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Written submission from Colin McClean 

Dear Mr Dey, 

Having just watched the coverage of the ECCLR Committee taking evidence on deer 
management on the recent SNH Report, I would be very grateful if I could just make 
one point to you in your Role as Convener. I have worked in deer management all 
my life including working for the Deer Commission, CNPA, RSPB Scotland 
Abernethy Reserve and in my current role as Wildlife Manager on a private estate. In 
my spare time I am a deer consultant and wrote three deer management plans under 
the recent process. I have seen deer management from all sides and have a 
rounded view of the subject. Because of that I currently sit on the Executive 
Committee of ADMG.  

I thought the take home message from the SNH Report.... that deer are causing too 
many impacts to the natural heritage and that the current system is largely failing to 
reduce those impacts.... was fair and reasonable. There are some issues of 
accuracy within the report but those do not fundamentally weaken the message. I 
have some concerns about how the LINK proposal for SNH to approve culls would 
work in practice as there are numerous reasons for managers failing to achieve 
target culls. Disentangling the genuine reasons from the disingenuous is difficult and 
requires resource. However the argument "that the current system is failing so lets 
try something different" is valid in my opinion.  

The point I would like to make is about jobs in deer management. If densities are 
reduced there is no doubt the reduction phase involves a lot of effort and requires 
employment. However, contrary to the evidence presented to ECCLR, once 
reductions have been completed and a stable low density situation has been 
achieved, the evidence is that jobs disappear. We heard lots about the Norwegian 
land management model where there are low deer densities, healthy forests and 
burgeoning biodiversity but sadly, this also goes hand in hand with the Norwegian 
employment model where there are virtually no jobs in deer. The Norwegian cull is 
taken almost entirely by the recreational stalking sector. This is mirrored across 
Europe. Scotland is rather unique in having an employed stalking sector and that 
employment is a product of high deer density. 

Employment is important but I am largely persuaded that the benefits of  low 
densities may outweigh the costs. However if society is going to make a choice on 
this issue we should be clear and honest about what that choice actually is. Any 
reduction phase across Scotland will be lengthy and the current generation of 
stalkers are pretty safe in their jobs. However their offspring will not work in deer 
management. They may shoot an odd deer but they won't be employed to do so. 
The evidence for that stretches from Scandinavia to the Balkans so we need to be 
honest about it. 

Colin McClean 
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