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Supplementary written submission from Game and Wildlife Conservation Trust  

I watched with interest the RACCE committee meeting on the Land Reform Bill 
which addressed deer management and sporting rates specifically. I wanted to 
provide you with additional information on a couple of points raised during  that 
meeting which I thought might be helpful during scrutiny of the Bill.  

1.    Deer culls and population densities. 

You raised the issue of the relationship between population data and cull data.  It 
may be of interest to know that, cull data can be of value in establishing species 
population trends and these are regularly used by conservation agencies (JNCC and 
SNH) to build a picture of the population of a species. 

Where bag data are correlated with count data they have been shown generally to 
provide a good index of population change. The GWCT National Gamebag Census 
(NGC) monitors bag size for a range of game and predator species, with data for 
some species going back over 200 years. These records provide an index of change 
when compared to standard surveys such as those carried out by the BTO or RSPB. 
I have attached a review of deer populations using cull data by NGC for information. 

As you correctly pointed out, the number of animals in the bag depends on the 
number of animals present and on the effort invested in harvesting them. For many 
game species, there are annual changes in the number of shooting days per site and 
number of shooters per day that cause effort to vary over time. This is well illustrated 
by the lower bag sizes of many species during the two World Wars, when game 
shooting effort was low. However, over long timescales, it appears that much of this 
variation merely adds noise to an underlying trend that reflects species abundance 
(Whitlock et al. 2003). Cull data is therefore of particular value over time, and can 
show species range expansion or change to new management methods such as the 
introduction of Larsen traps. 

2.    Rural employment 

During the committee meeting you quite rightly asked for evidence of the impact of 
sporting rates on the economy and rural employment.  The Trust has undertaken 
economic reviews of sporting management and in 1994 commissioned an 
independent economic study of Scottish grouse moors1,2,3. This study has since 
been revised at regular intervals (1994, 2001, 2010). 

The employment data for this study is below. 

 Year Average employment (permanent) 

1989 2.01 

1994 1.20 

2000 1.72 

2009 2.9 

 

The above table indicates that since the removal of sporting rates in 1995 the 
average rate of employment has steadily increased on Scottish sporting estates, 
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surpassing previous highs experienced in the late 80’s. The decline in employment 
between 1989 and 1994 is almost certainly due to the decline in red grouse, with 
less grouse resulting in the need for fewer employees to manage moorland. 
However, post 1994 when sporting rates were removed employment has steadily 
increased. This could be due to a number of socioeconomic and environmental 
factors such as an increase in investment in new management techniques which aid 
the recovery of red grouse and other wildlife populations. The removal of sporting 
rates is estimated to have saved £1 million per annum1 for moorland owners, which 
intern could have been invested in the management of moors, possibly resulting in 
the increase in employment shown in the table above. 

Direct and indirect evidence suggests that forestry, sheep farming and deer stalking 
would result in lower levels of rural employment then grouse shooting1. 
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