyway Management Plan.   

The paper comments:  

The unique cooperation with stakeholders looking for common solutions to 
this challenging process will serve as a demonstration of an integrated 
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approach to managing wildlife populations, not only in the countries involved, 
but in Europe as a whole. 

The partners in the project are: 

Norwegian Institute for Nature Research 
Aarhus University (AU), Denmark 
Norwegian Institute for Cultural Heritage 
Research (NIKU), Norway (division in Tromsø) 
Norut Alta, (Northern Research Institute), Norway 

A background paper from 2011 can be found at:  

http://www.unep-
aewa.org/meetings/en/stc_meetings/stc7docs/pdf/stc7_16_pfg_smp.pdf 

This paper, along with numerous other scientific papers, highlights the danger of 
damage to the sensitive arctic tundra vegetation during the summer months by 
failure to control geese numbers in the over-wintering countries further south.  The 
Commission therefore recommends that any future goose management plan takes 
account not just the population in Scotland, but considers what impact our 
management plans will have internationally on other countries’ natural resources.   

Response from Orkney Islands Council 

We are supportive of the calls as set out in the petition.   

Orkney never employed goose management schemes such as those on Islay so the 
withdrawal of funding for this type of scheme will impact less here.  However, we 
support a review of the decision to stop funding for such schemes.  

Orkney is two years into an Adaptive Management Scheme which aims to reduce 
the population of “resident” geese.  This scheme is already trialling some of the 
measures which are recommended by the petition such as the use of decoys and the 
regulated sale of goose meat. However, funding is an issue with much of the control 
having to be done by volunteers and this lack of resource is leading to concerns over 
whether the scheme is going to be able to realise its targets.  The migratory geese 
problem is outwith the aims of the adaptive management scheme so nothing is being 
done to address the damage caused by the vast numbers of these birds, estimated 
at up to 80,000 over the winter. 

The scale of damage caused by resident geese was less this harvest due to the 
more favourable harvest weather experienced, but the damaged inflicted during the 
two previous wet harvests was rendering the viability of growing cereals 
questionable in many areas.  Similarly the damage by over wintering geese is having 
a significant economic impact on many farms, especially in wetter areas.  There are 
also concerns that the fouling by these birds may be having an impact on water 
quality in catchment areas for public water supply. 

Any further adequately resourced control measures will therefore be welcomed. 
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Response from RSPB Scotland 

I attach to the accompanying email correspondence [annexes] between RSPB 
Scotland and Paul Wheelhouse MSP, Minister for Environment and Climate Change. 

These letters lay out RSPB Scotland’s positions on the complex issue of geese and 
agriculture, and the current administration’s responses. Much, but by no means all, 
of the discussion relates to barnacle geese on Islay. We note that these are not the 
core issues concerning petition PE01490: the main issue in crofting areas is the 
impact of breeding resident greylag geese.  

We hope these documents help inform the Committee’s deliberations. 

Some points we ask the Committee to note: 

 RSPB Scotland acknowledges that, in several areas of Scotland, geese have 
significant negative impacts on agriculture - including high nature value systems 
that depend on crofting and extensive approaches.  

 The system of seven Local Goose Management Schemes served all parties well 
in alleviating severe pressures and tensions around local goose issues since the 
1990s. We believe, and research indicates, that this system represented 
demonstrably good value for public money and delivered the strategic purposes 
of national goose policy.  Following cuts to the funding of these schemes, made 
by the Scottish Government after 2008, tensions have been aggravated once 
more. 

 In line with the findings of the last National Review of Goose Policy in Scotland, 
we believe a clear distinction should be drawn between issues involving the 
greylag goose - a species that can be legally hunted, and the species that most 
heavily impacts crofting systems mentioned in the petition - and goose species 
that winter in Scotland and are protected under Annex 1 of the Birds Directive – 
the barnacle and Greenland white-fronted goose. Issues involving the latter 
species are more prevalent on non-crofted, farmed land with larger units – 
notably Islay. 

 Regarding the Annex 1 species: we have consistently questioned the legality of 
licences issued to shoot barnacle geese on Islay, on the grounds that non-lethal 
alternatives as specified in the EU Birds Directive exist and are regularly used. 
We also have concerns about timing and quality of the required Habitats 
Regulations Assessments made with respect to large increases in the licenced 
cull of barnacle geese in recent years.  

 In addition to our questions over the availability of satisfactory non-lethal 
alternatives for Annex 1 geese, we question the assumption that population 
reduction of barnacle geese would be a cheap, technically feasible means of 
reducing Annex 1 goose impacts on agriculture on Islay, as appears to be 
assumed. 

 There are currently pilot programmes for population reduction (Adaptive 
Management) of resident greylag geese on Orkney and Uist. We do not oppose 
these initiatives as trials, but have withheld explicit support due to operational 
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concerns around, for example, the use of lead shot, a lack of monitoring of 
agricultural damage and no collection of baseline biodiversity data so that 
impacts can be assessed.  We are concerned that no work is being done to 
determine the biological impacts and therefore it will not be possible to assess 
the success of the programme from either a biological or financial perspective.  

 Further regarding hunting bag data, we have are concerned that commitments 
made following the introduction of the Wildlife and Natural Environment Act 
(2011) remain incompletely fulfilled. The gathering of accurate data on hunting 
mortality is an essential and unavoidable element of any Adaptive Management 
programme – not just for geese, but for any quarry species. Unless such data are 
collected effectively in future, as happens elsewhere in Europe and around the 
world, Adaptive Management approaches to wildlife management in Scotland 
will, we believe, fail to meet their aims. 

 We believe that, in sensitive crofting areas, properly funded and managed 
schemes of coordinated scaring can effectively alleviate goose impacts on 
agriculture and crofting systems, working to the benefit of both agricultural 
communities and biodiversity, at an affordable cost. The LIFE+ Machair project 
demonstrates that this is the case. We urge that such schemes are maintained in 
key areas for biodiversity. In particular, we urge that funding is made available to 
continue coordinated goose scaring to protect the machair arable crops on Uist. 
This is a globally unique habitat of enormous biodiversity value, maintained by 
one of the best examples of Nigh Nature Value Farming in Europe, and it is 
essential to local culture and community. The cost of crop protection – around 
£70K pa – is small in comparison to the benefits it delivers for people and wildlife. 

 RSPB Scotland remains part of local and national goose groups, and is in direct 
discussion with affected farmers and crofters in an effort to find solutions to the 
issues that align with conservation obligations and legislation, and are effective. 
We maintain, however, that effectively addressing goose issues will require 
government investment now and in the future. 

 
Annexes 

Paul Wheelhouse MSP  
Minister for the Environment and Climate Change  
The Scottish Government  
St Andrew's House  
Edinburgh  
EH1 3DG  
 
7th May 2013  

Wild Geese and Adaptive Management  

Thank you for meeting with us on 18th April. The issue of geese and agriculture is 
difficult for all concerned, but I am very grateful for the open discussions and your 
attention to our concerns. I would like to emphasise three of points following on from 
that discussion.  
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First, with regard to adaptive management generally, we regard certain conditions as 
essential elements. As the aim is to reduce damage to agriculture, this damage must 
be objectively measured before, during and after trials. Any statements about 
biodiversity impacts must similarly be based on evidence, and collateral impacts on 
conservation priority species must be considered from the outset and avoided or 
mitigated where necessary. Levels of mortality must be known. For quarry species, if 
bag data is gathered on a voluntary basis, an assessment is needed of the accuracy 
of the figures. Moreover, there must be capacity to control this additional mortality 
sufficiently when the population falls below a lower threshold. This capacity also 
needs to be assessed objectively and, where only a degree of control is possible in 
practice, there needs to be scientific evidence that this is sufficient to maintain 
populations. If permission is to be given for goose carcasses to be sold, this 
becomes a key consideration. Only with the tightest regulation of provenance and 
numbers reaching markets should this be considered. Regarding the use of lead 
ammunition, the RSPB’s position was revised in January this year in response to 
new evidence, including indications that wildlife poisoning issues extend beyond 
wetlands into terrestrial habitats, and new FSA guidance on toxicity. With the 
availability of effective alternatives, which are in widespread use, we believe that the 
appropriate response to this is a ban on the use of lead shot. We would be unable to 
support the use of lead shot in trials, and align with the consensus among NGMRG 
partners that non-lead alternatives should be used in all the AM pilots. I am sure 
BASC would assist in training if asked.  

Second, we see a genuine imperative to secure financial support for crop protection 
on the Uist machairs, following the end of the current LIFE+ project in 2014. This 
programme of coordinated scaring stands as a separate enterprise from the current 
Adaptive Management trial - which is neither resourced nor designed to protect 
machair arable rotation crops. This is the world’s only arable machair system. It is of 
enormous biodiversity value, supports at least 35 unique varieties of cereal crops 
and, as a productive agricultural system, sustains the local communities as a prime 
and internationally recognised example of High Nature Value farming. Since our 
discussion we have costed-out the goose scaring crop protection elements of the 
current scheme. This calculation indicates that £75,000 per year would defend the 
Uist crops sufficiently to give the crofters confidence and capacity to retain or extend 
late harvested arable over the next 3-5 years. This funding would retain the local 
shallow-ploughing and seaweed fertilised system, support the unique soil structure, 
keep local cereal varieties in use, underpin biodiversity, consolidate HNV status and 
maintain and improve the condition of Natura sites. We believe this is, 
unquestionably, good value for money. We have, as we discussed, reservations on 
the efficacy of the Adaptive Management approach currently being trialled.  

Even if AM is successfully piloted on Uist and becomes the principal approach to 
goose management there, its efficacy in protecting the arable crops through 
population reduction is unlikely to be evident, or accepted by crofters, for several 
years. In the absence of crop protection support, therefore, the fragile system would 
be vulnerable to damaging changes – deep ploughing, mineral fertiliser, mainland 
crop varieties - that will alter the habitat and crofting system irreversibly, once 
implemented at scale. The LIFE+ work developed a clear and successful way 
forward for this key habitat in relation to geese – given the global significance of the 
biodiversity, dependant on these systems, implementing it post-2014 does not 
appear prohibitively costly.  
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Lastly, I was encouraged by our exploration of alternative mechanisms for 
addressing goose issues on Islay. My agriculture policy staff, together with the team 
managing our in-hand agricultural operation on Islay, will investigate the potential for 
improved management of rush-dominated fields with the aim of easing goose 
impacts on key productive areas. We will feed back results through the NGMRG, 
GSAG and relevant agricultural forums, and will of course keep your office informed.  

Thanks again for finding the time to meet us. A core difficulty in current goose issues 
is that financial constraint is forcing public policy towards low cost approaches. 
However past experience indicates that, in reality, these will be neither cheap nor 
effective - and could threaten relations and reputations in the longer term, too. I hope 
we can continue the dialogue and work towards an effective resolution.  

Stuart Housden  
Director, RSPB Scotland 

Mr Stuart Housden 
RSPB Scotland 
2 Lochside View 
Edinburgh Park 
EDINBURGH 
EH12 9DH 

Ar faidhle/Our ref: 2012/0040045        
January 2013 

Thank you for your letter of 6 December setting out your concerns about the 
management of geese.   

The underlying thinking that has driven policy in relation to the management of 
geese has been to seek a sustainable balance between our conservation 
obligations, sustainable agriculture and value for money.  I fully support that policy, 
and it is our view the actions we are taking now, and those which we are 
contemplating for the future are and will be consistent with that policy.   

Clearly changes in external circumstances mean we need to re-assess our 
management plans from time to time. The changes in circumstances include the 
general financial situation facing the Government as well as the fact that negative 
impacts from geese were increasingly arising in areas outwith scheme areas.  

I do want to be clear however that we recognise and value the work and commitment 
from all of the partners involved in goose management in recent years, including  the 
good work carried out through local arrangements for the management of geese and 
I trust this will continue.  We have always tried to be clear in any public statement 
that goose conservation in Scotland has been a major success story for almost all 
species, and for which all those involved should take real credit.  

The consensus among the members of NGMRG that has supported the goose 
management schemes over recent years has been a major factor in their success 
and we will continue to try to maintain that consensus.  But if the changes in 
circumstances I refer to above lead us to conclude that we need to pursue a policy 
that some members of NGMRG cannot support, we need to be equally clear that this 
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is a decision taken by the Government rather than a policy that is supported by all of 
NGMRG.   

It is for this reason that we need to be explicit about the fact that ultimately decisions 
involving the public purse will need to be taken by Ministers, but in this case, with the 
benefit of the advice and experience of NGMRG.  

The final general point I would make is that while we have set out the course we plan 
to take in relation to Islay in particular, this is subject to detailed work examining the 
scientific and legal implications.  If the work we are putting in train leads us to 
conclude that there are insuperable scientific or legal obstacles, we will need to 
reconsider our approach.  Similarly for any other work we carry out in relation to 
goose management - it remains our intention that all actions are underpinned by 
science and are entirely consistent with the requirements of the Birds and Habitats 
Directives.  

I will respond to some of your specific points below following your headings.  

Science and data 

In relation to the Orkney trial, information on the monitoring of damage is in fact 
being collected by SAC consulting on behalf of the Orkney Greylag Goose 
Management Group.  This information will be included in the Orkney Group’s report 
and considered by NGMRG. 

Work is being carried out to update Population Viability Analyses (PVAs), for 
example the PVA for Barnacle geese on Islay is currently being finalised and is 
expected to be available early next year.  Furthermore, a special count of resident 
greylag geese was carried out in support of the adaptive management trial on 
Orkney. 

Adaptive management trials are required to have suitable bag reporting 
arrangements in place.  This is done through reaching agreement, between those 
running the trial and local farmers and the shooting community, to record other in 
season shooting where relevant to the trial.  However, your concern on this area has 
been noted and this is something that I expect NGMRG will follow up in discussion. 

Legal and licensing 

Shooting is an invaluable component in a scaring programme.  Whilst there are 
alternatives to lethal scaring, there is a great deal of evidence to support the efficacy 
of shooting as a scaring effect. 

You question the timings of the increase in the bag limits compared with the date of 
the Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) which was dated after the 
announcement on the bag limit was made.  The revised bag limit was arrived at 
using scientific advice which had been provided prior to the announcement although 
the HRA was finalised afterwards.  It is for SNH to go through this scientific process 
and NGMRG would not normally be consulted. 

SNH are looking at legal options to licence the sale of goose carcases arising from 
the adaptive management trials.  The advantages are to avoid food waste and to 
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allow some value to accrue to those managing geese.  The general prohibition on 
the sale of wild geese carcases will remain in place, at least until such time as 
reporting systems provide confidence that its removal will not provide an incentive for 
culling which could adversely affect the conservation status of goose populations. 

Consultation and communications 

The 2010 Review, and the Government response, have provided valuable direction 
to the National Goose Management Review Group (NGMRG).  However, Ministers 
accept responsibility for national goose management policy and funding.  The remit 
of NGMRG has recently been reviewed and updated, affirming the Group’s advisory 
role. 

I am pleased with progress on adaptive management for resident greylag geese and 
trust this experience will be useful in applying such principles to other species.  Four 
bids to conduct adaptive management trials to control resident Greylag geese have 
been approved, in principle, in order to prevent serious agricultural damage on 
certain Scottish islands. Trials on Islay, the Uists and Tiree & Coll are being 
developed.   

The Orkney trial commenced this year with 2,500 greylag geese culled this autumn.  
However, shooters did experience some difficulties with the use of steel rather than 
lead shot due to its shorter effective range.  SNH agreed to the use of lead shot for 
the latter part of the trial.  SNH subsequently conducted a workshop on how to obtain 
the best performance when using steel shot and agreed that it would be appropriate 
to use lead shot at certain times of the season.  However, the use of lead shot in 
subsequent years and in other adaptive management trials will be discussed by 
NGMRG.  No lead shot was used over wetlands, in accordance with legal 
requirements.  

I trust my reply will go some way to allay your concerns.  However, I would be happy 
to discuss these issues further with you if you think that would be helpful.  If you do 
wish to meet, please contact the Minister’s Diary Secretary, Nadine Arber, on 0131 
244 4426 to arrange a suitable time. 

PAUL WHEELHOUSE 

Paul Wheelhouse MSP,  
Minister for the Environment and Climate Change,  
The Scottish Government,  
St Andrew’s House,  
EDINBURGH,  
EH1 3DG.  

6 December 2012  

Policy changes on wild geese and agriculture.  

In line with our recent discussions and my staff’s involvement with the national and 
local goose groups, and through our work among agricultural communities, we have 
been following the rapid and far-reaching changes to public policy on wild geese 
being implemented in Scotland.  
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We see potential for serious dispute with regard to these changes, and have already 
raised these points both at the National Goose Management Review Group 
(NGMRG) and with officials in Scottish Government. To minimise that potential I wish 
to lay out, in detail, our position and concerns in this regard, and the rationale behind 
them. I hope this will help avoid misunderstanding as we enter a potentially difficult 
period and, where possible, will allow consensus to be found.  

In the 1990s, local concerns around geese and agriculture intensified to become a 
national issue, with the media focussed on deteriorating relations between 
government, farmers and conservationists. The arguments brought attendant 
impacts on trust, time, resources and reputations, and culminated with RSPB 
Scotland and the Wildfowl and Wetlands Trust successfully seeking judicial review of 
a Government decision to permit lethal control of barnacle geese, a species that 
receives the highest level of protection under European Union law, within SPAs on 
Islay. Experience during that period demonstrates how divisive and costly this issue 
can become. All concerned have been keen since then to avoid any repetition of the 
public row. The clarification of the legal position provided by this case impacted 
policy development and led to the new NGMRG developing an approach that won 
the support of all  

partners. This allowed seven Local Goose Management Schemes to develop and 
operate in key areas. This initiative, though not free from tensions, brought almost 
unique levels of success to the resolution a complex environmental conflict, and we 
were pleased to play our part. This collective approach is now breaking down.  

We support the provision and adequate funding of local goose management 
schemes for agricultural communities affected by goose impacts. We understand, of 
course, the context of budgetary constraint that has led to the current juncture with 
proposed cuts in expenditure. Nonetheless, we maintain that the schemes, as 
constituted before the recent changes, represented good value for money, as was 
demonstrated by public opinion research commissioned some 10 years ago.  

Despite our position, and having noted Ministers’ wish to proceed with cuts to goose 
budgets, we have tried in recent years to show flexibility in our responses, to help the 
Scottish Government find satisfactory solutions to goose issues, as well as pursuing 
constructive opportunities within the financial constraints imposed:  

Firstly, under the Machair LIFE+ project, RSPB Scotland secured EU co-financing 
and took over the management of two key local schemes that were due for 
contentious funding withdrawal - the greylag schemes on Uist and Coll/Tiree. Under 
our management, the efficacy of crop protection increased such that the area of late 
harvested machair arable, so critical to our national biodiversity, is increasing 
(whereas before it was dwindling), thanks to new confidence among Uist crofters. 
We hope that the Scottish Government will support efforts to sustain this progress 
after LIFE+ funding ends in 2014.  

Secondly, we have endeavoured to take a constructive approach to the new 
programme of Adaptive Management (AM) pilots for greylags. Despite harbouring 
concerns around the underlying science; the collection and reliability of bag data; the 
lack of capacity to regulate mortality of a quarry species in line with AM principles; 
and the lack of monitoring of agricultural damage; we have thus far avoided actively 
opposing or seeking to delay these trials.  
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Thirdly, we have until now resisted pursuing further our long standing and explicit 
opposition to the issuing of licences to shoot Islay barnacle geese (see below). With 
a successful Islay scheme, which facilitated productive relations between 
conservationists and farmers on the island generally, we have been prepared (on the 
understanding that any significant escalation in the number of birds shot under 
licence would trigger a re-evaluation) to hold back our genuine reservations relating 
to legal compliance and management effectiveness, and allow the current scheme to 
proceed.  

We believe that the Scottish Government’s recent aspiration to rapidly find and 
implement a cheap solution to goose issues - a concept we think may itself be 
flawed in principle – threatens to negate these efforts, the good will that underlies 
them, and the consensual approach that has until now brought good progress on this 
divisive issue.  

Our concerns fall into three categories:  

Science and data: We are concerned that the information and science driving public 
policy, and underpinning Adaptive Management – which in relation to geese equates 
to population regulation – is not sufficiently robust. Goose licences are issued to 
prevent serious damage to agriculture. Yet, in many scheme and pilot areas, 
agricultural damage and the effect of licences is apparently not being monitored. We 
are unsure how and when officials intend to judge the success or failure of these 
pilots in the absence of this data. Public communications on the pilots have, on 
several occasions, referred to direct impacts of greylags on other biodiversity, but 
this is based on anecdote rather than firm evidence – again, adequate monitoring is 
required to assess these biodiversity impacts. The Population Viability Analysis 
(PVA) analyses and population models being employed are often either out of date, 
or are ones that apply to one specific population that have been transferred to other 
populations under untested assumptions of similarity. These models need accurate 
data on population size and mortality. With respect to greylag populations, the 
gathering of bag data is dependent on voluntary reporting mechanisms that are new, 
unenforceable, inconsistent across pilot areas and untested with regard to accuracy. 
The Voluntary Bag Reporting System for Wild Birds group has met, but is focusing 
on a broad, national voluntary system for bag data for a range of quarry species and 
has not yet produced an agreed system. Even for this purpose, all partners 
acknowledge under current proposals shortfalls in reporting will remain – notably 
from hunters who are not GWCT or BASC Scotland members. For targeted 
initiatives like the Adaptive Management trials, requiring accurate data for scientific 
input, different systems will be required - but progress in that regard has been 
minimal.  

Legal and licensing: We maintain that, for the population of wintering Annex 1 
barnacle geese that moves between non-SPA and SPA areas of Scotland, the Birds 
Directive requires that non-lethal alternatives be fully explored before a licensing 
authority allows shooting. As non-lethal scaring methods are successfully used 
routinely on this species, and especially when research has found no detectable 
difference in the efficacy of lethal versus non-lethal scaring in preventing agricultural 
damage, shooting licences for this species should not, we believe, have been 
issued. Your recent letter to the Islay Local Goose Management Group confirms that 
you have – apparently without consultation  
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with NGMRG or other stakeholders – agreed to double the annual bag limit on these 
licences. In addition, you have signalled in writing to the Islay goose group that 
Adaptive Management – i.e. active population regulation through shooting - will be 
the solution to the barnacle goose issue. We also note that, again without any 
consultation with NGMRG partners, SNH have now issued the first licence to shoot 
barnacle geese on the Solway, an area where non-lethal methods have underpinned 
a successful local scheme. We have requested the Habitat Regulations 
Assessments (HRAs) for the new Islay scaring activity on barnacle geese and 
Greenland white-fronted geese, and for the Solway licence, as are required in 
advance of such shifts in practice, as a ‘plan or project’ under the EU Habitats 
Directive. These have been received today from SNH, however they do not include 
the required details of the critical scientific advice that underpins their content. We 
see also that these HRAs are dated the 11th of November, which suggests that they 
were produced after the earlier commitments to Islay farmers.  

We also note that SNH have been tasked with finding a legal mechanism whereby 
greylag goose meat could be sold under the AM pilots. We expect this will be 
discussed at NGMRG in future, but would record here that while we support the 
utilisation of this resource as food, the introduction of a commercial imperative risks 
demand dictating shooting levels, rather than science. Again, the lack of legal 
capacity to regulate shooting of a quarry species in line with AM principles – and to 
stop it when the models indicate that is necessary – seems to present hurdles in this 
regard.  

Consultation and Communications: We are concerned that our membership of the 
national and local groups has been used to deflect attention from Government and 
agencies on potentially controversial issues. For example, in several instances 
officials have given the clear impression that NGMRG determines goose budgets, 
and imposes cuts to these – when that is actually determined by Ministers. Public 
communications made by groups on goose issues have contained inaccuracies, for 
example invoking impacts on other biodiversity that are unproven and speculative, 
and presenting these as fact. There have been instances of these being issued as a 
group communication when RSPB Scotland staff had no opportunity to comment. 
With regard to the Orkney AM pilot, NGMRG agreed a project plan that specified that 
the pilot would only purchase and use non-lead shot, to ensure compliance with 
Lead Shot Regulations. However, during the pilot we understand that most shot 
bought with public money and used was in fact lead – a change in practice that 
directly contradicted the agreed plan and was made with no consultation at NGMRG 
or within the local group. These procedural issues give cause for concern, especially 
given SNH’s view that this pilot is a precursor to wider employment of Adaptive 
Management for wildlife across Scotland.  

We understand the imperative to address goose issues, and have long experience in 
helping to do so. We also understand the reality of budget constraints. However, I 
hope this letter goes some way to convincing you that precipitate shifts in public 
policy and communications on geese, particularly in an atmosphere where 
partnerships are strained, will not necessarily provide cheap and easy answers, and 
may risk costly and problematic outcomes. I hope that we can keep channels of 
communication open and that RSPB Scotland can help find the sustainable 
approach that is needed. We would welcome a meeting with you to discuss this 
issue in more detail so that we can convince you of our deeply held concerns.  
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Stuart Housden  
Director, RSPB Scotland 

Response from WWT Scotland 

As you might be aware, in September 2013 WWT provided information (at very short 
notice) to SNH on goose numbers in “crofting counties” in Scotland for onwards 
transmission to the SPICe Research Specialist at the Scottish Parliament who 
produced the briefing for this petition. This is attached for your information.  

It is important to note that most of the geese involved in agricultural damage in 
“crofting counties” are Greylag Geese which are legal quarry throughout the UK, 
whereas Greenland Barnacle Geese and Greenland White-fronted Geese are fully 
protected under EU law, both being EU Birds’ Directive Annex 1 (specially protected) 
species. It should also be noted that licensed control of Greenland Barnacle Geese 
on Islay may contravene this legislation on the grounds that non-lethal alternatives 
exist (scaring and compensation) and are regularly used. 

WWT recognises that the UK hosts internationally important populations of wild 
geese and that the Government, under international legislation and conventions, has 
responsibilities to protect them. 

We believe that goose populations are a resource which the general public value. 
Wild geese have an economic value through their contribution to economic services 
(e.g. bird-watching visits). 

However, WWT recognise that large concentrations of geese can cause serious 
damage and economic loss to individual farmers and have significant negative 
impacts on agriculture - including high nature value systems that depend on crofting. 
It is important to note that the presence of geese does not necessarily mean that 
damage is being caused. For example, large numbers of geese can be 
accommodated without causing agricultural damage on autumn cereal stubble fields 
and sugar beet tops.  

In many situations, WWT believe that farmers/crofters have an important role to play 
in alleviating damage on their land by pro-active involvement in scaring geese. 
Lethal methods of control should only be authorized when non-lethal techniques 
have been adequately tried and tested and proven ineffective, and that there is no 
other satisfactory solution. 

WWT welcomed the establishment of the seven Local Goose Management Schemes 
in Scotland, recognising that the costs of maintaining goose populations (and 
alleviating goose damage) should be met by the general population, rather than 
individual farmers/crofters. The schemes were effective in reducing conflict and 
compensating farmers for their losses. Budget cuts to these schemes, made by the 
Scottish Government in 2008, increased tension and prompted calls for population 
control. 

In a largely managed environment, and faced with escalating goose numbers 
causing conflict with the agricultural sector, WWT recognises that a fully regulated 
adaptive management process can play a part in goose management in the UK. As 
a stakeholder in this process, WWT will review adaptive management approaches to 



RACCE/S4/14/10/2 
 

19 
 

goose populations on a case-by-case basis, but major prerequisites will be that they 
are compliant with national and international legislation and that there is adequate 
demographic data collection – on population size, productivity and survival (including 
bag statistics). 

WWT believes that current trials of adaptive management of resident Greylag Geese 
in Scotland (on Orkney, the Uists and on Coll & Tiree) are not being conducted with 
adequate monitoring – of population parameters, compliance with culling licences or 
agricultural damage. Furthermore, bag return requirements do not include an 
assessment of the age of geese shot, nor any assessment of the efficacy of this 
voluntary system. Lead shot should not be used in the pilots, due to concerns about 
its impact on waterbirds and terrestrial birds, and its potential impact on human 
health. A key reason for advising that non-toxic shot is used is that when lead shot is 
used the majority does not hit the target but is deposited in the environment. Grazing 
wildfowl can then ingest it when feeding and it can result in lead poisoning. 

WWT believes that any Adaptive Management schemes for goose populations in 
Scotland should follow best practice in terms of stakeholder involvement, 
management, design, implementation and monitoring. This means the following 
should be features of any scheme: 

 A genuine commitment to involving all stakeholders (farmers, conservation 
interests, tourist industry) in a jointly agreed approach, starting from establishing 
principles, objectives and targets, using face-to-face workshops with all parties to 
agree the components. The programme would then have to be overseen by a 
steering group in which all stakeholders are represented. 

 Where appropriate, a flyway-scale consideration of the problem, and involvement 
of stakeholders from other parts of the flyway in deriving the solutions. 

 A holistic approach to the problem, that includes (1) consideration of the wider 
economic and ecological context of farming and other interests; (2) framing 
targets in terms of maximising societal benefit from farming and wildlife, rather 
than (initially) in terms of goose population size; (3) consideration of alternative 
and complementary means of reducing goose-agriculture conflict, including 
simply retaining the current Goose Management Schemes. 

 Use of state-of-the-art science to underpin decision-making, specifically in 
agronomy, ecosystem services assessment, population biology. Such science 
need not unduly delay such a scheme, since it could be implemented under 
adaptive management principles (i.e. learn as you go). 

 Any scheme must be resourced according to need, rather than according to a 
desire to save money relative to the costs of the previous Goose Management 
Scheme. 

Annexes 
 

Request for goose count information for ‘crofting counties’ in Scotland 
 
There are SIX main populations of geese (of four species) involved, subject to 
differing monitoring protocols: 
 
British Greylag Geese Anser anser 
Iceland Greylag Greylag Geese Anser anser 
Greenland White-fronted Geese Anser albifrons flavirostris 
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Pink-footed Geese Anser brachyrhynchus 
Greenland Barnacle Geese Branta leucopsis 
(Introduced) Canada Geese Branta candadensis 
 
1. BRITISH GREYLAG GEESE  
There has been regular counting on Tiree (since the mid 1990s - data attached) and 
the Uists since the mid 1980s (data attached). Post breeding counts are usually 
undertaken in late August before the hunting season starts. These are provided. 
Other counts are carried out at other times during the winter (Tiree) and in late 
February (on the Uists). 
 
There has been three counts on Orkney: 
2008 - an estimated 10,000 Greylag Geese counted at the time of the moult (July) 
2012 - 21,327 counted in late August 
2013 - 20,232 counted in late August 
 
There has been two counts in Shetland: 
2009  - 4,633 (in late August) 
2011 - 5,247 (in early September) 
 
There has been two counts in Caithness: 
2009 - 1,171 (in late August) 
2012 - 846 (in early September) 
 
There has been one national (Scotland) survey in 2008/09. The total number of 
British Greylag Geese in Scotland was estimated at that time to be 47,405 geese 
(range 44,059 to 51,763). However, the survey was a combination of a random 
stratified survey (east and south of the Great Glen including mainland Argyll) and 
post breeding counts north and west of the Great Glen and coastal Argyll. Therefore 
it is not possible to extract counts from ‘crofting counties’. However, the total number 
of British Greylag Geese north and west of the Great Glen and coastal Argyll was 
estimated at 34,510 geese (range 33,367 to 36,210) 
 
2. ICELAND GREYLAG GEESE 
Counts started in the early 1960s. A population estimate is obtained each autumn 
through a co-ordinated census of keys roost and feeding areas. It has been possible 
to extract counts made in Scotland (only) back to 1990 (attached). It was also 
possible to extract counts made in the ‘crofting counties’ (attached – but see note 
below). Some sites hold more geese at times of the year other than when the co-
ordinated population census is carried out. Counts from spring surveys (when 
undertaken) are given for certain ‘crofting counties’ where available. 
 
3. GREENLAND WHITE-FRONTED GEESE 
Regular counts started in the early 1980s. Counts for the whole of Scotland are 
carried out annually (attached) - these are collated by the Greenland White-fronted 
Goose Study. Note that although the attached spreadsheet shows the number of 
Greenland White-fronted geese counted in Britain, most of these birds are in 
Scotland and only a tiny number are in Wales.  Most Greenland White-fronted Geese 
in Scotland winter in the ‘crofting counties’ (the exceptions being birds wintering in 
Dumfries & Galloway). Mean winter counts are also provided from Islay (the most 
important wintering site in Scotland) and have been provided by SNH Islay staff. 
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4. PINK-FOOTED GEESE 
Counts started in the early 1960s. A population estimate is obtained each autumn 
through a co-ordinated census of keys roost and feeding areas. It has been possible 
to extract counts made in Scotland (only) back to 1990 (attached). It was also 
possible to extract counts made in the ‘crofting counties’ (attached – see note 
below). However, Pink-footed Geese do not normally occur in any great number in 
the ‘crofting counties’ – they typically winter in east and south east Scotland. Some 
sites hold more geese at times of the year other than when the population census is 
carried out. For example, Caithness typically holds more Pink-footed Geese in the 
spring than in the autumn. Counts from spring surveys (when undertaken) are given 
for certain ‘crofting counties’ where available. 
 
5. GREENLAND BARNACLE GEESE 
A flyway population census, including aerial counts of offshore islands, which 
generates a total population estimate, is carried out approximately once every five 
years (data from winter 1960/61 attached). This is normally carried out in late spring. 
Counts have been undertaken annually on Islay, the most important wintering site of 
this population, since the 1960s (data from 1960/61 attached). The counts on Islay 
are mean winter counts (provided by SNH Islay staff) and may differ to the number 
counted at the time of the spring flyway census. Virtually all of the Greenland 
barnacle Geese wintering in Scotland, do so within the ‘crofting counties’. Other key 
wintering sites, in the ‘crofting counties’, are counted less frequently (counts 
attached). The counts from other key wintering sites are winter maxima and may 
differ to the number counted at the time of the spring flyway census. 
 
6. INTRODUCED CANADA GEESE 
WWT hold rather few count data for Canada Geese. These are monitored via the 
BTO's Wetland Bird Survey (WeBS). The BTO will be able to provide counts, but 
these are not systematic (not all areas are covered each year) and only an index 
could be generated. However, rather few Canada Geese occur in the ‘crofting 
counties’, apart from South West Highlands. 
 
Matching the distribution of geese with ‘crofting county’ boundaries 
Counts of geese are normally collated using a normal county boundary (e.g. 
Aberdeenshire, Highland etc). It has not been possible to provide summary counts of 
geese within the ‘crofting county’ boundaries since they do not match normal county 
boundaries. For example, the ‘crofting counties’ include West Highland and East 
Highland. However, for Iceland Greylag and Pink-footed Geese, it has been possible 
to provide summed counts for geese counted in the following counties, which 
approximate the ‘crofting counties’: 
  
Shetland; Orkney; Caithness; Highland; Moray and Argyll & Bute. 
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Greenland Barnacle Goose Winter Mean
winter Flyway Population Estimate No counted in Scotland at time of popn estimate Islay Tiree Coll Treshnish Isles group North Sutherland coast North Uist Shiant Islands Monach Isles Orkney - South Walls

60/61 13904 9740 6850 80 70 398 359 519 214 519

61/62 13970 9566 6900 484 390 379 388 320 860

62/63  8700

63/64 10400

64/65 13868 8300 510 493 460 750

65/66 19821 15103 9000 0 50 774 555 575 483 1035

66/67  10500

67/68 16500

68/69 13300

69/70 14300 108

70/71 15100

71/72 17100 155 1000

72/73 24134 19736 17300 14 14 419 356 690 400 640 250

73/74 18400

74/75 19400 93 1000

75/76 20200 118

76/77 24000 81

77/78 33815 28056 22200 610 559 1330 420 760 200

78/79 22000 300

79/80 17300 115 2000

80/81 20500 600 420 352

81/82 17000 386 400 402

82/83 25252 20820 14000 400 283 620 255 1555 490 638 500

83/84 16600 484 365 81 250

84/85 21000 530 235 60 150 800

85/86 19230 573 250 29

86/87 23900 930 208 220 390

87/88 34542 26950 20382 550 320 378 782 1007 532 715 808

88/89 20828 885 218 545 750 620

89/90 23316 770 343 1586 1170

90/91 25194 1012 275 260 1000

91/92 23862 1489 670 201 250 500 1200

92/93 23565 984 400 15 1050

93/94 38012 29879 26023 1103 835 40 630 464 485 800

94/95 27490 639 991 550 2405 1208

95/96 29233 1465 682 104 800 804 1138

96/97 31920 1479 612 270 792 1720 200 760 1170

97/98 31956 1359 715 1414 1180

98/99 54123 45459 34711 1572 929 288 840 1654 451 598 1140

99/00 31908 1607 788 75 1491

Winter maximum count
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Greenland Barnacle Goose Winter Mean
winter Flyway Population Estimate No counted in Scotland at time of popn estimate Islay Tiree Coll Treshnish Isles group North Sutherland coast North Uist Shiant Islands Monach Isles Orkney - South Walls

00/01 34620 1442 718 1957

01/02 33452 2132 933 3327 2600

02/03 56386 47256 34708 2786 855 20 669 2732 435 172 1800

03/04 39985 2796 844 2782 1800

04/05 42047 3273 1297 2839 2390

05/06 47962 3474 2010 4659 2000

06/07  49104 3454 2264 880 2124 1710

07/08 70501 58269 44756 3439 800 207 1250 3632 224 520 1874

08/09 41950 3362 1271 755 3365 1800

09/10 37637 3729 880 2392 1600

10/11 41580 4190 775 2546 1861

11/12 46826 4295 809 3719 1932

12/13 80670 63170 46903 4518 980 50 822 3947 300 482 1740

Winter maximum count

 
 

Microsoft Excel 
97-2003 Worksheet  

 



 RACCE/S4/14/10/2 
 

 24  

 

Response from Minister for Environment and Climate Change 

Dear Rob 

Thank you for your letter of 12 December seeking my views on the Petition 
raised by the Scottish Crofting Federation in relation to numbers of wild 
geese. 

I recognise that geese can have a serious impact on crofters and farmers in 
certain areas, and acknowledge the difficulties faced, particularly by crofters 
on certain Scottish islands.  I will set out what support the Scottish 
Government and SNH are providing to deal with the impact of geese in these 
areas.   

Local Goose Management Schemes 

Currently, SNH support five local goose management schemes (LGMS) on 
Islay; Solway, Kintyre, South Walls (Orkney) and Strathbeg.  The annual 
budget amounts to £1.155m.   A further two schemes on the Uists and Tiree & 
Coll have been funded under the Machair Life Project since 2010 (see also 
crop protection below). 

Adaptive Management Pilots 

Populations of resident greylag geese have increased significantly in recent 
years, resulting in serious agricultural damage in some of the most remote 
and fragile areas.  Steps are being taken to address this in collaboration with 
local crofters and farmers.     

SNH are supporting a number of adaptive management pilots on Scottish 
islands, all in crofting areas, to address the serious agricultural damage by 
this resident goose population.  Pilots are underway on Orkney and the Uists 
with a further pilot being developed for Tiree & Coll.  SNH are aware that 
further bids for funding are being developed for pilots to begin in 2014 on 
Shetland and Lewis & Harris. 

Crop protection 

SNH are incorporating the crop protection element of the Machair Life Project 
on the Uists into the adaptive management pilot.  An additional £40,000 per 
annum is being provided for this.  Although this is less than was available via 
the Machair Life Project the cost of the proposed scheme is lower, due to the 
reduced emphasis on non-lethal scaring activity. 

Furthermore, since 2011 SNH has funded additional advisory support to 
enable crofters to access Rural Priorities options under SRDP, which provides 
funding in support of traditional machair cultivation.  The majority of machair 
land within the Uist Special Protection Areas is now covered by SRDP 
agreements securing ongoing traditional management activity. 
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Licensing of sale of wild goose carcases 

The Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 provides a general prohibition on the sale 
of wild goose carcases, originally introduced in the 1960s for conservation 
reasons.  Although the legislation does not, of course, prohibit the 
consumption of meat from wild geese, it would be illegal to offer it for sale.  
Whilst I recognise the concerns over any change to the law banning the 
general sale of wild goose meat, SNH have used licensing powers available to 
them to permit the limited sale of goose carcases arising from the pilot on 
Orkney, and would similarly consider any licence application arising from the 
Uists pilot. 

Islay Sustainable Goose Project 

SNH are leading a two year project to develop a scheme of adaptive 
management in relation to Barnacle geese on Islay in order to reduce 
agricultural damage. This is a particularly complex case, given the 
conservation status of the species, interaction with other species including 
Greenland White Front geese and we have engaged in discussion with 
conservation, farming and crofting stakeholders in exploring options to 
address the challenge of preventing agricultural damage, which is significant, 
despite the efforts of the LGMS on Islay. 

I recognise that this is a brief overview of action we are taking to address 
complex and varied situations in different areas.  If the Committee requires 
further detail on any of these aspects I would be pleased to provide it. 

Kind regards 

PAUL WHEELHOUSE 

Response from the Petitioner (Scottish Crofting Federation) 

Having read the responses from other organisations regarding the wild goose 
problem in the crofting areas, it is gratifying to note that our petition seems to 
have widespread support and that it is acknowledged that geese, particularly 
Greylag, is a serious threat to some of the world’s most valued and unique 
ecosystems. 

We think that the Scottish Government response does not bring comfort and 
does not lay out a tangible approach to the problem. In particular we think that 
the lack of funding for control programmes having been at the root of the 
escalation of numbers, there is still no pledge to commit adequate funds to 
this problem. It is estimated by those with far greater expertise than SCF that 
it would take £75,000 per year for the next 3 to 5 years to hope to bring the 
Greylag population in the Uists under control. The Scottish Government 
commitment falls far short of this. 

We are also concerned with the approach being taken. The Machair Life 
project was very successful according to evaluation, but it will not be funded to 
continue and Scottish Government have nothing in place to replace it; indeed 
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the overall budget apparently falls short because it is deemed that the work 
done by Machair Life is no longer necessary. 

We have concerns about how well monitoring is being done of the situation 
and the results of control initiatives. It seems a bit strange to us that SG had to 
ask WWF Scotland for data on goose numbers in order to address this 
petition, but perhaps that is who is contracted to monitor the government’s 
programme? 

We do not think that goose management should be placed under a 
competitive SRDP scheme; it is a national problem that needs to be 
addressed by the Scottish Government as a matter of urgency in order to 
avoid catastrophic results for remote populations and internationally valued 
environments. 
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RACCE Committee’s mainstreaming of consideration of climate change 
issues in the scrutiny of the Scottish Government’s draft budget  

1. In agreeing its work programme on 11 December 2013, the Committee 
agreed to review its mainstreaming of climate change issues in the Scottish 
Government’s draft budget 2014-15. 

2.   The Committee reviewed the mainstreaming process at its meeting on 
19 March 2014 and agreed to write to all relevant committees1 with a note 
summarising the outcomes of its review, and looking ahead to budget scrutiny 
towards the end of this year. 

3. A draft letter to the conveners of all relevant committee’s is attached at 
Annexe A, and a draft note on the outcomes of the Committee’s review of the 
mainstreaming process is attached at Annexe B. 

4. The Committee is asked to consider and agree the draft letter and 
note attached at Annexes A and B respectively.  

 

                                            
1 Education and Culture; Economy, Energy and Tourism; Equal Opportunities; European and 
External Relations; Finance; Health and Sport; Infrastructure and Capital Investment; Justice; 
and Local Government and Regeneration.  
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Annexe A 
 
RURAL AFFAIRS, CLIMATE CHANGE AND ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
 

 
   c/o Clerk to the Committee 

Room T3.40 
The Scottish Parliament 

Edinburgh EH99 1SP 
Tel: (0131) 348 5240 

e-mail: racce.committee@scottish.parliament.uk 
 

 
Dear  

Mainstreaming climate change scrutiny of the Scottish Government’s 
draft budget 

As you know, the Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment (RACCE) 
Committee has, for the past two years, sought to mainstream scrutiny of 
spending relating to climate change in the Parliament’s scrutiny of the Scottish 
Government’s draft budget. This process has focussed on engaging with 
relevant committees ahead of the budget scrutiny process to ask them to 
include scrutiny of climate change issues in their scrutiny, and to offer 
guidance and support from the RACCE Committee and its officials.  

The Committee reviewed the effectiveness of the mainstreaming process at 
its meeting on 19 March 2014, to explore ways of improving the process, and 
agreed to send a note to all relevant committees summarising the outcomes 
of the Committee’s review, looking ahead to scrutiny of the next Scottish 
Government draft budget towards the end of this year. A copy of the note is 
attached as an Annexe to this letter. 

The RACCE Committee very much hopes that all relevant committees can 
continue to work together on this very important issue which impacts on a vast 
majority of Scottish Government portfolios, in order to hold the Government to 
account as robustly as we can.  

Yours sincerely  

 
Rob Gibson MSP 
Convener 
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Annexe B 

Note on the outcomes of the Rural Affairs, Climate Change and 
Environment Committee’s review of the mainstreaming of climate 
change scrutiny of the Scottish Government’s draft budget 

The Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment (RACCE) Committee 
agreed, at its meeting on 19 March 2014, to continue its mainstreaming of 
climate change scrutiny of the Scottish Government’s draft budget for the 
remainder of this Parliamentary session.  

The Committee has reviewed the responses made by all relevant committees 
to the Finance Committee last year, along with correspondence the 
Committee had with some committees, and the Clerks to the Committee have 
sought the views of their colleagues in Clerking and SPICe that support other 
committees.  

As a result of this process, the Committee has agreed to pursue some 
changes to the mainstreaming process in order to improve both engagement 
and effectiveness, with a view to strengthening the voice of committees in 
holding the Scottish Government to account on what is a wide reaching and 
cross-cutting policy area.  

The RACCE Committee believes, as the Scottish Government states that all 
ministers are climate change ministers, that all relevant committees have a 
responsibility to be climate change committees, and to pursue issues relevant 
to their remits when scrutinising how the Scottish Government plans to spend 
its budget. At the same time, the RACCE Committee will strategically lead and 
manage this process, providing guidance and support as required. 

Recently the Scottish Government has established a Public Sector Climate 
Leaders Forum (PSCLF), which forms part of the Government’s wider climate 
change governance and delivery structures, led by the Minister for 
Environment and Climate Change, supported by the Ministers for Housing 
and Welfare; Local Government and Planning; Energy, Enterprise and 
Tourism; Transport and Veterans; and External Affairs and International 
Development. The PSCLF members and champions network, and the 
Government’s Climate Change Delivery Board,  includes representatives from 
local government (both COSLA and SOLACE); business (Scottish Enterprise); 
health (NHS); justice (Scottish Police Authority); education (Scottish Funding 
Council and Scotland’s Rural College); and infrastructure (Scottish Water and 
Transport Scotland). This gives an indication of how wide-reaching climate 
change issues are across all portfolios, and how relevant such issues are to 
many committees in the Parliament in terms of scrutinising the Scottish 
Government’s spending, and the funding of its agencies. The Government’s 
establishment of these governance structures gives a helpful context for 
committees in pursuing their budget scrutiny.  
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The Committee therefore intends to pursue the following improvements to the 
mainstreaming process— 

 to ask the Finance Committee to include guidance on climate change 
mainstreaming in in the guidance it provides for all committees ahead 
of the budget process each year, and to also ask the Finance 
Committee to include a briefing on climate issues in the seminars it 
runs, led by its adviser, for MSPs and officials; 

 to organise (if there is sufficient demand) a specific meeting for MSPs 
and officials to highlight climate change spending issues as they impact 
across the Scottish Government’s budget; 

 to supplement the support it makes available to other committees by 
offering earlier meetings with clerking and SPICe colleagues in a bid to 
discuss issues of relevance to committees’ work programmes and 
priorities; 

 to organise a discussion ahead of the budget process with all relevant 
subject committee Conveners, to discuss a cross-cutting approach to 
climate change spending scrutiny, possible areas of interest to pursue, 
and options for pursuing scrutiny; and 

 to explore the appetite for each relevant committee to appoint a climate 
change reporter, mirroring the current appointment of EU reporters, to 
support the mainstreaming in the budget process, and also other 
climate issues relevant to each committees remit and work programme. 

We look forward to working with you in the coming months to continue to 
improve this process ahead of the scrutiny of the next Scottish Government 
draft budget towards the end of this year, and the Clerks to the Committee will 
be in touch to take forward the Committee’s recommendations outlined above.  

Scrutiny of climate change issues, of course, extends beyond the formal 
budget process, and the RACCE Committee looks forward to seeking to 
support efforts to embed mainstreaming climate change scrutiny more 
generally across all relevant committees. 
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