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Written submission from Secretary to the East Loch Ericht DMG 

I understand that the Committee will be discussing the SNH Deer Management 
Review on Wednesday.  I act as Secretary to the East Loch Ericht DMG (ELEDMG) 
and would like to make some comments, albeit I realise that I may be passed the 
date for submission.  I hope they will be considered at any rate. 

I have been Secretary of ELEDMG for 19 years.  The Group itself formed in the 
1970s and is one of the longest standing constituted DMGs, and an early adopter of 
deer management plans, having our third formal plan approved and adopted in 
2015.  In terms of the DMG Benchmark 2014 we scored 96% on operational 
effectiveness and 83% on public interest, a position we managed to improve upon in 
the 2016 reassessment. 

Whilst it is not an indicator of the direction of travel of the deer sector to look at the 
experience of a single group, I do take issue with parts of the report in the context of 
ELEDMG;  

1. Whilst I don’t disagree with the density figures contained in the SNH report 
(ELEDMG does have a recorded c.15/km2), we do seem to be experiencing a 
sudden lack of deer in parts of East Loch Ericht, both male and female, and 
are becoming increasingly concerned that numbers specified in our 2015 plan 
and in historic records are already ‘not there’.  It maybe that the heavy 
reduction culls undertaken by one of our members with grouse interests has 
pushed us over a tipping point in terms of population stability.  I think the 
Committee has to recognise that parts of the traditional upland deer range are 
currently undergoing a sea-change in the way deer are managed and are in a 
transitional phase, and that the direction of travel is generally positive.  Newly 
constituted plans have to be given time to work.  In terms of ELEDMG, the 
current feeling on the ground is that not enough deer are being seen to 
support the level of population density specified in the SNH report.  In 2016, 
we have a seen a much higher level of ‘blank’ days, a clear indicator of a 
change in numbers. 

2. I am however more concerned about the inference in the report that the 
ELEDMG, a long standing adopter of deer management plans and often listed 
as an exemplary DMG, is not delivering a cull capable of reducing the 
population (Table 3.3), when we have keepers seeing low numbers of deer on 
some properties, both stags (especially), but more recently hinds, not actually 
capable of supporting the culls specified in the plan without severe detriment 
to the overall herd.  We have also had sign off from SNH to three successive 
plans in 2005, 2010 and 2015, yet still seem to be singled out.  We feel there 
is an increasing risk that plan theory and population dynamics are out of kilter, 
which if is the case, could be an issue across many open range DMGs. 

Overall, I am surprised by the negative tone of the report given the clear 
improvements exhibited by the sector, especially through ADMG.  I also think that 
the belief that collaborative management will have the same level of uptake and 
impact in a lowland scenario than it can in an upland scenario is 
misguided.  Collaborative management works best when there is a common 
resource being managed on a landscape scale where there are broadly aligned land 
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use interests.  I don’t see this in the lowland sector, other than in perhaps forestry 
management.  Judging the success or otherwise of lowland deer management 
against the success or otherwise of upland deer management is not a good 
benchmark as the deer species, habits and populations show completely different 
dynamics. 

In the round the best way to deliver sustainable deer management is to have a 
vibrant private sector engaged in the process and feeling valued not vilified.  This 
does not seem to be the case. 


