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A Greener Melrose
Greener Melrose is a Transition goup based in the Melrose area of the central

Borders. Greener Melrose is working towards a community that is
. strong, safe, empowered, engaged, collaborative, supported and

resilient in an environment where

. energy is renewable, clean and mostly community-owned;

. the economy serves local needs and is circular and low-waste;

. transport is safe, integrated and largely active;

. education is inclusive, engaging and relevant.

. food is healthy and mostly local from a people-friendly, biodiverse mixed land;

. shelter is affordable, energy-efficient and close to where people work and play;
. land use takes the needs of all people and the whole environment into account.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

Obviously outdated and cruel.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

Yes

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

It is unethical to kill many species in order to increase numbers of a game species to
be shot for entertainment.

Details of control, including numbers shot or poisoned, should be recorded and
made available to Nature Scot.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain
wildlife traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

Monitoring should be carried out efficiently and at the owner's cost.
Training should be provided by Nature Scot and be fit for

purpose. Animals in traps should suffer as little as possible.



Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

Yes

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

Grouse moor should be managed under licence and that licence should be forfeited
when rules are broken.

Introducing lead pellets and medicated grit into the environment and killing other
species in order to shoot red grouse for entertainment cannot be justified and should
be regulated.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

The licence fee should cover the full costs of administering and monitoring the
scheme. A named person should hold the licence.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

Yes

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

Currently th ecrimes investigatd represent the tip of the iceberg. SSPCA needs
more powers and resources.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

Yes

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

Muirburn prevents a mosaic of habitats, and particularly woodland, from developing. It
releases carbon and destabilises peatland so that carbon sequestration is reduced.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn



Yes

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

The end of the burning season should be brought forward to protect ground nesting

birds. The full cost should be at the owner's expense.

All Pest Services (Scotland) Ltd
We are a pest prevention and control service company specialising in pest prevention,
pest- proofing and urban pest control.

We provide services to a wide variety of businesses, health care providers and
domestic customers.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

No

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

Personally, and as a business | would prefer that we never use glue traps. They are
used very much as a last resort and in full compliance with the existing regulations
and best practice.

However there are some situations where there is no alternative if we are to achieve
control of, in particular, certain House Mouse infestations. In some instances,
(particularly where there are competing food sources that cannot be removed or
isolated), toxic bait (no matter the bait base or active ingredient), conventional traps,
electronic systems etc. simply don't work. In these situations glue traps are our only
effective method of control. Without them we are likely to see devastating
consequences to some food related businesses where control cannot be achieved.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

Yes

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

A licencing system for trapping activities is highly recommended. This would ensure
as far as practicable that all trapping activities are carried out in a professional and
humane manner, causing minimum suffering to target pests.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons



See above.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

Don't know

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

Don't know

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.



Alvie & Dalraddy Estates (now trading as the Alvie Partnership)

Land owners and managers of 5,560 hectares in Badenoch. Activities include hill
farming, forestry, quarrying, renewable energy, long term and holiday
accommodation, tourism in the form of holiday accommodation, recreation facilities
and attractions.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

There should be a presumption against using any trap that is indiscriminate in the
species captured or results in prolonged suffering. If there is a method of using
such a trap that can ensure species that are not targeted can be released quickly
without harm and frequent checking of such a trap can ensure there is no
prolonged suffering, this should be considered as an alternative to an outright ban
and purchase.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

There are already regulations, controls and training available that should ensure
adherence to best practice and should be enforced.

We have encountered instances where legally set wildlife traps have been
tampered with and sometimes set by members of the public. This needs to be
considered and addressed.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

We are concerned at groups opposed to specific aspects of wildlife management
targeting gamekeepers, wildlife managers and other land managers who are
following best practice to control specific species known to be damaging domestic
livestock or specific wildlife species. Issuing unique license numbers could be used
by groups to target and interfere with traps set by specific land managers who are
following best practice.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

No



Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

Climate change is resulting in wildfires becoming a major source of greenhouse gas
emissions into the atmosphere. The reduction of herbivores on our uplands is
resulting in an increase in fuel loads increasing the risk and frequency of wildfires
occurring and the intensity of wildfires when they do occur. Where fuel loads
increase over peatland, wildfires can both consume ground vegetation and the
underlying peat as evidenced in 2019 at a wildfire in Morayshire in conifer woodland
and another in Forsinard on a RSPB reserve.

Controlled muirburn funded by grouse shooting is helping reduce the risk and
intensity of wildfires and contributing to the bio-diversity of wildlife that in other
countries is funded by government. Predator control funded by grouse shooting
also helps livestock farming make us more self-sufficient in the food we consume.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

Land management for grouse by controlling rank vegetation helps forestry
production by reducing the frequency of wildfires and their intensity when they do
occur. Predator control by grouse managers aids livestock farmers and many prey
wildlife species such as ground nesting birds and mountain hares. Grouse shooting
contributes to employment in many of our uplands that are otherwise sparsely
populated and economically disadvantaged. When wildfires in heathland occurs,
gamekeepers funded in part by grouse shooting, are the best equipped and most
experienced with fire fogging machines on all-terrain vehicles to tackle and
suppress such fires.

Licensing of grouse shooting risks discouraging investment in this activity to the
detriment of forestry, livestock farming, wildfire management, many prey species and
rural employment.

If a land manager is found to carrying out an illegal act, this can and should be
addressed using current legislation.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

No

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

The Police employ wildlife officers who can and should work closely with land
managers to ensure the law is upheld. Allowing charities with specific agendas
additional powers to impose their own views on legitimate land use managers
would be a retrograde step.



Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

No

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

Our estate business involves livestock farming, forestry production, renewable
energy, quarrying and tourism in the form of tourist accommodation, recreation
facilities and attractions. There is a symbiotic relationship between our business
activities. Muirburn is important in reducing the frequency of wildfires and their
intensity when they do occur. It improves the bio-diversity of our heathland to better
support a diversity of wildlife as well as domestic livestock. By encouraging
regeneration of heathland it improves the carbon sequestration of our moorland
vegetation. Burning off old, rank and dead vegetation and replacing it with young
vegetation, attracts wildlife in the form of deer and many ground nesting birds and
domestic livestock which in turn fertilise the land and improve the growth of the
vegetation.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

Investment in research on the impacts of muirburn and promotion of best practice
based on this research and our management of wildfires is a more positive way to
manage this land management activity than licensing and bureaucratic management.

Muirburn is an activity that should be encouraged if we do not want catastrophic
wildfires as is happening in Australia, Southern Europe, Western USA and Siberia.
Climate change is real, globally wildfires is a major contributor to global greenhouse
gas emissions.



Angus Glens Moorland Group

The Angus Glens Moorland Group is a collection of rural estates throughout Angus,
founded in 2015. The group demonstrates the work these sporting estates and their
staff undertake for our countryside, both in Angus and Scotland as a whole,
highlighting the positive impact on our local communities and businesses. This
includes conservation of rare heather moorland and the wildlife which lives there.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

None of our members use glue traps. It is not relevant to grouse moor management.
Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

The Angus Glens Moorland Group think that operators of wildlife traps adhere to high
professional standards, with many practitioners undertaking training voluntarily.

We don’t think that additional regulation on the use of wildlife traps is necessary. It
would be better to use training to maximise adherence to best practice and reduce
the probability of non-target catch.

Our members strongly believe it should be an offence to tamper with, interfere or
sabotage a wildlife trap. The penalties for this should reflect the spring traps
penalties in section 5 of the Bill.

We are really disappointed that interference, tampering and sabotage of traps has
not been made a standalone offence in the introduced Bill.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

We think that operators of wildlife traps adhere to high professional standards, with
many practitioners undertaking training voluntarily.

The Angus Glens Moorland Group don’t think that additional regulation on the use of
wildlife traps is necessary. It would be better to use training to maximise adherence to
best practice and reduce the probability of non-target catch.

We strongly believe it should be an offence to tamper with, interfere or sabotage a
wildlife trap. The penalties for this should reflect the spring traps penalties in section



5 of the Bill. We are really disappointed that interference, tampering and sabotage of
traps has not been made a standalone offence in the introduced Bill.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

Unique Licence Numbers:

The Angus Glens Moorland Group members think it would be disproportionate and
unreasonable to subject wildlife traps that kill instantly to unique licence numbers.
Unique licence numbers should only be applied to live capture traps where there are
obvious animal welfare considerations. Kill traps are deployed far more extensively,
which would substantially increase administrative burdens for the licence holder and
the estate.

We are really concerned about interference with unique licence numbers by those
with anti- shooting agendas. It would be an obvious and easy way to sabotage a
gamekeeper, potentially putting employment at risk. This risk is exacerbated by the
proposal to include unique licence numbers on kill traps which are extensively
deployed. It must be an offence to tamper, interfere or sabotage a wildlife trap.

Modification, Suspension and Revocation:

The Angus Glens Moorland Group members think it would be disproportionate,
unreasonable and unfair to impose penalties under a trap licensing scheme for
alleged offences that have no connection to the use of wildlife traps.

We think it would be disproportionate, unreasonable and unfair to suspend a licence
because of the initiation of a police investigation. NatureScot should first have to be
satisfied that an offence in relation to the use of wildlife traps had been committed
beyond reasonable doubt.

Police investigations can easily be triggered by a malicious allegation from someone
with an anti-shooting agenda, which would put my employment at risk. The inability
to use wildlife traps would be career-ending, and there is a complete lack of
safeguards to stop this from happening vexatiously.

Application:

Our members feel it would be disproportionate, unreasonable and unfair to give
NatureScot the power to decide whether it is ‘appropriate’ to grant a licence. Licences
should be granted unless NatureScot has evidence to suggest an offence in relation
to the use of wildlife traps had taken place beyond reasonable doubt. The vagueness
of the appropriateness test does not give me confidence that NatureScot would grant
me a licence on which my employment depends.

Refusing, suspending or revoking a trap licence could hinder the daily workings of
our members, they would be at risk of losing their jobs and homes if they are not
able to carry out legal predation control. The wildlife which thrives on the moors
thanks to their management would be at a huge risk of diminishing. Predation



pressures are already high so it wouldn't take long for certain species to be wiped
out, such as Curlew and Lapwing.

Many of our members are regularly victim and targets of trap sabotage / tampering /
interference. It's a daily occurrence across the glens carried out by people who are
either uneducated and don't understand the purpose of them or people who have an
agenda. It costs peoples time and estates money. It also risks peoples livelihoods.
How is that fair? A keeper could be going around his daily duties, following best
practice, doing everything above board and someone comes along makes his/her
trap illegal, resulting in an innocent individual being left with a hefty fine, potential jail
time and losing their job. Which would also black mark them for future roles. This
would not happen in any other industry.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

Modification, Suspension and Revocation:

The Bill says licences may be modified by NatureScot at any time, even if there is no
allegation or evidence of wrongdoing. Our members feel this is grossly unfair,
disproportionate and creates total uncertainty. Modification is a penalty, and penalties
under the scheme should only be triggered if there is robust evidence beyond
reasonable doubt of raptor crime.

We think it would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend or revoke a
licence for behaviour that is not criminal (such as failure to comply with a condition
of the licence or a code of practice).

Angus Glen Moorland Group members think that the only trigger for suspension or
revocation should be robust evidence that the relevant person has committed raptor
crime. The definition of relevant offences is broad and discriminatory. It cannot be
right for offences that have no connection to the management of grouse moors to be
triggers for imposing sanctions.

The consequences of licence suspension or revocation are huge. our members
would lose their jobs, their home (including their families) and associated
businesses would either shut down or suffer.



We are really concerned about the proposed one-year licensing system, which means
there would be no material difference between licence suspension and revocation.

We think it would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend a licence
because of the initiation of a police investigation, which can easily be triggered by
malicious or vexatious allegations.

Overall, our members feel that this licensing scheme is hugely discriminatory. It will
result in people with the right to shoot grouse - and by extension employees like me -
being penalised to a much greater extent than any other class of people for activities
that have no correlation or connection to grouse moor management. It feels like the
Scottish Government are persecuting our members, their families and their
livelihoods.

Application:

The Angus Glens Moorland Group think it would be completely disproportionate
and unreasonable to give NatureScot the power to decide whether it is ‘appropriate’
to grant a licence. ‘Appropriateness’ is a very broad test that could result in licenses
being refused for any number of reasons. It could also result in licences being
refused for reasons that could not justify licence suspension or revocation.

Licences should last in perpetuity. It would be disproportionate,
unreasonable and unworkable to renew licences annually. Grouse moor
management is a long-term investment and the licence duration should
reflect this reality.

Annual renewals, combined with the appropriateness test, would provide no certainty
to my employer and severely restrict an estate’s ability to plan for the future. This will
make grouse shooting and moorland management unviable, with huge
consequences for people like me. Our members would lose their jobs and their
homes (and their families homes), and the wildlife they care for would suffer as a
result.

NatureScot’s licensing team is already overburdened. We do not have trust or
confidence that they could take on another licensing function, let alone a scheme
that would see them deciding whether or not it is ‘appropriate’ to grant licences
every single year.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

No

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

The Angus Glens Moorland Group think that giving charities statutory powers to
investigate any crime sets a dangerous precedent. There is no accountability and
oversight of their work.

The Scottish SPCA staff aren’t vetted or trained to the same standard as the police
officers, which would compromise wildlife crime investigations.



Our members are aware that Scottish SPCA staff publicly express partial views (often
concerning legal land management tools and countryside activities) which could lead
to investigations being tainted by bias.

The partial views held by the Scottish SPCA in relation to legal land management
tools and countryside activities has eroded our trust and confidence in their ability to
investigate impartially.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

No

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

The latest science shows that muirburn is delivering the best outcomes for peatland
carbon balances, water tables, nutrient content, methane reduction and wildfire
mitigation compared to cutting vegetation and leaving vegetation unmanaged. The
Angus Glens Moorland Groups have also seen first-hand the benefits of muirburn for
species like curlew, golden plover and merlin. Additional regulation has the capacity
to detract from these important benefits.

As a muirburn practitioners, we know that muirburn is conducted with absolute
professionalism and in accordance with best practice guidance by the vast majority
of grouse moor managers. Training should be considered as a mechanism for
maximising professional standards and adherence to best practice before further
regulation is considered.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

We have seen no scientific evidence to support the introduction of greater controls
on burning where there is peat deeper than 40cm. In addition, there is no evidence
to suggest that muirburn is harmful on peat deeper than 40cm. The Peatland ES-
UK study demonstrates how beneficial muirburn can be for peatland ecosystems,
regardless of peat depth.

The licensing system puts the onus on people, like our members, to determine
where the land is peatland or not peatland. There are no peatland maps denoting
where the peat is 40cm or deeper, meaning the only available option is to use a
peat probe. Even then, the variableness of peat depth across small areas means
that every square inch of the land would need to be probed — which is not practical
and would actually damage peat. The licensing scheme provides no certainty and
is unworkable.

Our members think it would be disproportionate and unreasonable to give NatureScot
the power to decide whether it is ‘appropriate’ to grant a licence. Licences should be
granted



unless NatureScot has evidence to suggest a crime in relation to muirburn had taken
place beyond reasonable doubt.

We think it would be illogical, disproportionate and unreasonable to only grant
peatland licences where no other method of vegetation control is available. Other
methods of vegetation control are not as effective as muirburn, especially for
purposes relating to preventing or reducing the risk of wildfire. For example, cutting
vegetation leaves behind brash which can dry out in summer months, producing
ideal tinder for smouldering and wildfire ignition. This could actually increase
wildfire risk.

Our members feel it would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend a
licence because of the initiation of a police investigation — NatureScot should have to
be satisfied that an offence in relation to muirburn had been committed beyond
reasonable doubt. Police investigations can easily be triggered by malicious or
vexatious allegations.



Animal Aid

Animal Aid is one of the world’s longest established animal rights groups, having
been founded in 1977. We campaign peacefully against all forms of animal abuse
and promote cruelty-free living. Our vision is of a world in which animals are no
longer harmed and exploited for human gain, but allowed to live out their lives in
peace. We campaign on a number of issues that affect animals, including bringing
about a ban on the use of snares.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

Glue traps are incredibly cruel and cause immense suffering. Their use cannot be
acceptable under the Animal Welfare Act 2006. In England, the Glue Traps
(Offences) Act received Royal Assent and a ban will come into force in April 2024, so
it is logical that such a ban should be brought forward in Scotland as well.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

Yes

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

The use of wildlife traps, whether regulated or not, causes immense suffering.
Trapping and killing wildlife cannot be acceptable under the Animal Welfare Act 2006.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

The use of snares — regulated or not — causes suffering to millions of animals
every year. Non-target species are frequently caught (even under controlled
scientific studies) as well as parent animals, which results in the probable suffering
and death of their offspring. Snares and traps are often used by the shooting
industry, which seeks to eradicate all wildlife in order to keep game birds alive —
only to be shot for 'sport'. The mass release of game birds and subsequent killing of
wildlife causes a huge environmental imbalance. The most recent (2022), thorough
and extensive report, by Professor Steven Harris, into the use of snares, reviewed
all the available data on snaring and concluded that:

‘The use of snares in the UK does not meet acceptable standards of animal welfare or
any of the principles for ethical wildlife control established by a committee of
international experts. Some methods used to kill wild animals have such extreme
effects on their welfare that, regardless of the potential benefits, their use is never
justified; snaring is such a method. All



the available data show that the only way to stop extremely high levels of non-target
capture, illegal use and misuse of snares, address animal welfare concerns, and
recognise that wild animals are sentient beings, is to prohibit the manufacture, sale,
possession and use of snares in the UK .” A ban on snares in being introduced in
Wales because of the harm they cause to animals. A position paper from the
Scottish Animal Welfare Commission (SAWC) concluded: "SAWC recommends that
the sale of snares and their use by both public and industry are banned in Scotland,
on animal welfare grounds."

The use of cage traps to capture and then later kill other birds such as corvids
should be banned. As well as the obvious suffering of the birds who fly into the
trap, who are killed by game keepers, the decoy birds suffer as well. Animal Aid
has documented the frustration and neglect of such birds (see
https://www.animalaid.org.uk/undercover-footage-reveals- suffering-of-wild-birds-
in-cruel-trap/ ).

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

Yes

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

The shooting of grouse for 'sport' causes suffering to the grouse themselves, to
wildlife trapped and killed in order to 'protect' the grouse and to the land on which the
grouse exist, through burning and other 'management’ techniques — which can also
impact on local communities via moorland water run-off. The use of lead shot causes
environmental damage and there is no way to remove all the lead shot from the flesh
of the birds, causing potential damage to the people who eat the meat. Animal Aid
has documented: wildlife persecution, including footage of the traps, snares and
‘stink pits’ used to lure and kill animals who are perceived to be a threat to the short-
term survival of the grouse; and environmental damage, including evidence of the
burning of moorland to create heather, which acts as food and shelter for the
intended quarry. But burning the moors damages delicate eco-systems and
degrades the carbon-rich peat, releasing carbon dioxide, which contributes to
climate change. Grouse shooting can also cause destruction of the landscape
through the building of roads and tracks across ecologically important upland areas,
to access the grouse butts.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

Animal Aid opposes the killing of animals. In addition to the grouse who are Killed,
countless wild animals are persecuted and killed to maintain grouse 'stocks' for
shooters. Land should not be used for shooting, and would be much more
beneficially used for recreational tourism and for projects which celebrate nature
rather than causing damage and suffering.


http://www.animalaid.org.uk/undercover-footage-reveals-

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

Yes

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

The Scottish SPCA needs to be able to investigate and bring about prosecutions for
animal cruelty.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

Yes

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.



Animal Concern

Animal Concern is an independent Scottish charity (SC050422) and a membership
organisation. Working across the UK we campaign on a broad range of animal
welfare issues including factory farming, blood sports, the fur trade, vivisection and
wildlife persecution.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

We welcome the inclusion of a prohibition on the use and sale of glue traps in
Scotland. Glue traps are an indiscriminate form of trap which cause an unusually
cruel slow and painful death over days as a result of asphyxiation, starvation,
exhaustion, or vulnerability to predation. This form of entrapment causes extreme
panic which exacerbates the cruelty of this form of trap. Animals will often tear their
flesh, feathers or fur trying to escape, adding to their already significant suffering.
We are pleased the Scottish Government shares this view and urge Members to
approve.

The sole amendment we would seek in the first three sections is in Section 2
Subsection (2) where sale (or acquisition) of glue traps is permissible for use outside
Scotland or for delivery outside Scotland. At a time when Scotland and the UK are
re-assessing the behaviour of citizens abroad in relation to e.g. trophy hunting and
the ethics of our citizens footprint abroad in terms of animal welfare, we see no
justification for this clause other than to protect commercial interests. Moreover, if
sale or acquisition is permissible for any reason, it heightens the likelihood of illegal
use domestically and would therefore urge the committee to remove 2(2), sections
(a) and (b).

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

Yes

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

See Q.3.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

We fully support the introduction of licensing for the use of traps particularly where
they may be lethal. It should be of great concern that at present there is little
oversight or regulation in relation to the use wildlife traps and the introduction of a
licensing system should not be viewed as a layer of bureaucracy rather an overdue
layer of animal welfare protections.



The Bill in its current form includes extensive criteria against which the licensing of
certain traps would be adjudged against. Whilst we do not object to these criteria in
principle, we would remind Member’s of the principles of ethical wildlife management
which if encoded in law would provide for a more rigorous framework. The
internationally agreed principles ask questions the Bill does not appear to such as,
are there alternatives to traps. We strongly urge the committee to consider this an
opportunity to encode the ethical principles in law and afford it due discussion.

Our focus in terms of Q.3 is in relation to the use of snares. This Bill provides the
Scottish Parliament with an opportunity to explicitly prohibit their sale and use in
Scotland. We would draw the committee’s attention to the rationale behind prohibiting
the use of glue traps and suggest most if not all the arguments the Scottish
Government has deployed for illegalisation apply equally to snaring. These include
their indiscriminate nature and prolonged suffering before expiration.

Lastly, Members will be aware that by finally prohibiting the use of snares Scotland
would be falling in line with the work of the Senedd Cymru and most European
countries.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

Yes

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

As an animal welfare charity we make the over arching point at this juncture that we
oppose breeding and/or killing animals for ‘sport’ which is how we characterise grouse
shooting.

Moreover, we strongly object to further animals being killed under the auspices of
‘land management’ to safeguard more economically valuable animals, including

game birds, such as red grouse. Animal Concern opposes grouse shooting in
principle.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

We reiterate our response to Q.4 that shooting for sport should have had its time. If
shooting for sport is to continue, we would support a licensing scheme as a
minimum. We ask that the licensing scheme adopts the approach that all is
prohibited except that which is specifically and explicitly permitted rather than being
open ended. Additionally we would ask that the cost of a genuine application
process, rather than an administrative exercise, is borne by applicants.



Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

Yes

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

We fully support proposals to give additional powers to investigate wildlife crime to
the SSPCA in respect of wildlife crime. We would suggest should additional
resourcing be deemed a prerequisite to fulfil additional statutory duties that
Members’ urge Ministers to ensure they accompany any extended powers. We
would also remind Members’ that where an animal, grouse or otherwise, is found
dead the SSPCA cannot investigate even where circumstances provide prima facie
evidence of a crime. This section of the Bill provides a clear opportunity to address
this oversight.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

Yes

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

We refer Members to the response from the Revive coalition.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

We refer Members to the response from the Revive coalition.



Ardencaple Farm
Farming, Land management

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

No

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

No
Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers

to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn



No

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

Auchnafree Estate Company

Auchnafree Estate Company owns and farms the lands of Auchnafree, in
Perthshire. Auchnafree extends to 4,732 ha of which 4,562ha is rough
grazings/heather hill, 60ha is permanent grassland and 131ha of mainly wo native
woodland. Originally the Estate was used purely as a sporting grouse moor
whereas today it is host to more varied and diverse activities, including 2,100 ewe
flock, renewables and tourism. The sporting element of the business involves
grouse shooting and deer management. There are 6 full time employees on
Auchnafree and 3 part time employees.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

Operators of wildlife traps already operate to high professional standards, with many
practitioners

undertaking training on a voluntary basis. Our two gamekeepers on Auchnafree
have both received training in the correct methods of setting and operating traps,
crow cages and snares.

There is no evidence that additional regulation on the use of wildlife traps is
necessary. It would be

possible to maximise adherence to best practice and reduce the probability of non-
target catch through

the provision of training alone.

Our gamekeepers operate to the highest standards however we have witnesses
individuals interfering with legally set cages - this hinders our gamekeepers in their



legal right to operate the traps. Therefore | believe it should be an offence to tamper
with, interfere or sabotage a wildlife trap. The penalties for this should reflect those
relating to the use of spring traps in section 5 of the Bill.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

The proposal to subject wildlife traps that kill instantaneously to unique licence
numbers is disproportionate and likely to result in unintended consequences. | can see
no benefit to this.

Having witnessed trap tampering i would fear that licencing would increase this illegal
activity as individuals who do not agree with the way we manage our moors will see
it as an opportunity to sabotage a licence holder. Having a unique licence number
attached to each trap would provide additional opportunity for sabotage.

| have no issue with training been undertaken and indeed at Auchnafree all
employees using traps have undertaken training as we feel this is best practice. To
note at Auchnafree we keep an electronic copy of each trap and unique location.

It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend a licence because of the
initiation of a police investigation. NatureScot should first have to be satisfied that an
offence in relation to the use of wildlife traps had been committed beyond reasonable
doubt. Police investigations can easily be triggered by malicious or vexatious
allegations.

It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to give NatureScot the power to
decide whether it is ‘appropriate’ to grant a licence. Licences should be granted
unless there is proof beyond reasonable doubt that an offence in relation to the use
of wildlife traps had been committed.

It is my view that licencing would put additional strain on the mental health of
gamekeepers. The fear of malicious accusations would put more strain on
gamekeepers.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

The official wildlife crime record indicates that incidents of raptor persecution in
relation to grouse moor management are now at historically low levels. It is wrong
that grouse moor owners and occupiers are being singled out for a punitive civil
sanctioning regime against that background.

There are already robust measures in place to deter and punish the persecution of



raptors in Scotland.

These include recently strengthened criminal penalties (including unlimited fines and
lengthy prison sentences), the introduction of vicarious liability for landowners and the
option for NatureScot to impose restrictions on the use of general licences.

If licensing is introduced, it would be completely disproportionate, unreasonable
and discriminatory for NatureScot to interfere with the right to shoot grouse for any
reason other than robust evidence that proves beyond reasonable doubt that raptor
crime had been committed on the estate by a relevant person.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

The licensing scheme is unworkable on a practical level and unfairly singles out
grouse moor operators for punitive civil sanctions without justification.

The right to shoot grouse should only be interfered with if there is robust evidence
that proves beyond reasonable doubt that raptor crime had been committed on the
estate by a relevant person.

The Bill gives NatureScot the discretionary power to grant or refuse licences on the
basis of its perception of “appropriateness”. This is a very broad test that could
result in licences being refused for any number of reasons. It cannot be right that
licences are refused on lower grounds than suspension or revocation.

NatureScot'’s licensing team is already overburdened. The discretionary application
procedure proposed is likely to result in inordinate delays.

The Licence Period:

The Bill says licenses may only be granted for a maximum period of 12 months.
Businesses will therefore not know from one year to the next whether they are able
to operate. This uncertainty will severely inhibit their ability to plan for the future, take
on employees and invest in rural Scotland. This will, in turn, disincentivise grouse
shooting and moorland management more broadly, which will have adverse
downstream consequences for the economy and the environment. Grouse moor
management is a long-term investment and the licence duration should reflect this
reality

Modification:

The Bill says licences may be modified by NatureScot at any time, even if there is
no allegation or evidence of wrongdoing against the license holder or person
managing the land. That is unfair, disproportionate and will create uncertainty.
Modification is a penalty, and penalties under the scheme should only be triggered
if there is robust evidence that proves beyond reasonable doubt that raptor crime
had been committed on the estate by a relevant person.



Suspension and Revocation:

The consequences of licence suspension or revocation would be devastating for the
grouse rightsholder, their employees and the wider community. Jobs, homes and
businesses would be lost. It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend
or revoke a licence for behaviour that is not criminal (such as failure to comply with a
condition of the licence or guidance contained in a code of practice).

The only trigger for any adverse licensing decision (be it refusal, modification,
suspension or revocation) should be robust evidence that proves raptor crime had
been committed on the estate by a relevant person beyond reasonable doubt.

The broad definition of relevant offences is discriminatory. It cannot be right for
offences that have no connection to the management of grouse moors to be triggers
for imposing sanctions.

On a one-year licensing system, the difference between suspension and revocation
is academic. It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend a licence
because of the initiation of a police investigation. NatureScot should have to be
satisfied that raptor persecution had been committed by a relevant person beyond
reasonable doubt. Police investigations can easily be triggered by malicious or
vexatious allegations.

Overall, the licensing scheme is discriminatory because it will result in people with
the right to shoot grouse being penalised to a much greater extent than any other
class of people for activities that have no correlation or connection to grouse moor
management and without criminal wrongdoing being proved beyond reasonable
doubt.

Licence should remain valid indefinitely unless ownership of the sporting rights
changes. Otherwise this is going to put a huge amount of pressure on Nature Scot
with no additional benefit. Also if delay in approving licence this could lead to
difficulties with lettings which would adversely affect our ability to operate our
business.

In relation to Auchnafree, | can speak from personal experience regarding
accusations of wildlife crime - in 2019 we were implicated in the disappearance of
two golden eagles (in fact it was only the satellite tags that stopped working). We
were first aware of the issue in May 2019 and it wasn't until 2020 that it was resolved
and we were fully exonerated however under the proposed licencing would this
mean that we would have our licence removed until it was resolved? If this was the
case that would mean that we wouldn't be able to do any lettings for 2 years which
would make our business completely unsustainable. It also demonstrated to us how
easily a malicious accusation could cause so much disruption and financial impact to
our business.

Auchnafree employs two full time gamekeepers which | would not be able to afford if
our licence was removed until proven innocent. This would have a significant impact
on my farming operation as there would be increased vermin such as foxes
predating the livestock. It would have a severely detrimental impact on the flora and
fauna at Auchnafree, particularly ground nesting birds such as the lapwing and
curlew which nest on Auchnafree. The gamekeepers at Auchnafree are not solely
managing the moorland for grouse - we take great pride in the number of red listed
species on Auchnafree and watching them flourish.



The revenue from grouse shooting enables us to provide labour and resources
towards protecting and promoting these species. Removal of the licence and related
revenue stream would mean that we could no long continue to afford to do this.

Through our sheep operation we undertake a robust tick control programme, this is to
benefit the sheep, grouse and indeed all ground nesting birds and fauna. We also
undertake bracken control. This has resulted in a noticeable reduction in tick burdens
on Auchnafree, benefiting wildlife, livestock and reducing the risk to the general public
from Lyme's disease. Revenue from grouse shooting enables us to do this and
removal of our licence would result in a reduction in the amount of tick control we
could afford to do.

Auchnafree has a significant deer population which is damaging the habitat - over
the last few years we have been putting a huge amount of effort into reducing the
deer numbers in order to benefit the habitat. While this also benefits the sheep, one
of the main aims is to promote the red grouse. The cull levels that we need to
undertake come at a high cost to our business - two people are effectively full time
on deer control during the hind season and it is not a profitable enterprise. Again, the
grouse shooting revenue enables us to afford to maintain this effort.

Having to apply for a licence every 12 months with the granting on the licence based
on Nature Scot's perception of "appropriateness” fills me with concern. We took the
sporting back in hand in October 2021 and have invested over £100,000 in the
sporting enterprise in terms of capital investment, taken on 2 full time gamekeepers
and provided an additional part time administration job. If, at the time, the proposed
licencing was in place, | think would it is likely that we would have taken a very
different route as the proposed system doesn't promote any certainty and feels
disproportionately punitive. While i can appreciate that sustainably harvesting red
grouse is not palatable to some parties, it does allow us at Auchnafree to fund
employment, investment in our business, improvements in our biodiversity such as
curlews, lapwings and blackgrouse, reduce tick numbers and improvements in our
habitat to name but a few. It also ensures that we have a community here - if we did
not have a grouse shooting operation, there would be 4 less people on the holding,
which when we only have a community of 11, would be a significant loss.

It is my view that licencing would put additional strain on the mental health of
gamekeepers. The reality is that many holdings would not be able to sustain a
sporting enterprise if their license was removed which would result in gamekeepers
losing their jobs. A malicious accusation which resulted in a license been removed
until proven innocent puts jobs and indeed lives at risk. Suicide rates in gamekeeping
are disproportionally high and | would be deeply concerned that this licencing would
only increase the pressure on those employed in the industry.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

No
Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers

to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

Affording charities statutory powers to investigate any crime sets a dangerous
precedent. There would be a deficit of accountability and oversight of their work.



Scottish SPCA staff are not vetted nor trained to the same standard as police officers,
which could potentially compromise wildlife crime investigations.

Scottish SPCA staff are overt in their expression of partial views (including around
legal land management tools and countryside activities) which could lead to
investigations being tainted by bias.

The partial views of the Scottish SPCA in relation to legal land management tools and
countryside activities has resulted in an erosion of trust and confidence in the charity
among many landowners and land managers.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

No

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

The latest science suggests that muirburn is delivering the best outcomes for
peatland carbon balances, water tables, nutrient content, methane reduction and
wildfire mitigation compared to cutting vegetation and leaving vegetation
unmanaged. Additional regulation has the capacity to detract from these important
benefits.

Muirburn is conducted with absolute professionalism and in accordance with best
practice by the vast majority of grouse moor managers. The provision of training
should be considered as a mechanism for maximising professional standards and
adherence to best practice before further regulation is considered. At Auchnafree,
both our gamekeepers are trained in best practice when undertaking muirburn and |
feel that this is sufficient rather than increasing regulation.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

The definition of peatland is arbitrary and illogical. There is no science to support the
introduction of greater controls on burning where there is peat deeper than 40cm.

The licensing system puts the onus of determining whether the land is
peatland or not peatland on the licence applicant, despite the policy
memorandum acknowledging that Scotland does not currently have soil
mapping data for peat with a depth of 40cm.

NatureScot’s recent review of the evidence on muirburn confirmed that the only way
to measure peat is to use a peat probe. Peat depth can be highly variable across a
small area, meaning it will be impossible for an applicant to determine, with absolute
certainty, whether the land to which the licence relates is peatland (defined as peat
deeper than 40cm) or not peatland.

Probing every inch of ground is practically impossible and would be damaging to the



peat. This approach to licensing could result in responsible people inadvertently
breaking the law.

It also makes the law difficult for NatureScot to enforce in practice. This lack of
certainty makes the licensing system unworkable.

It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to give NatureScot the power to
decide whether it is ‘appropriate’ to grant a licence. Licences should be granted
unless NatureScot has evidence to suggest a crime in relation to muirburn had taken
place beyond reasonable doubt.

It would be illogical, disproportionate and unreasonable to only grant peatland
licences where no other method of vegetation control is available. Other methods of
vegetation control lead to worse outcomes, especially for purposes relating to
preventing or reducing the risk of wildfire. For example, cutting vegetation leaves
behind brash which can dry out in summer months, producing ideal tinder for
smouldering and wildfire ignition. This is counterintuitive to the stated licensable
purpose.

It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend a licence because of the
initiation of a police investigation. NatureScot should have to be satisfied that an
offence in relation to muirburn had been committed beyond reasonable doubt. Police
investigations can easily be triggered by malicious or vexatious allegations.

On Auchnafree, the majority of the moorland is unsuited to heather cutting and
therefore muirburn is the only practicable way to ensure that the fuel load doesn't
build up and increase wildfire risk. Muirburn also benefits our livestock enterprise
and other the other species thriving on our moorland. Wildfires are of particular
concern because not only would a wildfire be extremely environmentally damaging,
it would also mean that we would have to reduce our sheep numbers as there would
be reduced grazing available - this would impact us financially and potentially lead to
reduction in employment.

On Auchnafree we have a significant amount of peatland with a huge variance in
depths. | believe it would be completely impracticable, in some parts of Auchnafree,
to determine, with absolute certainty, that no muirburn would occur on peatland. In
addition there are areas of drained peat on Auchnafree (draining paid for with
government grants many decades ago!). In some of these areas, peat will be deeper
than 40cm but have a significant fuel load that needs managing and muirburn is the
only practicable way to do this.



Badenoch & Strathspey Conservation Group

Badenoch & Strathspey Conservation Group is a voluntary, community group and a
charity. The Group covers the Highland district of Badenoch & Strathspey and the
objectives of the Group are:

to stimulate public interest in, and care for, the beauty, history and character of
Badenoch & Strathspey; to encourage active conservation of the area through wise
use;

to encourage high standards of planning and architecture in harmony with the
environment.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

Glue traps are extremely cruel and also indiscriminate, meaning that non-target
species are trapped too. Their purchase and use should be banned outright.

We consider that the Bill should be worded so as to seek to end inhumane methods
such as glue traps that are used to trap and kill animals.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

Yes

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

We are very concerned at the suffering that is caused by snares. On top of this
they are indiscriminate and there are obvious difficulties in enforcing the regulations
on snaring. For these reasons we strongly recommend that snares should be
banned altogether. We understand that snares are banned in most European
countries.

We are also very concerned at the scale and nature of trapping and killing of wildlife
that is carried out as part of land management for sport. We strongly recommend
that this Bill should introduce further regulation of the use of traps such that the scale
of trapping can be significantly reduced.

We recommend that the Scottish Government should adopt the International
Consensus Principles for Ethical Wildlife Control.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree
Yes

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons



We strongly recommend that animal welfare should be given greater weight and
consideration in the licensing scheme.

We welcome that a statutory training scheme is to be administered by NatureScot
rather than the industry. However, we regard a training refresher only every 10
years as substantially too infrequent and that such a long gap fails to put sufficient
weight on the importance of training and keeping abreast with the law and best
practice.

The requirement to monitor very large numbers of traps should not be a burden on
the public purse. A licence fee needs to be put in place that will fully cover the costs
of administering and running the scheme.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

Yes

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

Management of grouse moors has many environmental implications that concern
us. The extension of constructed tracks and ATV tracks impacts landscapes,
wildlife, the environment, designated wildland and wildness qualities in
undesignated upland areas.

Predator control involves the large scale trapping and killing of wildlife, and can be
indiscriminate and inhumane. On some estates predator control includes the illegal
killing of raptors and it is essential that this Bill puts effective processes in place that
can halt this unacceptable practice that has continued for far too long.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

We welcome the proposed licensing system. However, we consider that the mass
chemical medication of grouse is not justifiable given its potentially far-reaching
impacts, and it should end. We believe that the licence should be held by a named
responsible person in order to avoid any ambiguity as to where responsibility lies
regarding land management practices.

We are concerned that the Bill should ensure that adding other species of birds onto
the licence is straightforward so that the licence system cannot readily be abused.

We consider that the costs of administering and monitoring the licensing system
should not be a drain on the public purse but should be fully met through fees.



Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

Yes

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

Providing the SSPCA with these additional powers would increase capacity to tackle
wildlife crime and increase the investigation into offences involving animal welfare.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

Yes

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

The Scottish Government is spending very substantial sums of public money on
peatland restoration, and such restoration is intended to play a key role in Scotland's
efforts to tackle climate change. Yet, muirburn damages peat and can prevent it from
re-wetting and recovering, resulting in degraded peat emitting, rather than storing
carbon, and thus undermining Scotland's ability to achieve vital climate change
targets.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

We regard the definition of peat at 40cms deep as too high and strongly recommend
that this depth should be reduced to at least 30cms, or that muirburn on peat of any
depth should be stopped.

If restrictions on muirburn are contravened, there need to be meaningful
consequences in place that affect the grouse moor licence.



Belvoir Estate
16,000 acres estate in Leicestershire, mixture of arable and life stock farming with
some tenanted farms.

Commercial shoot, 150 days a year average with small occasioned grouse shoot in
the peak district.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

| have no experience with glue traps therefore | cannot comment.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

All wildlife traps are operated to the highest standards. There is regular training
courses as with so many other things, it is important for all staff to keep to the right
code of conduct.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

There is absolutely no evidence at all that any additional regulations should be used
for wildlife traps. Best practice is all taken place by proper training.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

The wildlife crime record does indicate raptor persecutions tied into Grouse Moore.
Many are now at the lowest levels ever recorded. Grouse Moore owners and
occupiers should not be singled out. Extreme measures are in place to punish the
persecutions of raptors and criminal penalties which include large fines and lengthy
prison sentences. If licensing is introduced it would be totally unreasonable for
natures scot to interfere for the rights to shoot grouse.



Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

In no way do | agree and it is morally wrong to propose any licensing system for the
land that is being cared for, shot over and looked after by private land owners.

It is proved beyond doubt that so many private land owners have secure wildlife
outside grouse shooting for the future of sport. If these land owners walk away
from all this, the moorlands and beautiful hills of Scotland would be desilt in only
a few years.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

No

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

| do not think that SPCA staff are trained to the same standard as police officers and
will undoubtedly cause problems in wildlife crime investigations. As far as SPCA are
concerned the land managers tools and country side action has now lost all trust
between land owners and managers.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

No

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

| am totally informed that Muirburn is definitely the right outcome for peat land carbon
balances, methane reductions and wild fire mitigation and this is completely to leaving
vegetation unmanaged.

Muirburn has total professionalism in all that it does and in accordance with best
practice by majority of grouse moore managers.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn



No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

There is nothing to prove that there should be greater controls on burning where the
peaty is deeper than 50cm. The license suggestion puts on a very much
complicated angle to whether land is peat land or not peat land and that is where
putting it on a license application, nature scot particularly does not currently have
correct mapping data for the peat of 50cm. Nature scot measures the peat depth
using a peat probe. The depth of the peat is high value across a small area which
means it will be impossible to determine whether land in which licensing relates to is
peat or not peak land. Probing all this land is practically impossible and may even be
damaging to the peat and with the licensing system it could be that various
individuals might be breaking law. | cant see how it's possible that nature scot can
enforce this practice - therefore, in my view licensing is unworkable.



BH Sporting Itd
Business manage multiple sporting estates /Grouse moors across the UK.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

no experience.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

There is no evidence that additional regulation on the use of wildlife traps is
necessary. It would be possible to maximise adherence to best practice and reduce
the probability of non- target catch through the provision of training alone.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

The sector has adapted hugely over the last number of years and Moorland managers
are some of the most highly trained employees across the agriculture sector.

Interference with the new unique licence numbers by parties with agendas is a cause
for concern and is the obvious way of sabotaging a licence holder. if this is actioned
provision must be made to make tampering, interfering and sabotaging a wildlife trap
an offence with penalties reflecting those in section 5 of the Bill.

It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to modify, suspend or revoke a
licence for any crime other than those relating to the use of wildlife traps. It would be
unfair and illogical to impose penalties under a trap licensing scheme for alleged
offences that have no connection to the use of wildlife traps.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.



The official wildlife crime record indicates that incidents of raptor persecution in
relation to grouse moor management are now at historically low levels. It is wrong
that grouse moor owners and occupiers are being singled out for a punitive civil
sanctioning regime against that background.

Current measures in place to deter and punish the persecution of raptors in
Scotland have recently been reviewed with higher criminal penalties and the
introduction of vicarious liability for landowners and also the option for NatureScot
to impose restrictions on the use of general licences, all these act as huge
deterrents.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

The licensing scheme is unworkable on a practical level and unfairly singles out
grouse moor operators for punitive civil sanctions without justification.

The Bill gives NatureScot the discretionary power to grant or refuse licences on the
basis of its perception of “appropriateness”. This is a very broad test that could
result in licences being refused for any number of reasons. It cannot be right that
licences are refused on lower grounds than suspension or revocation.

The only trigger for any adverse licensing decision (be it refusal, modification,
suspension or revocation) should be robust evidence that proves raptor crime had
been committed on the estate by a relevant person beyond reasonable doubt.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

No
Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers

to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

The partial views of the Scottish SPCA in relation to legal land management tools and
countryside activities has resulted in an erosion of trust and confidence in the charity
among many landowners and land managers.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

No

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

The latest science suggests that muirburn is delivering the best outcomes for



peatland carbon balances, water tables, nutrient content, methane reduction and
wildfire mitigation compared to cutting vegetation and leaving vegetation
unmanaged. Additional regulation has the capacity to detract from these important
benefits.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

It would be illogical, disproportionate and unreasonable to only grant peatland
licences where no other method of vegetation control is available. Other methods of
vegetation control lead to worse outcomes, especially for purposes relating to
preventing or reducing the risk of wildfire. For example, cutting vegetation leaves
behind brash which can dry out in summer months, producing ideal tinder for
smouldering and wildfire ignition. This is counterintuitive to the stated licensable
purpose. As we are practically finding out in England.



Black Mountain Farms
Sheep farming and sporting estate

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

No experience and cannot comment

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

Operators of wildlife traps already operate to high professional standards, with many
practitioners undertaking training on a voluntary basis.

There is no evidence that additional regulation on the use of wildlife traps is
necessary. It would be possible to maximise adherence to best practice and reduce
the probability of non- target catch through the provision of training alone.

It should be an offence to tamper with, interfere or sabotage a wildlife trap. The
penalties for this should reflect those relating to the use of spring traps in section 5 of
the Bill.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

Unique Licence Numbers:

The proposal to subject wildlife traps that kill instantaneously to unique licence
numbers is disproportionate and likely to result in unintended consequences. Unique
licence numbers should only be applied to live capture traps where there are
heightened animal welfare considerations.

Interference with unique licence numbers by parties with vexatious agendas is a
cause for real concern and is the obvious way of sabotaging a licence holder.
Provision must be made to made to make tampering, interfering and sabotaging a
wildlife trap an offence with penalties reflecting those in section 5 of the Bill.



Modification, Suspension and Revocation:

It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to modify, suspend or revoke a
licence for any crime other than those relating to the use of wildlife traps. It would be
unfair and illogical to impose penalties under a trap licensing scheme for alleged
offences that have no connection to the use of wildlife traps.

It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend a licence because of the
initiation of a police investigation. NatureScot should first have to be satisfied that an
offence in relation to the use of wildlife traps had been committed beyond reasonable
doubt. Police investigations can easily be triggered by malicious or vexatious
allegations.

Application:

It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to give NatureScot the power to
decide whether it is ‘appropriate’ to grant a licence. Licences should be granted
unless there is proof beyond reasonable doubt that an offence in relation to the use
of wildlife traps had been committed

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

The official wildlife crime record indicates that incidents of raptor persecution in
relation to grouse moor management are now at historically low levels. It is wrong
that grouse moor owners and occupiers are being singled out for a punitive civil
sanctioning regime against that background.

There are already robust measures in place to deter and punish the persecution of
raptors in Scotland. These include recently strengthened criminal penalties
(including unlimited fines and lengthy prison sentences), the introduction of vicarious
liability for landowners and the option for NatureScot to impose restrictions on the
use of general licences.

If licensing is introduced, it would be completely disproportionate, unreasonable
and discriminatory for NatureScot to interfere with the right to shoot grouse for any
reason other than robust evidence that proves beyond reasonable doubt that raptor
crime had been committed on the estate by a relevant person.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot

red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.



The licensing scheme is unworkable on a practical level and unfairly singles out
grouse moor operators for punitive civil sanctions without justification.

Application:

The right to shoot grouse should only be interfered with if there is robust evidence
that proves beyond reasonable doubt that raptor crime had been committed on the
estate by a relevant person.

The Bill gives NatureScot the discretionary power to grant or refuse licences on the
basis of its perception of “appropriateness”. This is a very broad test that could
result in licences being refused for any number of reasons. It cannot be right that
licences are refused on lower grounds than suspension or revocation.

NatureScot'’s licensing team is already overburdened. The discretionary application
procedure proposed is likely to result in inordinate delays.

The Licence Period:

The Bill says licenses may only be granted for a maximum period of 12 months.
Businesses will therefore not know from one year to the next whether they are able
to operate. This uncertainty will severely inhibit their ability to plan for the future, take
on employees and invest in rural Scotland.

This will, in turn, disincentivise grouse shooting and moorland management more
broadly, which will have adverse downstream consequences for the economy and the
environment. Grouse moor management is a long-term investment and the licence
duration should reflect this reality

Modification:

The Bill says licences may be modified by NatureScot at any time, even if there is
no allegation or evidence of wrongdoing against the license holder or person
managing the land. That is unfair, disproportionate and will create uncertainty.
Modification is a penalty, and penalties under the scheme should only be triggered
if there is robust evidence that proves beyond reasonable doubt that raptor crime
had been committed on the estate by a relevant person.

Suspension and Revocation:

The consequences of licence suspension or revocation would be devastating for the
grouse rightsholder, their employees and the wider community. Jobs, homes and
businesses would be lost. It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to
suspend or revoke a licence for behaviour that is not criminal (such as failure to
comply with a condition of the licence or guidance contained in a code of practice).

The only trigger for any adverse licensing decision (be it refusal, modification,
suspension or revocation) should be robust evidence that proves raptor crime had
been committed on the estate by a relevant person beyond reasonable doubt.



The broad definition of relevant offences is discriminatory. It cannot be right for
offences that have no connection to the management of grouse moors to be triggers
for imposing sanctions.

On a one-year licensing system, the difference between suspension and revocation
is academic. It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend a licence
because of the initiation of a police investigation. NatureScot should have to be
satisfied that raptor persecution had been committed by a relevant person beyond
reasonable doubt. Police investigations can easily be triggered by malicious or
vexatious allegations.

Overall, the licensing scheme is discriminatory because it will result in people with
the right to shoot grouse being penalised to a much greater extent than any other
class of people for activities that have no correlation or connection to grouse moor
management and without criminal wrongdoing being proved beyond reasonable
doubt.

The consequence of a licence refusal, suspension or revocation could mean a
reduction in the investment in the property and local economy, which is currently
considerable and supports 7 full time employees and their families. In this part of
Scotland, many rural businesses rely on the direct- business from farms and
estates and a loss of licence will have far reaching implications, which cannot be
replicated by other land uses.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

No

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

Affording charities statutory powers to investigate any crime sets a dangerous
precedent. There would be a deficit of accountability and oversight of their work.

Scottish SPCA staff are not vetted nor trained to the same standard as police officers,
which could potentially compromise wildlife crime investigations.

Scottish SPCA staff are overt in their expression of partial views (including around
legal land management tools and countryside activities) which could lead to
investigations being tainted by bias.

The partial views of the Scottish SPCA in relation to legal land management tools
and countryside activities has resulted in an erosion of trust and confidence in the
charity among many landowners and land managers.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

No



Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

The latest science suggests that muirburn is delivering the best outcomes for
peatland carbon balances, water tables, nutrient content, methane reduction and
wildfire mitigation compared to cutting vegetation and leaving vegetation
unmanaged. Additional regulation has the capacity to detract from these important
benefits.

Muirburn is conducted with absolute professionalism and in accordance with best
practice by the vast majority of grouse moor managers. The provision of training
should be considered as a mechanism for maximising professional standards and
adherence to best practice before further regulation is considered.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

The definition of peatland is arbitrary and illogical. There is no science to support the
introduction of greater controls on burning where there is peat deeper than 40cm.

The licensing system puts the onus of determining whether the land is
peatland or not peatland on the licence applicant, despite the policy
memorandum acknowledging that Scotland does not currently have soil
mapping data for peat with a depth of 40cm.

NatureScot’s recent review of the evidence on muirburn confirmed that the only way
to measure peat is to use a peat probe. Peat depth can be highly variable across a
small area, meaning it will be impossible for an applicant to determine, with absolute
certainty, whether the land to which the licence relates is peatland (defined as peat
deeper than 40cm) or not peatland.

Probing every inch of ground is practically impossible and would be damaging to the
peat. This approach to licensing could result in responsible people inadvertently
breaking the law. It also makes the law difficult for NatureScot to enforce in practice.
This lack of certainty makes the licensing system unworkable.

It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to give NatureScot the power to
decide whether it is ‘appropriate’ to grant a licence. Licences should be granted
unless NatureScot has evidence to suggest a crime in relation to muirburn had taken
place beyond reasonable doubt.

It would be illogical, disproportionate and unreasonable to only grant peatland
licences where no other method of vegetation control is available. Other methods of
vegetation control lead to worse outcomes, especially for purposes relating to
preventing or reducing the risk of wildfire. For example, cutting vegetation leaves
behind brash which can dry out in summer months, producing ideal tinder for
smouldering and wildfire ignition. This is counterintuitive to the stated licensable
purpose.



It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend a licence because of the
initiation of a police investigation. NatureScot should have to be satisfied that an
offence in relation to muirburn had been committed beyond reasonable doubt. Police
investigations can easily be triggered by malicious or vexatious allegations.



British Association for Shooting and Conservation

Glue traps

Q1. Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use, possession and purchase
of glue traps (sections 1-3)?

BASC does not have a view on the purchase, possession and use of glue traps to
trap mice and rats as this is outside our remit.

Wildlife traps

Q2. Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps?

Answer: NO

Firstly, there is no need for additional training and accreditation for trap operators
but there is shooting sector recognition that there is inconsistency in current
legislation for trapping and snaring. All snare operators require to be trained and
accredited already. All those using live capture traps for birds (Larsen traps and
crow cage traps) need to be registered. All those who currently operate snares and
live capture traps would welcome a single identification number.

BASC notes that recently approved spring traps (added to relevant STAOs) which
meet Agreement on International Humane Trapping Standards (AIHTS) for stoats
(as such these are the most commonly used traps on Grouse moors) meet strict
efficacy standards, which largely result from their design as opposed to needing
operator expertise (beyond following the manufacturer’s instructions).

Thirdly, BASC notes that following the Wildlife and Natural Environment (Scotland)
in 2011, when training and accreditation for snare use was introduced in Scotland,
over 3,000 people put themselves forward for training. They did so because they
were legally obliged to do so and expected that this would ensure that snaring
would remain as a wildlife management tool for the future. The current
consideration by Ministers that snaring could be banned shows that training and
accreditation is no guarantee for future use. Likewise, BASC does not see the
imposition of further training and accreditation as being any guarantee of the future
availability of these essential wildlife management tools.

BASC also recognises that many people may only use one type of trap — such as
a Larsen trap or mole traps — so training and accreditation, if introduced, would be
complicated and have to be designed and delivered to cover an individual’s needs
rather than all eventualities. BASC is also very concerned around potentially
serious and unintended consequences as a result of the introduction of
requirements for compulsory training and registration for all trap use ‘except for
traps that are used or intended to be used to capture mammals in indoor settings’.
This would act as a barrier to the use of humane and efficient traps by many people.
For example, an ‘untrained non-accredited’ householder who needed to deal with
rats in a garden setting would not be able to use a trap (a preferred option in the
hierarchy within the stewardship regime for rodenticide use). Such individuals



would then need to use rodenticides products as a first option’ with all the
associated risks. This cannot be in the public interest.

e In terms of specific provision, BASC is concerned about the ‘appropriateness’-test
set out in section 12C(1)(b) of the Bill. Appropriateness is not defined in the Bill
and this provision seems to grant the relevant authority unlimited discretion in the
application process. There are no safeguards against arbitrary decision-making.
This goes against the general principles of fairness and leaves people who rely on
this licence to exercise their profession at the mercy of a public authority with
unfettered decision-making powers.

e Section 12D(1)(c) of the Bill, which allows a relevant authority to suspend a licence
even though they are not satisfied the licence holder has committed a relevant
offence, merely based on the existence of an official investigation is wholly
unacceptable and unworkable. Such a far-reaching provision is unreasonable and
disproportionate and violates fair trial guarantees set out in Article 6 of the
European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) as well as property rights set out
in Article 1 of the First Protocol of the ECHR in case a licence holders relies on the
licence to exercise their occupation or profession.

Q3. Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain
wildlife traps (sections 4-5)?

e Answer: NO

e There are potentially serious and unintended consequences as a result of the
introduction of requirements for compulsory training and registration for all trap
use.

e There is a recognition that many people may only use one type of trap, such as
a Larsen traps, so training and accreditation would be complicated and have to
be designed and delivered to cover an individual's needs rather than all
eventualities.

e This licensing proposal places additional financial burdens on the shooting
sector, through additional fees.

Licensing scheme for land used to shoot red grouse

Q4. Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse?

e Answer: NO

e Wildlife crime does not exclusively occur on grouse moors. Therefore, under
the principle of the equal application of the law, the revocation of a licence under
the circumstances outlined above is disproportionate. Licence holders, in this
instance, are subjected to tougher civil sanctions than others, for example,
farmers or crofters.

e Wildlife crime in Scotland is already penalised by criminal law, as well as
NatureScot’s ability to revoke general licence. There is no substantial evidence
available to suggest there are higher levels of wildlife crime on land managed
for grouse shooting than elsewhere.

e Attempting to link wildlife crime solely to grouse moor management would be
disproportionate and illogical. The Werritty review focused on the illegal killing



of golden eagle, hen harrier and peregrine, and this consultation’s scope has
gone beyond this for no apparent reason. It includes as relevant offences for
example badger baiting under the Protection of Badgers Act 1992 or offences
under the Hunting with Dogs (Scotland) Act 2023 which have no reasonable
link to grouse moor management. BASC considers this to be unreasonable and
disproportionate.

BASC believes the current provisions and penalties under various pieces of
legislation act as robust deterrents against wildlife crime. Wildlife crime in
Scotland is already penalised by criminal law, as well as NatureScot’s ability to
revoke general licences. Vicarious liability was introduced by the Wildlife and
Natural Environment (Scotland) Act 2011. Similarly, the introduction of the
Animals and Wildlife (Penalties, Protections and Powers) (Scotland) Act 2020
saw increases the maximum penalty for the most serious animal welfare and
wildlife crimes to five years imprisonment and unlimited fines.

A fixation on the location of an alleged wildlife crime is nonsensical, especially
due to the right of responsible access to the Scottish countryside. A real risk of
sabotage by those who oppose shooting, with public access to land exists. This
extends the scope of the licensing scheme beyond the policy aim of addressing
raptor persecution.

Q5. Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to
shoot red grouse (sections 6-7)?

Answer: NO

In summary:

The right to shoot grouse in inherent to landownership which is protected under
the European Convention of Human Rights and BASC believes that
unnecessary and disproportionate restrictions, such as the proposed licencing
scheme, infringes on guarantees under the ECHR.

Fundamentally, the civil burden of proof is unacceptable for the Scottish
Government’s proposals.

The granting of licences must not be predicated on the principle of unfettered
discretion. All applicants, who possess the sporting rights, should be able to
obtain a licence from the outset.

Crucially, should a licence be suspended or revoked, losing the right to shoot
grouse not only results in the immediate financial loss for the licence holder, but
it has far-reaching consequences, such as loss of rural employment.

It is therefore crucial that any such action is based on reasonable and
proportionate requirements and subject to a robust appeals process that allows
for a timely determination of the situation in view of the seasonality of shooting
seasons.

A provision that allows NRW to suspend a licence based on the mere existence
of an investigation, even though NRW are not satisfied that licence holder has
committed or knowingly caused or permitted an offence is wholly unacceptable.
This provision is unreasonable and disproportionate and constitutes a clear



violation of protection of property as well as fair trial guarantees under the
ECHR.

Issues with licensing

Birds being added to Part 1B through secondary legislation is unacceptable, as
effectively any bird species could be added without effective parliamentary
scrutiny and without the degree of consultation that has already centred around
red grouse. Secondary legislation is to be introduced through the affirmative
procedure, which is deficient as a method of introduction on two fronts. Firstly,
it lacks the necessary degree of parliamentary scrutiny which BASC believes is
necessary for potentially adding other species of gamebird given the collateral
damage that could be inflicted on Scotland rural economy, the environment and
livelihoods in a financial sense. Secondly, it does not offer the appropriate level
of consultation which would be expected by the sector ahead of such an
addition. According to data from the Value of Shooting survey 2014, game
shooting provides around £200 million a year to the Scottish economy as well
as £35 million to environmental management. Any restrictions of these activities
require a thorough analysis of their economic and environmental impacts and
should not be made on a political or emotive whim.

The renewal or granting of a licence for 1 year, is unworkable, due to unforgiving
timescales. This gives little confidence to the rural sector for investing in grouse
shoots and therefore risks effective grouse moor management, including
economic and environmental benefits associated with this activity. Grouse
moor management relies on front loaded investment including employment of
staff. Affording NatureScot the autonomous and unfettered discretion to
determine whether or not itis ‘appropriate’ to grant a licence on an annual basis,
provides no confidence or certainty for the land management sector and as
such, may act as a deterrence to application, resulting in the dereliction of well-
managed grouse moors. BASC considers this to be unreasonable and
disproportionate. What is more, neither the impact of such annual licences, not
the further remit of the Bill seems to have been submitted to an appropriate and
robust Business and Regulatory Impact Assessment.

In effect, NatureScot can modify or amend a licence, at any time, by imposing
conditions, such adding in a requirement to report information about activities.
BASC believes this is disproportionate and potentially unworkable if the
conditions change beyond reasonable means. Any such decisions would
require the affected party to be heard and present their case in reasonable
manner and reasonable timescale considering the seasonality of live quarry
shooting.

Licences should be granted as a matter of course subject to the applicant being
able to stipulate the licence holder's name and identify the landholding to which
the licence relates. As per the Bill, it currently stands that NatureScot, will issue
a licence subject to them being satisfied it is ‘appropriate’. Appropriateness is
not defined in the Bill and this provision seems to grant the relevant authority
unlimited discretion in the application process. There are no safeguards against
arbitrary decision-making. This goes against the general principles of fairness
and leaves people who rely on this licence to exercise their profession at the
mercy of a public authority with unfettered decision-making powers

A licence holder adhering to a code of practice should have no bearing on the
purpose of this licensing scheme, which is ultimately to address the persecution
of raptors. BASC do not believe this is fair or proportionate. The current Bill
goes far beyond the policy aims.

The Scottish Government state that NatureScot will be able to revoke or



suspend a licence if a licence holder fails to ensure compliance with the code
of practice. BASC believe that this results in an unequal application of the law,
because the revocation or suspension of a licence due to a breach of a code of
practice does not relate to the Scottish Government’s aim of addressing raptor
persecution. It is wholly inconsistent with wider policy aims and disproportionate
in the application of the law on certain groups, i.e., the licence holder.

¢ NatureScot will be able to revoke or suspend a licence if the licence holder
there is an official investigation, even if they are not satisfied that a relevant
offence has been committed. This is totally inconsistent with the principle of
equality before the law and as mentioned above infringes property rights as well
as the right to a fair trial guaranteed under the ECHR.

e Given the severity of the consequences, licences should only be suspended if
a licence holder was successfully prosecuted. There must be a recognition that
the risk of sabotage by those who disagree with shooting and conservation is
exceptionally high and widespread. Saboteurs have more chance of success if
the civil standard of proof is applied.

e BASC considers that if the Bill will be implemented into law in its current form,
it will be unlawful and end up in court.

Concerns over ECHR

e The decision to license grouse shooting is incompatible with the ECHR. The
proposed licensing scheme would interfere with the protection of property and
private life and its application infringes fair trial guarantees and could be
considered discriminatory.

e The licensing scheme, therefore, violates rights that are protected by the
European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR) under Articles 6, 14 and Article
1 of the First Protocol.

e Such infringement is only legally permissible if they follow a legitimate aim, if
the infringement is necessary in a democratic society. The public authority must
further always choose the least intrusive measure necessary to reach the
legitimate aim. BASC does not believe that these requirements are fulfilled with
the current proposal, as it goes far beyond what the Werritty report suggested
and seems to be driven by a political motivation to restrict shooting, which in
itself is not a legitimate aim.

e The convention rights that are of particular importance in this context are Article
1 of the First Protocol (protection of property); Article 14 (prohibition of
discrimination) and Article 6 (right to a fair trial).

e Article 1 of the First Protocol of the ECHR states that:

e Every natural or legal person is entitled to the peaceful enjoyment of their
possessions.

e No one shall be deprived of their possessions (‘deprivation of property’)
except in the public interest and subject to the conditions provided for by
law and by the general principles of international law.

o States are entitled to control the use of property (‘control of use’) in
accordance with the general interest, by enforcing such laws as they
deem necessary for the purpose.

e BASC does not believe that the far-reaching licence proposal that can trigger
the suspension of a license merely on the basis of an official investigation when
indeed the relevant authority is not satisfied that the licence holder did commit
or knowingly cause or permit a relevant offence neither , is fair, proportionate
or strikes a fair balance between the interests of the rightsholder and the
general public.

e Article 14 prohibits discrimination in relation to other rights and freedoms



guaranteed by the ECHR, including the above-mentioned Article 1 of the First
Protocol. The protection applies to any ground “such as sex, race, colour,
language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social origin,
association with a national minority, property, birth or other status”. People who
partake in grouse shooting have a personal characteristic and status that falls
within scope of Article 14. The licensing scheme proposed would have the
effect of a group of people suffering an additional punitive sanction that does
not apply to others who are alleged to have committed the same crime.

It is our opinion, that the proposal in relation to the licencing framework, its
proceedings and the fact that sanctions can be imposed on the basis of the civil
standard of proof violates both the criminal and civil limb of Article 6 ECHR,
which makes the proposal wholly unlawful.

The proposal is trying to reframe a clearly criminal issue, i.e. the illegal killing
of raptors into a civil framework by covering it in a regulatory licencing
framework. However, this does not mean that that the fair trial guarantees set
out in Article 6 ECHR, which provide an absolute right to everyone, are not
applicable.

Whether the civil or criminal burden of proof applies depends to a degree on
whether the sanctions imposed amount to a 'criminal' charge. If that is the case
the lowering of the burden of proof could be interpreted as a violation of the
principle of in dubio pro reo. The term 'criminal charge' has an autonomous
meaning under the ECHR (Blokhin v Russia). A proceeding which could end in
the withdrawal of a licence could be considered a charge withing the
autonomous meaning of the term (Zaichenko v Russia App no 39660/02 (ECHR
18 February 2010, Schmid-Laffer v Switzerland App no 41269/08 (ECHR 16
June 2015)). Whether a charge is criminal in nature is again decided
autonomously and the fact that domestic law classifies certain activities as
'regulatory' rather than criminal, does not mean that they don't fall under
criminal limb of Article 6 ECHR (Ozturk v Germany App no 8544/79 (ECHR 23
October 1984)). The applicability of the criminal limb follows the criteria outlined
int Engel et al v the Netherlands App no 5100/71; 5101/71; 5102/71; 5354/72;
5370/72 (8 June 1976): 1 classification under domestic law, 2. nature of
offence, severity of the penalty that the person can occur. The first criterion is
only decisive if domestic law classes the activity as a criminal offence,
otherwise the court will look at the next two criteria which do not apply
cumulatively but alternatively.

In any case, even if 6(2) does not apply, for the reasons set out above, the
ECtHR held that in comparably cases that (civil liability for compensation for
third party who was not convicted of criminal offence) that the principles
developed under the case law to Article 6(2) are still of relevance and that even
civil proceedings need to be conducted in line with this provision. (Kozemiakina
v Lithuania App no 231/15 (2 October 2018).

What is more, Article 6(1) states that in determination of their civil rights and
obligations everyone is entitled to a fair and public hearing withing a reasonable
time by an independent and impartial tribunal created in law. If NatureScot can
act as judge, jury and executioner on the issue of potential suspension and
revocation of grouse shooting licences, which could de facto mean significant
financial implications, this right is clearly violated.

Article 6(1) could further be violated as the principle of 'equality of arms' which
is inherent to a fair trial under this provision is not guaranteed in the suggested
process. The principle requires that each party must be afforded a reasonable
opportunity to present their case, including their evidence, under conditions that
do not place them at a substantial disadvantage against the other party (Kress
v France App no 39594/98 (ECHR 7 June 2001). In the present situation the



government is implementing a new licencing scheme for grouse shooting which
imposes sanctions based on a civil burden of proof on the basis that the illegal
killing of raptors is notoriously difficult prove in a criminal trial. However, for a
licensee who potentially faces these sanctions, who does not have any of the
investigatory powers a public authority has in its armament, it would be even
more difficult to disprove the occurrence of a criminal offence. In this respect,
there is certainly no equality of arms between NatureScot with statutory law
enforcement powers.

e Furthermore, a licence suspension, which could be imposed without the
relevant authority being satisfied that licence holder has committed and offence
(not even to the civil standard of proof), is wholly disproportionate and in clear
violation of ECHR rights. The licence holder’s livelihood as well as that of his
employees will be put at risk without any safeguards and without them having
any reasonable opportunity to present their case.

e The current appeals process does not mitigate this sufficiently, unless it allows
for the licenced activity to continue pending the appeals process.

e The licencing framework which is based on strict liability without provision for a
defence based on a civil burden of proof, therefore violates a potential
licensee's absolute right to a fair trial provided by Article 6 ECHR.

Additional powers to investigate wildlife crime

Q6. Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)?

e Answer: NO

e The Scottish SPCA already have substantial powers at their disposal.

e There are concerns about the SSPCA’s capacity to be impartial, and such
powers should be retained by statutory bodies — not charities.

Licensing scheme for muirburn
Q7. Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation for muirburn?

e Answer: NO
In summary

e Muirburn provides a mosaic landscape which supports rich biodiversity, in both
the context of flora and fauna. This important land management tool supports
many bird species, such as lapwing, curlew, golden plover etc.

e Burning vegetation in the uplands is an essential tool for both grouse moor
management, management for livestock grazing and in wildfire management
and mitigation. Whilst it can increase biodiversity and carbon sequestration, we
recognise that the appropriate management is ultimately site dependent.

e Muirburn removes old surface vegetation and does not burn peat. Peat, exists
below the surface, covered by heather or other vegetation. Muirburn is a
managed and controlled burn that does not penetrate the surface. Instead,
muirburn uses a ‘cool burn’ whereby vegetation above the ground is burned but
the subsurface is not affected. Burning at different times of the year is also
important. Muirburn season is during the winter, when the ground is wetter,
there are fewer people around and no nesting birds.

e Peat formation benefits from muirburn occurring every 10 years, especially
through the development of sphagnum moss and other plant species which all
drive peatland growth and restoration.



Muirburn also is recognised as an important tool in managing wildfires. An
uncontrolled wildfire will burn drier peat, impact on human health through
particulate in the air and poses a significant risk for designated key feature
species.

An uncontrolled wildfire will burn drier peat, can impact on human health
through particulate in the air and has huge risks for designated key feature
species. Research between 2013 and 2020 highlights the importance of
prescribed burning for the management of our peatlands. Under the right
circumstances, controlled burns sequestrate carbon, offering a nature-based
solution to our climate change emergency.

Wildfires are increasing with intensity, frequency and ferocity across the UK and
Europe. Scottish Fire and Rescue recognise the importance of muirburn in
preventing, reducing and tackling wildfires. Similarly, NatureScot also
recognised this point, given muirburn can reduce wildfire intensity due to
‘structural alterations to fuel load’.

The Scottish Government recognise the importance of muirburn in preventing,
reducing, and tackling wildfires and BASC believes the nature of this licensing
scheme proposals do not serve this policy aim well.

BASC would further highlight, that the above statements regarding ECHR
violations of licencing decisions that are based on mere official investigations
apply likewise to the muirburn licence. BASC therefore considers the Bill in its
entirety to be unlawful.

Supportive evidence for importance of muirburn

Research between 2013 and 2020 highlights the importance of prescribed
burning for the management of our peatlands. Under the right circumstances,
controlled burns sequestrate carbon, offering a nature-based solution to our
climate change emergency.

Muirburn also is recognised as an important tool in managing wildfires. An
uncontrolled wildfire will burn drier peat, impact on human health through
particulate in the air and poses a significant risk for designated key feature
species.

Heinemeyer, A. & Ashby, M. A. (2021) expresses the need to retain prescribed
burning as a management tool as it can be highly beneficial in management
wildfires and habitats. The 2018 Saddleworth Moor wildfire significantly
contributed to toxic air quality. The lack of managed burning on the area was
heavily criticised. Liverpool University’s Professor Rob Marrs said: “Leaving the
land alone causes much more damage than controlled burning because there's
more heather to burn so it gets hotter and spreads to the peat, which in turn
spreads the fire.”

Sanderson, R., Newton, S. and Selvidge, J. (2020) found that habitat mosaics
can increase invertebrate diversity and abundance however this study
highlights the potential negative impacts of burning including peat erosion and
contamination of drinking supplies. They conclude by recommending cutting as
the primary management technique used to maximise benefits for invertebrates
and wildlife that rely on invertebrate communities.

Ongoing peatland research at the University of York’s Stockholm Environment
Institute indicates a balance between mowing, burning and unmanaged areas
might be the best approach to managing peatlands in upland areas. In July
2020, Dr Andreas Heinemeyer said: “When we burn, we do pollute the air, but
we also lock away some of the carbon for a very long time in the form of



charcoal. Mowing, by contrast, leaves a huge amount of biomass which
generally nearly all decomposes and releases carbon dioxide into the
atmosphere.”

Many benefits arise due to the application of muirburn, for biodiversity, carbon
sequestration and peat generation. Chapman, S., Hester, A., Irvine, J. and
Pakeman, R. (2017) stated the main factor affecting the rate of carbon
sequestration post-muirburn is the nature of the recovering vegetation and
whether it is grazed or not. Carbon sequestration post-muirburn will mainly be
down to heather (or grass) regrowth in the short term. There is a consensus
that Sphagnum mosses will aid it in the longer term; Sphagnum survives “cool”
burns well and some experiments suggest that it benefits from rotational
burning.

In a 2018 paper, “Effects of rotational prescribed burning and sheep grazing on
moorland plant communities: Results from a 60-year intervention experiment"”
by Milligan, Rose, O'Reilly and Marrs, sphagnum moss and cotton grass
abundance were both highest where six rotational burns had been carried out.
Fundamentally, sphagnum moss is the building block of peatland formation.
The study used an index of biodiversity which that showed that areas that had
been burned six times (over 60 years) had the highest biodiversity, and the
least biodiversity was seen in the areas only burnt once. The Scottish
Government recognised this its latest Biodiversity Strategy consultation. They
stated that by 2045, grouse moor management will still be contributing to high
standards of sustainable land use, an endorsement of the good practice that
take place in our uplands.

Although the evidence base on burning is mixed, it can be noted that since
2014, the vast proportion of credible research has shown that burning can have
site specific benefits.

Q8. Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-

19)?

Answer: NO

The usage of the ‘40cm’ arbitrary peatland depth figure lacks scientific
reasoning since peatland itself is not burned during muirburn.

It would be unfeasible and impractical for land managers to be expected to
measure peat depth across their land as part of a licensing regime, in order to
establish the depth of peatland to determine whether burning could take place.
The powers to suspend or revoke a muirburn licence under the civil burden of
proof is unacceptable.

In order for a licence to be granted, it would require the applicant to state
whether the landholding is peatland or non-peatland. BASC believe it would be
impossible to state, with a high degree of certainty, whether the applicants’
landholding is either peatland or non-peatland.

The burden to the applicant, both financially and logistically, of satisfying
different licensable purposes depending on whether the muirburn is to be
carried out on peatland (defined as land with peat deeper than 40cm) or non-
peatland is unreasonable.

BASC believes that the peat depth and muirburn activities are incongruent
when developing a robust licensing scheme. ltis likely that a licence holder may
legally challenge the revocation or suspension of a muirburn licence because



of the flawed licensing scheme. BASC believes the latest scientific research
should shape the licensing scheme, should it be implemented.

The Scottish Government state that NatureScot will have to be satisfied that no
other method of vegetation control is available before issuing licences in
relation to peatland, which BASC believes is illogical, because other methods
of vegetation control as not as effective as muirburn, particularly when
mitigating against wildfire risks.

It is unacceptable and unreasonable that the Scottish Government say a
muirburn licence may be suspended or revoked if there is an official
investigation or proceedings in relation to an offence. The fact that a licence
can be suspended or revoked on NatureScot being satisfied on the balance of
probabilities, that an offence had taken place is extremely alarming. BASC
believes that this is wholly inappropriate, unfair and is of the opinion that it is
the unequal application of the law.



British Moorlands Ltd

British Moorlands has a 20 year record of managing moorland in Scotland for
various owners with special emphasis on conservation of upland birds. The
income from grouse shooting and falconry is used for improving the conservation of
other upland birds such as Curlew, Lapwing, Golden Plover and Oystercatcher.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

Glue traps are for indoor control of rats and mice, not for use on moorland

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

These are already strictly regulated

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

All of this is already regulated or covered by codes of best practice. Predator
control is valuable to wildlife but expensive to provide. Extra regulatory
burdens would lead to less predator control and more loss of wildlife such as rare
waders.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

Increased regulation would mean extra time and cost for training already
experienced operators, applying for licences etc Due to climate change disrupting
their breeding success there has been very little income from grouse shooting in
recent years and any additional regulatory cost would cause many landowners to
look for more viable land use. Commercial forestry would be the main alternative
and this would deprive our rare wader species of the open moorland which they
need for nesting, and control of their predators by gamekeepers which science has



shown to be essential.

Moorland management for grouse costs at least £40 per hectare per annum and
no other upland activity employs as many full time jobs per unit area. This input
plus the tourism income from grouse shooters sustains remote rural communities.
It's much too valuable to risk losing it !

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

This would be seen as an attack on a small minority which has suffered enough
abuse on social media from people who have little knowledge of rural life and
oppose anything that does not have a Disneyland type image.

The Bill could be unlawful if it attempts to restrict fundamental rights of land
ownership including the right to take game.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

No

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

We have Wildlife Crime Officers from Police Scotland who are trained for this work.

To
use others could be dangerous and specially SSPCA which may have an anti-
shooting bias.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

No

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

The Muirburn Code and existing law cover this very well.

Any extra burden of training, certification costs etc would result in more operators
abandoning burning and using heather cutting instead. This would suit grouse but
not the rare waders which need the bare ground for nesting. Cutting leaves a
stubble and dried out residue which increases the risk of wildfire.

Leaving heather to grow, as in re-wilding, results in increased fuel loads from very
old heather and when there is a wildfire this will burn hot enough to ignite the peat as
happened in the fires in N.E.Scotland in the Spring of 2019 releasing a huge tonnage



of carbon into the air. Note that muirburn is only done when the moss layer and peat
are damp enough not to ignite. Regular burning has been shown by York University
to benefit the peat forming mosses by removing the shade from the heather canopy.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

No
Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

Same reasons as stated in Section 7



British Pest Control Association

BPCA is the professional association for the UK public health pest management industry.
We’re a not-for-profit organisation representing over 700 companies in the UK and highlight
the risks of inadequate pest control.

BPCA is here to support the Scottish Parliament in any way we can.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)?

No
Glue boards are essential for public health.

A complete ban on rodent glue boards in Scotland will have a devastating impact on
human health and safety. Everything from hospital wards to school lunchrooms will be
liable to close while extended pest management programmes occur.

The British Retail Consortium (BRC) and UK Hospitality believe a ban on glue boards
will profoundly impact SMEs, particularly in the food and hospitality sector.

Rodents carry and transmit pathogenic microorganisms (and therefore disease).
Failure to act quickly in a high-risk environment can result in sickness, distress and
death.

Rodent management programmes will take longer in crucial areas, meaning
temporary closures (minimum of 2 weeks) of sensitive sites, such as:

- Small food and hospitality businesses

- Hospitals and care homes wards

- Food factories and preparation areas

- Critical infrastructure and government buildings.

In domestic cases, private homeowners could spend weeks living with rodents, risking
their health.

A total ban on glue boards would remove a tool that helps protect some of the most
vulnerable people and high-risk environments. This would have a detrimental effect
on public health.

Hospitals, care homes, food businesses, and other critical infrastructure relies on glue
boards to protect vulnerable people.

No other tool works quicker than rodent glue boards. We have no viable alternatives
to glue boards when speed is crucial. Without access to glue boards, people may die.

We have created a handout to show why there are no viable alternatives to glue
boards. View it here:

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1ofxbHZ-
2xWtYjNUUCcOSEqgjeAmFLMwYk3/view?usp=sharing

Our recommendations.

We believe the Wildlife Management and Muirburn (Scotland) Bill (as introduced) is
dangerously inadequate and will result in destruction, disease and potential deaths in
Scotland.

The professional sector highly recommends that glue board legislation should:



1. Ban glue boards for untrained users

A typical consumer should never be able to purchase glue boards. They do not have
the training to deploy glue boards safely without accidentally capturing non-target
animals.

Even if they do everything right, they’re unlikely to be able to humanely dispatch any
rodents caught.

Glue boards should be banned for anyone who is not a qualified pest professional.
2. Create a licensing scheme for pest professionals.

Politicians in Westminster acknowledged the profound impact a complete ban of glue
boards would have on public health and the economy. They added

a licensing provision for pest professionals to maintain access to glue boards.

We urge the Scottish Parliament to add a provision for licensing glue boards for
professional use so our members can continue to protect your citizens.

BPCA could support Nature.Scot in creating an enhanced licensing regime that goes
further than the one being created by Defra and Natural England.

3 Ensure licences are available rapidly.

For professionals, glue traps are already a last resort and are only used as an urgent
or emergency control measure. Any licence process should be rapid

to avoid potential harm to public health.

2 Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps?

Don’t know

3 Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain
wildlife traps (sections 4-5)?

Don't know

4 Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse?

Don't know

5 Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)?

Don't know

6 Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)?

Don't know
7 Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn?

Don't know

8 Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)?



Don't know



British Veterinary Association

The British Veterinary Association (BVA) is the national representative body for the
veterinary profession in the UK with over 19,000 members. BVA represents,
supports, and champions the interests of vets in this country.

BVA Scottish Branch brings together representatives of local veterinary associations,
BVA's specialist divisions, government, and research organisations in Scotland. The
Branch advises BVA on the consensus view of Scottish members on local and
United Kingdom issues.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

Introduction

1) BVA recognises that it may be necessary to control free-ranging wildlife in
certain circumstances where there is a negative impact on human and animal
health, food, agriculture, property, or the environment. Any control should, however,
follow the Dubois international consensus principles for ethical wildlife control
(Dubois S, Fenwick N, Ryan E, Baker L, Baker S, Beausoleil N, Carter S, Cartwright
B, Costa F, Draper C, Griffin J, Grogan A, Howald G, Jones B, Littin K, Lombard A,
Mellor D, Ramp D, Schuppli C and Fraser D, 2017. International consensus
principles for ethical wildlife control. Conservation Biology 31: 753-760.) , applying
prevention and deterrents initially. Where control is shown to be necessary,
methods which are as humane as possible must be used. Any interventions (lethal
or non-lethal) should be carefully planned, monitored and reviewed and should take
into consideration the welfare of the targeted individual(s), other individuals of the
same species, dependent neonates and non-target species.

2) We also believe that there is a need for further research into, and
development of, alternative methods, including the use of new technologies
where appropriate, for the deterrence of free-ranging wildlife as well as into more
humane methods of trapping and killing free-ranging wildlife, where it is
considered necessary.

3) In addition to our views on glue traps and wildlife traps we are also calling for
a ban on the sale and use of snares with further details available in our position on
snaring (https://www.bva.co.uk/media/4626/bva-and-bvzs-position-on-the-use-and-
sale-of- snares.pdf) and are encouraged by the Scottish Government’s commitment
to carrying out a wider review of snaring, which will consider the welfare implications
and look at whether there should be a ban on their use.

Question 1

4) Yes, we strongly welcome the proposed ban on the sale and use of glue traps.
We consider that glue traps are an inhumane method of trapping and killing
rodents and that they should be replaced by alternative methods of rodent control.
We recognise that it may be necessary to control or eradicate rodents due to their
negative impacts on human and animal health, food, agriculture, property and the
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environment. The methods used to control rodents are, however, controversial,
due to their impact on animal welfare (Mason G and Littin K, 2003. The
Humaneness of Rodent Pest Control, Animal Welfare, 12, 1-37.

Meerburg BG, Brom FWA and Kijlstra A, 2008. Yeates, J. 2010. What can pest
management learn from laboratory animal ethics? Pest Management Science, 66,
231-237. The ethics of rodent control. Pest Management Science, 64, 1205-1211.)
and this is especially so in the case of glue traps (Fenwick, N., 2013.Evaluation of
the humaneness of rodent capture using glue traps, prepared for the Canadian
Association of Humane Trapping, 31 July 2013. Available at:
http://www.caht.ca/evaluation-of-thehumaneness-of- rodent-capture-using- glue-
traps/). Glue traps significantly compromise animal welfare for the period during
which animals are trapped, and there are additional welfare concerns associated
with methods of killing of trapped animals.

5) A recent research study carried out with the input of fifteen experts with
backgrounds in wildlife management, rodent management, rodent biology, animal
and welfare science, and veterinary science and medicine assessed the relative
welfare impacts of six lethal rat management methods. It found that glue traps had
an extreme impact on animal welfare
(https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/animal-welfare/article/an-assessment-of-
animal- welfare-impacts-in-wild-norway-rat-rattus-norvegicus-
management/AEEE82AC49A55136E322A2900D8F6093). The welfare concerns
related to glue traps include dehydration, hunger, distress, torn skin, broken limbs,
hair removal, suffocation, starvation, exhaustion, and self—~mutilation ( Frantz SC
and Padula, CM, 1983. A laboratory test method for evaluating the efficacy of
glueboards for trapping house mice. In: Vertebrate Pest Control and Management
Materials: Fourth Symposium, (Ed. by D. E. Kaukeinen), pp. 209-225. Philadelphia,
PA: American Society for Testing and Materials. Mason G and Littin K, 2003. The
Humaneness of Rodent Pest Control, Animal Welfare, 12, 1-37).

6) Glue traps are also indiscriminate and may capture wild and domestic species
for which their use is not intended. Evidence from other parts of the UK shows that
non-target species are regularly trapped by glue traps. Between 2015 and 2019, the
RSPCA received 243 reports of glue trap incidents of which over 73% involved pets
and non-target wildlife (RSPCA, 2020. We're caring for a feral kitten rescued from a
glue trap https://www.rspca.org.uk/-/kitten-in-gluetrap). Our policy position on glue
traps contains further evidence of the welfare impact on both target and non-target
species (https://www.bva.co.uk/media/4362/full-bva-position-on-the-use-and-sale-of-
rodent-glue- traps.pdf).

7) Glue traps are currently freely available to the general public with no
restrictions on their sale. Marketing and packaging often make their use appear to be
simple and a good alternative to using ‘poisons’. Some retailers have already
stopped their sale following campaigns by welfare groups (HSI UK, 2015. Inhumane,
indiscriminate, indefensible: the case for a UK ban on rodent glue traps
https://www.hsi.org/wp- content/uploads/assets/pdfs/hsi-glue-trap-report.pdf).
Furthermore, instructions for glue traps frequently fail to explain the need to kill the
trapped rodent or provide examples of how to do this humanely. A blow to the head
to result in instant death is the method advised by the professional pest control
industry and regarded by experts as being ‘humane’. However, it is questionable
whether members of the public would be willing or able to do this effectively. A
YouGov survey of 2000 British adults carried out in 2015 found that only 20% of
respondents would recommend killing a trapped animal using this method. More
than half of the people surveyed said they either would not know what to do with an
animal caught on a glue trap or
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would recommend an action that risked committing an offence under the Animal
Health and Welfare (Scotland) Act 2006.

8) The Republic of Ireland has already implemented legislation severely restricting
the use of glue traps. The Wildlife (Amendment) Act 2000 (Irish Parliament 2000)
allows for the approval and regulation of certain traps under The Wildlife Act 1976
(Approved Traps, Snares and Nets) Regulations 2003 (Irish Parliament (2003).
Wildlife Act 1976 (Approved Traps, Snares and Nets) Regulations 2003
http://www.irishstatutebook.ie/eli/l2003/si/620/made/en/print); glue traps are not listed
as approved traps. It is an offence to import, possess, sell, or offer for sale
unauthorised traps. There is provision for glue trap use under ministerial
authorisation (licence) but there are no records of such licences having been issued.

9) We called for the ban on the sale and use of glue traps to come into force
immediately as alternative methods for rodent control already exist. Research
(Mason G and Littin K, 2003. The Humaneness of Rodent Pest Control, Animal
Welfare, 12, 1-37) carried out to assess the humaneness of alternative methods
came to the conclusion that the following methods were preferable:

. Deterrence and exclusion — by means of rodent-proofing and good hygiene

. Well-designed snap traps — these should kill extremely quickly if of good
quality and set and maintained appropriately

. Electrocution traps — electrocution traps should be considered as one of
the most humane methods of rodent control providing that they deliver an
effective, instant stun

. Cyanide gas (fumigant) — cyanide gas can cause some discomfort, but only
briefly, and induces very rapid and painless loss of consciousness.

The research also listed alpha-chloralose (bait poison) as a more humane method but
we would point out that this is a matter of degree and the search for a humane as
possible bait trap should be enhanced.

10)  We recognise that it may be necessary to control or eradicate rodents due
to their negative impacts on human and animal health, food, agriculture, property
and the environment. Where pest control is required, we support the ethical use
of pest control methods, which first requires consideration of whether it is
necessary control pests at all, and second, whether it is necessary to kill them for
control.

11)  With these considerations in mind, we support the use of integrated pest
management (IPM) (Traweger, D., Travnitzky, R., Moser, C., Walzer, C. &
Bernatzky, G. 2006. Habitat preferences and distribution of the brown rat (Rattus
norvegicus Berk.) in the city of Salzburg (Austria): implications for an urban rat
management. Journal of Pest Science, 79, 113-125. -Meerburg BG, Brom FWA and
Kijlstra A (2008). The ethics of rodent control. Pest Management Science, 64, 1205—
1211.), which consists of following the below steps:

- Prevention (the exclusion of rodents and carefully managing environments to
prevent them becoming attractive to rodents);
- Monitoring (to assist in pest control decision-making), and


http://www.irishstatutebook.ie/eli/2003/si/620/made/en/print)%3B

- Control (killing).

12)  We are calling for a UK-wide ban on the sale and use of glue traps to ensure
consistency in animal welfare legislation in all four nations and avoid enforcement
issues arising from the use of glue traps purchased in one of the nations being used
in another one. Wales has already proposed similar legislation to Scotland, and in
England the Glue Traps Offences Act 2022 makes it an offence for members of the
public to use glue traps. However, there are currently no plans for legislation in
Northern Ireland.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

Yes

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

13)  Yes, we agree. Lethal traps have a significant potential to adversely affect
animal welfare, as do non-lethal traps that are poorly designed and maintained. They
can also result in unnecessary suffering of non-target species. Some forms of live
capture traps such as cage traps may be viewed to carry less risk to animal welfare.
However, they still represent a substantial welfare threat since the target animal is
held in a device that may, by its structure and design, cause injury and stress, as
well as significant behavioural restriction. Captured animals, including non-target
species, can also be exposed to other factors such as hunger, thirst, high and low
temperatures and the risk of predation.

14)  The lack of a legally required process that the owner or user of the territory
where a trap is set has to complete, to assess whether the method chosen is a
proportionate means to address the targeted problem without a need to consider
the use of or reflect on the impact of other methods, exacerbates the potential for
detriment to animal welfare.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain
wildlife traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

15)  Incorrect usage of traps can have significant welfare implications, not only for
the target species but also their neonates and dependent young, as well as non-
target species. We are therefore supportive of the licensing and training
requirements proposed in the Bill in so far as they allow for improved traceability of
traps and accountability of the operator. We believe that this is a valuable step to
helping achieve improved enforcement action where traps are poorly designed or
operated in contravention of animal welfare law.

16)  We are also supportive of the introduction of record-keeping and reporting
requirements as proposed in the consultation to allow for improved monitoring and
assistance with enforcement activities. This requirement should also cover data on
non- target species that were caught or killed using licensed traps. The data
collected this way could be a valuable source of information to assess the



effectiveness of the traps. It should therefore be recorded electronically and
connected with a centralised database. There should also be an additional
requirement stipulating the frequency at which traps should be inspected that forms
part of the reporting requirements. Additionally, licence renewal should also involve
an assessment of the impacts of any controls used. Sufficient resources will need to
be made available to the licensing body to ensure that the proposed licensing
system can operate effectively to achieve its aims.

17)  Aside from the specific issues of the use of traps as they pertain to grouse
moor management and raptor persecution, we believe that the regulatory regime for
wildlife control should be based on the prevention of welfare harm in the first place.
Any interventions (lethal or non-lethal) should be carefully planned, monitored and
reviewed and take into consideration the welfare of the targeted individual(s), other
individuals of the same species, dependent neonates and non-target species.’

18) We believe that there remains a need for further research into, and
development of, alternative methods for the deterrence of free-ranging wildlife as
well as into more humane methods of trapping and killing free-ranging wildlife,
where it is considered necessary.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

Don't know

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

This question is outside the remit of our response.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

This question is outside the remit of our response.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

this question is outside the remit of our response.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -



Don't know

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

This question is outside the remit of our response.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

This question is outside the remit of our response.



Cairngorms Campaign

Cairngorms Campaign, a charitable organisation which strives to prevent
unsustainable, damaging developments and argues for better environmental
management of the Cairngorms area

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

These traps are very cruel to the wildlife these traps are targeted to and arguably will
unintentionally entrap other species. If Scotland aspires to be a civilised society,
these traps must be banned. A integral part of any wildlife management bill must end
the cruelty of wildlife killing and trapping.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

Yes

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

There needs to be a presumption against any wildlife trapping, in line with an
increasing number of European nations. To achieve an improved biodiversity, which
the Scottish Government appears to support, the norm needs to be a ban on the use
of any kind of trapping and killing of wildlife by traps or snares.

The trapping and snaring of predators to birds which are being selectively protected
or bred for 'sport' needs to be completely banned. If the Scottish Government does
not feel able to do this, licensing of trapping must be strictly controlled especially on
grouse moors and there must be a legal obligation for accurate record-keeping of
animal killed.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain
wildlife traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

Although, our preference is to move towards a complete ban, by critically reviewing
feedback from licensing, and the need for future trapping needs to be critically
examined.

All trap licensing and associated monitoring should be a zero public cost.
Consequently costs of licensing need to cover all administrative and monitoring
costs, Statutory training on trapping needs to be administered by NatureScot, and
needs to be in depth training and not just a token gesture one day training. Re-
training should be at least every 5 years and preferably every 3 years.



Animal welfare needs to be paramount in the rules behind any licensing of trapping.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

Yes

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

Current laws covering grouse moor management have been insufficient for decades,
and the examples of unenforced breaches are too numerous to mention.

Vast areas of the Highlands are now intensively farmed for grouse shooting. Much
of the Highland landscape is now very artificial and certainly is not a natural
landscape. However, underlying this un-natural landscape is a huge managed
reduction in biodiversity, all to support the so-called 'sport' of shooting wild birds
such as grouse. In addition to the negative effects on the environment and wildlife
welfare, the predominance of managed grouse moors has a negative effect on local
communities and their economy. The shooting estates put up contrived arguments,
which they call evidence, which tries to claim that local economies would be
devastated if driven grouse shooting were to cease.

Tourism has a much larger economic impact on local communities than game
shooting. Our visitors are becoming much more aware of the need for a sustainable
environment and landscape. In the Cairngorms, increasing numbers of visitors want
to visit and experience wild environments and areas where rewilding is evident (e.g.
Cairngorms Connect sites).

Visitors are increasingly critical of the highly managed grouse moor wastelands of,
for example, the eastern Cairngorms, with their artificial patchwork quilt landscapes
formed from muirburn.

Any grouse shoot licensing should ensure that numbers of grouse shot are
accurately recoded and reported as part of the licence conditions.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

Licence fees should fully cover all administrative costs and official monitoring costs,
whether by NatureScot or the Police. All licences need to be regularly monitored by
NatureScot and these licences should not just become 'pieces of paper'. There also
needs to be real justification presented in the licence application as to why grouse
shooting should be licensed at all. Licences need to have a fairly short term - e.g. 3
years maximum. There needs to be a named person responsible for holding and
proper administration of the licence. This needs to be a senior person responsible
for the overall management of the estate or the land owner.



The licence needs to be flexible enough to add other bird species to the licence at
the behest of the licensor - to avoid loopholes such as changing the emphasis from
grouse shooting to partridge shooting.

Licences should prevent the practice of mass chemical medication of feed and/or grit.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

Yes

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

There needs to be a strong feedback loop on such wildlife crimes which if proven
will result in the loss of licences, not just for trapping as occasionally happens now,
but a complete loss of licence for shooting.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

Yes

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

There needs to be a complete presumption against any muirburn, the practice of
muirburn only being permitted in exceptional circumstances, and certainly not just
to increase grouse populations.

In a time of climate change, when there is a need to actively control CO2 emissions to
atmosphere and sequester carbon wherever possible it is unsustainable and illogical
to:

- permit large scale muirburn across large areas of the Highlands

- permit muirburn on peat soils, which can burn off peat, and limit the further
sequestering of carbon into peatlands.

- spend millions of pounds of public money with sporting estates to restore
peatlands, whilst not controlling muirburn on these same estates.

Additionally what is not measured is the loss of biodiversity and destruction of wildlife
and their habitat by muirburn. Birds and larger animals can fly away and escape, but
small mammals and insects are often destroyed. If burning is too late e.g. in April,
ground nesting birds can be adversely effected. It's not just heather that is destroyed
in these areas, but much of the rich flora in these upland areas is systematically
destroyed by muirburn - e.g. tree seedlings, and fungi.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

Yes



Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

However the premises behind permitting muirburn under licence are largely false or
unnecessary.

- Muirburn should not be permitted for the frivolous purpose of enhancing
populations of moorland 'game".

- Muirburn does not enhance or restore the natural environment - by definition it is a
man management - and almost always has the opposite effect to enhancing or
restoring the environment. E.g. systematic muirburn stops all natural regeneration of
trees and woodland with there associated natural biodiversity

Licence fees should full recover all monitoring and administrative costs.

Breaking of a muirburn licence should have a clear negative effect on ability to hold a
grouse moor licence.

| agree with no muirburning on peat, but 40cm as a maximum limit is too high and
should be reduced to at the most 30cm. It would be better to stop all muirburn on any
depth of peat.



Cairnsmore Syndicate
Small shooting syndicate of like minded country people enjoying shooting and
conservation in Dumfries and Galloway

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

No

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

If used properly and as recommended by both the BASC and SGA non targeted
species would not be caught all traps etc have to be checked at least once every
24 hours.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

There is already sufficient advice, regulations, training and licensing covering all
available legal trapping methods.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

As stated already enough licensing available.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to

shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

Any grouse moor manager will do all that it takes to preserve the moor for Red Grouse
productivity and other wild life and flora and fauna on his moor.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot



red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

Naturescot are a worthwhile organisation but do not need to be involved in managed
grouse moors

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

No
Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers

to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

We already have properly trained Police Scotland personnel to carry out this work
the SSPCA are a civil animal charity and should not have regulatory powers, this
would only create animosity and take awy from Police Scotland's authority.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

No

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

Muirburn is beneficial to all moorland life and is completed by trained personnel who
have a definite plan, the area to be burned is plotted and controlled and seldom do
these planned burns get out of hand.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

For reasons as stated in sections 9-19



Caledonian Wildlife Management Ltd
We manage Wildlife on approximately 20,000 acres in mid Argyll

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

| haven’t used them and | don’t know enough about their use to have a view

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

| think the present system is good enough and we don’t need any further restrictions.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

Voluntary good practice works better than unnecessary licensing.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to

shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

Regulation will jeopardise investment in moorland conservation and rural employment
Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA



additional powers

No

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

The police are best placed to enforce the
law. The SPCA are not impartial.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

No

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

| think the current system is appropriate.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

Voluntary training of moorland management will work better than licensing



Cats Protection

Cats Protection, the UK's largest feline welfare charity, has a Scottish network of 24
volunteer-run branches, two adoption centres, and seven charity shops which also
offer advice on cat care. In 2022, the charity rehomed 2,500 cats in Scotland and
helped to neuter 11,100 cats and microchip 4,400 cats.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

Cats Protection welcomes proposals to ban the use and purchase of glue traps.
Glue traps are inhumane and cruel regardless of whether they capture target or
non-target animals.

Glue traps can cause agonising injuries to cats and other domestic and wild
animals. Because of their free-roaming nature, cats are particularly likely to step
into and become trapped in a glue trap. Cats not only suffer horrible injuries from
being caught in a glue trap but a long, painful death if they do not manage to get
free, or are trapped and not discovered. Cats Protection believes a ban on glue
traps is the only way to prevent them causing unnecessary suffering to cats and
other animals.

The charity supports the proposed criminal offences for a person who buys as well
as uses a glue trap in Scotland. This could help deter people from buying glue traps
elsewhere such as in England and using them here in Scotland.

Cats Protection also supports the forfeiture and disposal of glue traps belonging to
any person that is convicted of an offence involving glue traps. This will reduce the
likelihood of a person using a glue trap in the future and reduce the number of
available glue traps in Scotland.

There are also alternatives available such as natural repellents. Any alternative traps
should be humane traps which animals can be released from.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

Don’t know

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons



Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

Don't know

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

Don't know

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.



Cheshire Hawking Club
Falconry Club

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

No

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

However must be used for rodents only

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps
Existing legislation adequately regulates traps across the uk

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

It would be impractical and bureaucratic to manage . Existing uk legislation already
ensures traps are used properly, humanely, visited frequently and must not catch
unintended or protected species.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

Grouse Shooting is a key income stream for the Scottish rural economy and protects
song birds and waders

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.



See Q4

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

Depends what powers and who they work with and how

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

No

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

See related answers above

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

See related answers above



Common Weal

Common Weal is a people-powered think and do tank in Scotland. We develop policy
on and campaign for social and economic equality, for wellbeing and the environment,
for quality of life, for peace and justice.

We seek to promote thinking, practice and campaigning on a wide range of social,
economic and cultural areas. Some of our biggest issues are social and economic
equality, participative democracy, environmental sustainability, wellbeing, quality of
life, peace, justice and cooperation on the left of the political spectrum. We are not
affiliated to any political party but work in partnership with a wide range of
organisations.

Common Weal is Glasgow-based but many of our staff - including all of our senior
staff - are based in rural Scotland and will be intimately surrounded by the impacts of
this proposed legislation (as we are the current lack of it).

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

Glue traps are needlessly cruel and it is a good use of this Bill to ban them.

As Common Weal stated in our response to the 2022 Wildlife Management
consultation we would resist efforts to apply a transition period. The two year period
proposed in that consultation is too long. There is no reason that the ban cannot
take effect from the moment that appropriate legislation comes into force. The
period between legislation being introduced to Parliament and its passing should be
considered sufficient notice of transition.

We also object in principle to the idea that traps should be sold in Scotland for use
outwith Scotland as this still means that Scotland will be endorsing and encouraging
people to profit from use of products that are illegal within Scotland and which cause
needless cruelty to animals.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

Yes

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

Grouse shooting is surrounded by a circle of destruction in which hundreds of
thousands of animals die so more grouse can be shot by a few people for sport.
Grouse moors are also a metaphor for land reform in Scotland and do not represent
the international image of 21st Century Scotland and its love of animals.

While regulation of wildlife traps is being looked at, as a Wildlife Management Bill this
is the time to look at the ethics of killing wildlife so more wildlife can be killed for sport.
Wildlife trapping should never be allowed for this purpose.



Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

We say yes with a major caveat. Putting all relevant traps under a national licencing
scheme is important but to reiterate, licences should never be given for the purpose
of increasing grouse numbers for a few people to shoot more grouse, pheasant or
any wild animal for sport. This would be deeply unethical.

As part of obtaining an ethical trapping licence, all wildlife killings should be recorded.
Moreover, the bill should be more specific about animal welfare considerations while
snares should be completely banned (due to their cruel and indiscriminate nature).

We reiterate to our response to the 2022 consultation for a more complete answer to
the technical aspects of this question including that training should be refreshed or
recertified not longer than every five years and whenever land management plans or
intended land use is changed.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

Yes

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

To manage huge swathes of Scotland for the purpose of this archaic blood sport is
unjust and holds back the nation’s potential to diversify towards better land uses.
Grouse moors are a metaphor for land reform issues in Scotland in which very few
people, use a lot of land particularly badly. Driven grouse shooting should end to
make way for better land uses and this should be seen as part of the parliament’s
land reform agenda.

To explain the economic potential of moving away from grouse shooting,
alongside land reform we have submitted the following report: Work the Land
(the jobs opportunities of grouse and land reform): https://revive.scot/wp-
content/uploads/work-the-land.pdf

This Bill may not in its intent be aiming to end driven grouse shooting but it should be
strengthened as to make it an inevitability.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.



We say yes with some key caveats and additional points:

It should be fully funded by full cost recover as soon as possible to avoid the public
paying for the administration or monitoring of the licences. Moreover, the number of
grouse shot should be recorded as the condition of the licence.

The mass chemical medication of grouse should end as part of the licence scheme as
a priority as its only purpose is increasing grouse numbers for sport shooting. We
should not jump through hoops to allow this archaic blood sport to continue.

We also call for provisions that ensure that this legislation is not circumnavigated by
estates changing the species being shot for sport (such as Pheasants or Red
Legged Partridges).

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

Yes

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

The addition of their professional expertise in enforcing wildlife crime would assist
Police Scotland and NatureScot in reducing wildlife crime in the future. However, they
must be adequately resourced to be able to perform these investigations. As noted
above, full cost recovery should be considered part of the penalty for any breach of
regulations or licencing.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

Yes
Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

The mass burning of Scotland’s land damages vital our peat reserves, keeps much
of our land from becoming more biodiverse and is often done for the sole purpose
of increasing grouse numbers for sport shooting. We support the Scottish
Government’s proposal to licence all grouse shooting but a licence should never be
given when the purpose is increasing grouse numbers for sport shooting.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

We say yes with some key caveats and additional points:

No peat should ever be burned on of any depth in a time of climate crisis and a
40cm peat depth is a compromise too far. The Deer Management Working Group



concluded that muirburn should not take place for deer management purposes and
it would be unjust as well as environmentally unconscionable to allow it for the
purpose of increasing grouse numbers for sport shooting. A licence should not be
given for this purpose. Even if there are alternative and justifiable purposes for doing
so, there should be a general presumption against it.



Cour Ltd
Livestock Hill Farm

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

Operators of wildlife traps already operate to high professional standards, with many
practitioners undertaking training on a voluntary basis.

There is no evidence that additional regulation on the use of wildlife traps is
necessary. It would be possible to maximise adherence to best practice and reduce
the probability of non- target catch through the provision of training alone.

It should be an offence to tamper with, interfere or sabotage a wildlife trap. The
penalties for this should reflect those relating to the use of spring traps in section 5 of
the BiIll.

Legislation of every aspect of farming is becoming unworkable as it is becoming
impossible to carry out practices that are necessary for the protection of livestock.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

Unique Licence Numbers:

The proposal to subject wildlife traps that kill instantaneously to unique licence
numbers is disproportionate and likely to result in unintended consequences. Unique
licence numbers should only be applied to live capture traps where there are
heightened animal welfare considerations.

Interference with unique licence numbers by parties with vexatious agendas is a
cause for real concern and is the obvious way of sabotaging a licence holder.
Provision must be made



to made to make tampering, interfering and sabotaging a wildlife trap an offence
with penalties reflecting those in section 5 of the Bill.

Modification, Suspension and Revocation:

It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to modify, suspend or revoke a
licence for any crime other than those relating to the use of wildlife traps. It would be
unfair and illogical to impose penalties under a trap licensing scheme for alleged
offences that have no connection to the use of wildlife traps.

It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend a licence because of the
initiation of a police investigation. NatureScot should first have to be satisfied that an
offence in relation to the use of wildlife traps had been committed beyond reasonable
doubt. Police investigations can easily be triggered by malicious or vexatious
allegations.

Application:

It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to give NatureScot the power to
decide whether it is ‘appropriate’ to grant a licence. Licences should be granted
unless there is proof beyond reasonable doubt that an offence in relation to the use
of wildlife traps had been committed.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

On a livestock farm, shooting takes place for domestic consumption and small
numbers of grouse are naturally present on our land, but there is no commercial
shooting. In our circumstances, why should grouse be singled out from any other
animal that can be taken for food?

The official wildlife crime record indicates that incidents of raptor persecution in
relation to grouse moor management are now at historically low levels. It is wrong
that grouse moor owners and occupiers are being singled out for a punitive civil
sanctioning regime against that background.

There are already robust measures in place to deter and punish the persecution of
raptors in Scotland.

These include recently strengthened criminal penalties (including unlimited fines and
lengthy prison sentences), the introduction of vicarious liability for landowners and the
option for NatureScot to impose restrictions on the use of general licences.

If licensing is introduced, it would be completely disproportionate, unreasonable
and discriminatory for NatureScot to interfere with the right to shoot grouse for any
reason other than robust evidence that proves beyond reasonable doubt that raptor
crime had been committed on the estate by a relevant person.



Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

The licensing scheme is unworkable on a practical level and unfairly singles out
grouse moor operators for punitive civil sanctions without justification. It also impacts
farms where grouse are present and taken in small numbers for domestic
consumption, but no large scale commercial shooting takes place.

Application:

The right to shoot grouse should only be interfered with if there is robust evidence
that proves beyond reasonable doubt that raptor crime had been committed on the
estate by a relevant person.

The Bill gives NatureScot the discretionary power to grant or refuse licences on the
basis of its perception of “appropriateness”. This is a very broad test that could
result in licences being refused for any number of reasons. It cannot be right that
licences are refused on lower grounds than suspension or revocation. NatureScot’'s
licensing team is already overburdened. The discretionary application procedure
proposed is likely to result in inordinate delays.

The Licence Period:

The Bill says licenses may only be granted for a maximum period of 12 months.
Businesses will therefore not know from one year to the next whether they are able
to operate. This uncertainty will severely inhibit their ability to plan for the future, take
on employees and invest in rural Scotland.

This will, in turn, disincentivise grouse shooting and moorland management more
broadly, which will have adverse downstream consequences for the economy and the
environment. Grouse moor management is a long-term investment and the licence
duration should reflect this reality

Modification:

The Bill says licences may be modified by NatureScot at any time, even if there is
no allegation or evidence of wrongdoing against the license holder or person
managing the land. That is unfair, disproportionate and will create uncertainty.
Modification is a penalty, and penalties under the scheme should only be triggered
if there is robust evidence that proves beyond reasonable doubt that raptor crime
had been committed on the estate by a relevant person.



Suspension and Revocation:

The consequences of licence suspension or revocation would be devastating for the
grouse rightsholder, their employees and the wider community. Jobs, homes and
businesses would be lost. It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend
or revoke a licence for behaviour that is not criminal (such as failure to comply with a
condition of the licence or guidance contained in a code of practice).

The only trigger for any adverse licensing decision (be it refusal, modification,
suspension or revocation) should be robust evidence that proves raptor crime had
been committed on the estate by a relevant person beyond reasonable doubt.

The broad definition of relevant offences is discriminatory. It cannot be right for
offences that have no connection to the management of grouse moors to be triggers
for imposing sanctions.

On a one-year licensing system, the difference between suspension and revocation
is academic. It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend a licence
because of the initiation of a police investigation. NatureScot should have to be
satisfied that raptor persecution had been committed by a relevant person beyond
reasonable doubt. Police investigations can easily be triggered by malicious or
vexatious allegations.

Overall, the licensing scheme is discriminatory because it will result in people with
the right to shoot grouse being penalised to a much greater extent than any other
class of people for activities that have no correlation or connection to grouse moor
management and without criminal wrongdoing being proved beyond reasonable
doubt.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

No

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

Affording charities statutory powers to investigate any crime sets a dangerous
precedent. There would be a deficit of accountability and oversight of their work.

Scottish SPCA staff are not vetted nor trained to the same standard as police officers,
which could potentially compromise wildlife crime investigations.

Scottish SPCA staff are overt in their expression of partial views (including around
legal land management tools and countryside activities) which could lead to
investigations being tainted by bias.

The partial views of the Scottish SPCA in relation to legal land management tools and
countryside activities has resulted in an erosion of trust and confidence in the charity
among many landowners and land managers.



Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

No

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

The latest science suggests that muirburn is delivering the best outcomes for
peatland carbon balances, water tables, nutrient content, methane reduction and
wildfire mitigation compared to cutting vegetation and leaving vegetation
unmanaged. Additional regulation has the capacity to detract from these important
benefits.

This legislation targets grouse moor managers but impacts livestock farms who also
need to manage vegetation.

Muirburn is conducted with absolute professionalism and in accordance with best
practice by the vast majority of land managers. The provision of training should be
considered as a mechanism for maximising professional standards and adherence to
best practice before further regulation is considered.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

The definition of peatland is arbitrary and illogical. There is no science to support the
introduction of greater controls on burning where there is peat deeper than 40cm.

The licensing system puts the onus of determining whether the land is
peatland or not peatland on the licence applicant, despite the policy
memorandum acknowledging that Scotland does not currently have soil
mapping data for peat with a depth of 40cm.

NatureScot’s recent review of the evidence on muirburn confirmed that the only way
to measure peat is to use a peat probe. Peat depth can be highly variable across a
small area, meaning it will be impossible for an applicant to determine, with absolute
certainty, whether the land to which the licence relates is peatland (defined as peat
deeper than 40cm) or not peatland.

Probing every inch of ground is practically impossible and would be damaging to the
peat. This approach to licensing could result in responsible people inadvertently
breaking the law. It also makes the law difficult for NatureScot to enforce in practice.
This lack of certainty makes the licensing system unworkable.

It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to give NatureScot the power to
decide whether it is ‘appropriate’ to grant a licence. Licences should be granted
unless NatureScot has evidence to suggest a crime in relation to muirburn had taken
place beyond reasonable doubt.



It would be illogical, disproportionate and unreasonable to only grant peatland
licences where no other method of vegetation control is available. Other methods of
vegetation control lead to worse outcomes, especially for purposes relating to
preventing or reducing the risk of wildfire. For example, cutting vegetation leaves
behind brash which can dry out in summer months, producing ideal tinder for
smouldering and wildfire ignition. This is counterintuitive to the stated licensable
purpose.

It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend a licence because of the
initiation of a police investigation. NatureScot should have to be satisfied that an
offence in relation to muirburn had been committed beyond reasonable doubt. Police
investigations can easily be triggered by malicious or vexatious allegations.



Dalgetty Pest Control
Pest Control Company

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

No

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

. Operators of wildlife traps already operate to high professional standards,
with many practitioners undertaking training on a voluntary basis.

. There is no evidence that additional regulation on the use of wildlife traps
is necessary. It would be possible to maximise adherence to best practice and
reduce the probability of non-target catch through the provision of training
alone.

. It should be an offence to tamper with, interfere or sabotage a wildlife trap.
The penalties for this should reflect those relating to the use of spring traps in
section 5 of the Bill. The absence of this provision from the Bill, despite repeated
representations by land managers and representative organisations, is
disappointing.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

Unique Licence Numbers:

. It is disproportionate and unreasonable to subject wildlife traps that kill
instantaneously to unique licence numbers. Unique licence numbers should only be
applied to live capture traps where there are heightened animal welfare
considerations.

. Interference with unique licence numbers by parties with vexatious agendas is
a cause for real concern and is the obvious way of sabotaging a licence holder.
Provision must be made to make tampering, interfering and sabotaging a wildlife trap
an offence.

Modification, Suspension and Revocation:
. It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to modify, suspend or revoke



a licence for any crime other than those relating to the use of wildlife traps — it would
be unfair and illogical to impose penalties under a trap licensing scheme for alleged
offences cannot be that have no connection to the use of wildlife traps.

. It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend a licence because
of the initiation of a police investigation — NatureScot should first have to be satisfied
that an offence in relation to the use of wildlife traps had been committed beyond
reasonable doubt. Police investigations can easily be triggered by malicious or
vexatious allegations.

Application:

. It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to give NatureScot the
power to decide whether it is ‘appropriate’ to grant a licence. Licences should be
granted unless NatureScot has evidence to suggest an offence in relation to the
use of wildlife traps had taken place beyond reasonable doubt.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

. There are already robust measures in place to deter and punish the
persecution of raptors in Scotland. These include recently strengthened criminal
penalties, the introduction of vicarious liability for landowners and the option for
NatureScot to impose restrictions on the use of general licences.

. The official wildlife crime record indicates that incidents of raptor
persecution in relation to grouse moor management are now at historically low
levels. This calls into question the need for an additional civil sanction.

. It would be completely disproportionate, unreasonable and discriminatory to
suspend or revoke a licence to shoot grouse on the basis of any crime other than
the illegal persecution of raptors.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

Modification, Suspension and Revocation:

. The Bill says licences may be modified by NatureScot at any time, even if
there is no allegation or evidence of wrongdoing against the license holder or
person managing the land. That is unfair, disproportionate and will create
uncertainty. Modification is a penalty, and penalties under the scheme should only
be triggered if there is robust evidence beyond reasonable doubt of the relevant



person committing a raptor crime.

. The consequences of licence suspension or revocation are huge for the
rightsholder, their employees and the wider community. Jobs, homes and
businesses would be lost. It would be disproportionate and unreasonable suspend
or revoke a licence for behaviour that is not criminal (such as failure to comply with a
condition of the licence or best practice guidance contained in a code of practice.
The only trigger for suspension or revocation should be robust evidence that the
relevant person has committed raptor crime. The definition of relevant offences is
broad and discriminatory. It cannot be right for offences that have no connection to
the management of grouse moors to be triggers for imposing sanctions.

. On a one-year licensing system, the difference between suspension and
revocation is academic. It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend a
licence because of the initiation of a police investigation — NatureScot should have to
be satisfied that raptor persecution had been committed. Police investigations can
easily be triggered by malicious or vexatious allegations.

. Overall, the licensing scheme is discriminatory because it will result in
people with the right to shoot grouse being penalised to a much greater extent
than any other class of people for activities that have no correlation or connection
to grouse moor management without criminal wrongdoing being proved beyond
reasonable doubt.

Application:

. It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to give NatureScot the
power to decide whether it is ‘appropriate’ to grant a licence. ‘Appropriateness’ is a
very broad test that could result in licenses being refused for any number of
reasons. It could also result in licences being refused for reasons that could not
justify licence suspension or revocation.

. Licences should last in perpetuity. It would be disproportionate,
unreasonable and unworkable to renew licences annually. Grouse moor
management is a long-term investment and the licence duration should reflect
this reality.

. Annual renewals, combined with the appropriateness test, would provide no
certainty to businesses and severely inhibit their ability to plan for the future,
disincentivising grouse shooting and moorland management.

. NatureScot’s licensing team is already overburdened, which results in delay.

. The one-year licence period weakens the protective effect of the appeal
rights to the Sheriff Court.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

No



Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

. Affording charities statutory powers to investigate any crime sets a
dangerous precedent. There would be a deficit of accountability and oversight
of their work.

. Scottish SPCA staff are not vetted nor trained to the same standard as the
police officers, which could potentially compromise wildlife crime investigations.

. Scottish SPCA staff are overt in their expression of partial views (including
around legal land management tools and countryside activities) which could lead
to investigations being tainted by bias.

. The partial views of the Scottish SPCA in relation to legal land
management tools and countryside activities has resulted in an erosion of trust
and confidence in the charity among many land managers.

. Social media indicates that the Scottish SPCA are an active lobbying
organisation, which could lead to investigations being tainted by bias. Concerningly,
the Lobbying Register appears to contain a largely incomplete reflection of the
Scottish SPCA'’s lobbying activities.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

No

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

. The latest science suggests that muirburn is delivering the best outcomes
for peatland carbon balances, water tables, nutrient content, methane reduction
and wildfire mitigation compared to cutting vegetation and leaving vegetation
unmanaged. Additional regulation has the capacity to detract from these
important benefits.

. Muirburn is conducted with absolute professionalism and in accordance
with the muirburn code by the vast majority of grouse moor managers. The
provision of training should be considered as a mechanism for maximising
professional standards and adherence to best practice before further regulation
is considered.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.
. The definition of peatland is arbitrary and illogical. There is no science to

support the introduction of greater controls on burning where there is peat deeper
than 40cm.



. The licensing system puts the onus of determining whether the land is
peatland or not peatland on the licence applicant, despite the policy memorandum
acknowledging that Scotland does not currently have soil mapping data for peat
with a depth of 40cm.

. NatureScot’s recent review of the evidence on muirburn confirmed that the
only way to measure peat is to use a peat probe. Peat depth can be highly variable
across a small area, meaning it will be impossible for an applicant to determine,
with absolute certainty, whether the land to which the licence relates is peatland
(defined as peat is deeper than 40cm) or not peatland.

. Probing every inch of ground is practically impossible and would be damaging
to the peat. This approach to licensing could result in responsible people
inadvertently breaking the law. It also makes the law difficult for NatureScot to
enforce in practice. This lack of certainty makes the licensing system unworkable.

. It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to give NatureScot the power
to decide whether it is ‘appropriate’ to grant a licence. Licences should be granted
unless NatureScot has evidence to suggest a crime in relation to muirburn had
taken place beyond reasonable doubt.

. It would be illogical, disproportionate and unreasonable to only grant
peatland licences where no other method of vegetation control is available. Other
methods of vegetation control lead to worse outcomes, especially for purposes
relating to preventing or reducing the risk of wildfire. For example, cutting
vegetation leaves behind brash which can dry out in summer months, producing
ideal tinder for smouldering and wildfire ignition. This is counterintuitive.

. It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend a licence because
of the initiation of a police investigation — NatureScot should have to be satisfied that
an offence in relation to muirburn had been committed beyond reasonable doubt.
Police investigations can easily be triggered by malicious or vexatious allegations.



Dalhousie Estates

The Dalhousie Estates have been in the ownership of the Earls of Dalhousie for
almost 250 years, comprising land holdings at Brechin Castle, Edzell and Invermark,
all in Angus, and covering over 50,000 acres. Dalhousie Estates is a family
business providing employment for over 70 staff, many of whom live on the Estate;
also supporting many local businesses and suppliers. The wide range of business
activities includes the traditional land uses associated with many rural estate
enterprises — farming, forestry, property letting, shooting, fishing and deer stalking.
Over the years a number of new enterprises have been developed. In particular a
garden centre, restaurant and visitor attraction has been established on a 65 acre
site at Brechin Castle Garden Centre. We support local equestrian business, offer
allotments to the public at Brechin, and try to support schools, charities and
individuals within the community where we can. At Invermark, diversified activities
include four hydro electric power stations, self catering accommodation.

We work closely with the Cairngorm National Park, in welcoming and managing the
public who take access to the mountains and walks from the end of the public road
in Glen Esk. We have undertaken over 200 hectares of peatland restoration at
Invermark, and are working closely with Scottish Water, the Esk Rivers Fishery
Trust and others to deliver enhanced catchment land use planning at the
headwaters of the River North Esk, driven by both net zero and biodiversity
considerations.

Our estate objectives embrace sustainability at all levels; environmentally,
economically and socially.

Where this consultation focuses on grouse moor management at Invermark, the
relevance to wildlife management is important to the wider estate.

The grouse moor at Invermark Estate enjoys a reputation second to few among
Scottish moors. The Estate extends to 50,000 acres in total and, depending on
conditions, has enough lines of butts to support 8 different days, shooting. Many of
the Invermark drives are well known and rated as of the highest quality by grouse
enthusiasts.

Shooting is let, by the week, to groups who are accommodated at Invermark Lodge.
The shooting is normally for 8 guns, shooting double guns with loaders. Some
walking is required to get to many of the lines of butts and the shooting is suitable for
all age groups. Novice guns are welcomed and receive careful guidance from
experienced loaders and helpers. We can also offer walked up days for grouse and
shooting over pointers.

We employ 7 full time keepers with full responsibility for wildlife management at
Invermark, with a wage roll of some £230k. Seaonally, dependent upon grouse
success, we will employ another 30-35 staff (or more) to support the keepering
team. Additionally, we will have seasonal staff for the provision of catered
accommodation for guests.

The business is therefore run at significant scale.

The business has made a loss for the past several years, with the downturn in
grouse prospects, running at an annual loss of -£250-£300k. In employing the staff
we deliver wildlife management at scale, for both grouse and deer. We receive
agricultural support for Invermark, but this does not underpin these wildlife activities,



as can be demonstrated by the losses.

We consider our responsibilities in terms of the rural community at Invermark and in
Glen Esk as hugely important, and know that our staffing bolsters employment and
socialstructure here, not to mention the benefit their working practices has on
biodiversity and wildlife. These proposals therefore pose significant vulnerability to
a large part of our business, and this response is intended to highlight our concerns
and the justification for those.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

| believe the proposed legislation is required in the interests of protection of welfare
of rodents and wildlife.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

| have said that | do not believe additional regulation is required in the use of certain
wildlife trapping.

There are two reasons;

1. We already have a highly regulated system of trapping and measures to safeguard
wildlife influenced by trapping methods, together with varying means by which
penalties may be applied as a consequence of illegality, which is underpinned and
delivered through training. Much of this training is done voluntarily, but the industry
widely accepts that this is best practice, and a must have for staff. We advocate high
professional standards for staff involved in the trapping of wildlife. Good practitioner
training is a very effective deterrent to these concerns, where staff can understand
and work to mitigate the probability of non- target catch, making staff accountable for
their actions and working practices.

2. Against a proposal to increase regulation, it remains wholly disproportionate that
on the flip side of the coin, it is NOT an offence to tamper with, interfere or sabotage
a wildlife trap. Such activities (and many go unreported) undermine the effort that
goes into good practice, training and diligence outlined above. They are acts of
vandalism, that cost the operator time and money. The penalties for this should
reflect the spring traps penalties in section 5 of the Bill. | am really disappointed that
interference, tampering and sabotage of traps has not been made a standalone
offence in the introduced Bill. Any regulation should serve both the activity it is trying
to encourage, as much as the converse of the situation, where purposeful sabotage
and interference should not be acceptable and similarly carry a penalty. If this kind of
activity inhibits our ability to practice legalised methods of control then it is only



accountable that such behaviour be an recognised offence.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

| have stated that | do not agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of
certain traps for the following reasons and concerns;

Unique Licence Numbers: | think it would be disproportionate and unreasonable to
subject wildlife traps that kill instantly, to carry unique licence numbers. Unique
licence numbers should only be applied to live capture traps where there are obvious
animal welfare considerations. Kill traps are deployed far more extensively, which
would substantially increase administrative burdens for the licence holder and the
estate.

| am extremely concerned about the vulnerability of employees, to potential
interference with unique licence numbers by those with opposing agenda's, often
who do not appreciate the benefits trapping and control methods have for wider
wildlife species, or the practices being followed for legitimate reasons. It would be a
very obvious, discrete and hard to prove means of sabotage to wildlife and
keepering staff, potentially putting employment at risk. For regulation to be fully
accountable, the converse should also be true, and it must be an offence to tamper,
interfere or sabotage a wildlife trap, with the penalties reflecting those in section 5.
Provision must be made to make tampering, interfering and sabotaging a wildlife
trap an offence.

| am not sure what licensing would achieve, and given the administrative burden and
resource needed, again | feel this is disproportionate to the need and justification for
such a system. To a large degree, most of what is proposed is already being done;
training, best practice in the use of traps. To add the burden of resource to serve a
licence numbering system is not justified.

Modification, Suspension and Revocation:

The real risk with these proposals, is the ability for penalties to be applied for
offences which are NOT related in any way to wildlife trapping practices.

| think it would be disproportionate, unreasonable and unfair to impose penalties
under a trap licensing scheme for alleged offences that have no connection to the
use of wildlife traps.

This poses immense risk to the estate business; the perpetrators of wildlife crime are
ALL those who live and share that environment - other workers, industries, visitors etc,
and that includes builders, agricultural contractors, etc etc.

| think it would be disproportionate, unreasonable and unfair to suspend a licence
because of the initiation of a police investigation for instance.

NatureScot would HAVE TO first be satisfied that an offence in relation to the use of



wildlife traps had been committed beyond reasonable doubt.

Police investigations can easily be triggered by a malicious allegation from someone
with an opposing agenda; against a backdrop of legislation that does not penalise this
malicious activity.

Why cease the ability for wildlife managers/keepers to trap on the basis of what
regulation is permitting to be credible activity?

Withdrawing the ability for the practitioner to go about legal working methods puts

both he or she at risk for their sustained employment, as we as all the wildlife that

actually benefits from this practice (and many of which are red listed species). The
proposals do not allow for any safeguard from sabotage or vexatious activity.

Application:

| think it would be disproportionate, unreasonable and unfair to give NatureScot the
power to decide whether it is ‘appropriate’ to grant a licence. Licences should be
granted unless NatureScot has evidence to suggest an offence in relation to the use
of wildlife traps had taken place beyond reasonable doubt. Those are very clear
parameters for the industry to work with.

The vagueness of the appropriateness test as proposed does not give me confidence
that NatureScot would grant me a licence on which our business depends.

It is very important to recognise that the qualifications a member of staff holds are
increasingly the tools of the trade. Every bit like a shotgun or firearm licence for the
control of deer etc, a licence in tis respect would be the same. These are pre-
requisites of their role, and if a licence is refused, suspended or revoked it will have
detrimental effects upon the ability for that member of staff to hold their position. This
seems a very heavy penalty to pay, and will deter people from entering this industry,
at a time when there is immense need for new nature based employees and skills. |
have witnessed at least two wildlife/’keepering staff leave in the last 18 month to 2
years, due to how they see impending risk to their traditional roles. It could have the
impact of making people leave their existing roles due to the risks they perceive in
the industry from sabotage or malicious treatment. It is hard to maintain staff
confidence and morale against this backdrop of increasing regulation and risk to
their chosen career.

Please also be mindful that these employees serve a much wider role within rural
communities; they run clubs, they help the elderly when there is storm or tempest,
they help inform the public when they visit the countryside for their own well being,
they search for the lost, they watch and monitor wildlife better than most; they act as
guardians to that environment. Any regulatory risk to their career and role in that
environment bears heavy both socially and economically on an already vulnerable
rural community, tested by resilience on many fronts.

If a licence was refused / suspended / revoked, the legitimate practices of predator
and vermin control will cease; and vulnerable wildlife will be impacted. This would
be worse at different times of year - breeding, nesting, etc. The regulations,
penalties and risk seem disproportionate to the role that wildlife control and
management plays in supporting the survival of many species. We pride ourselves
in the diversity of bird species on our grouse



moor, many of which would not be in such abundance if means of vermin and
predator control were lost. We monitor bird populations, trap effectiveness, quarry
species and trapping results, and understand the value of these legitimate practices.
To have this ability removed on the whim of what could be a wholly unassociated
undeterminable wildlife crime presents immense risk to our working community,
economics, social structure, and people and wildlife alike.

Safe in the knowledge our keepering/wildlife team have responded to this
consultation, | will hope that they have provided anecdotal evidence of tampering with
traps. But as someone who has worked on numerous rural estates over the last 20+
years, | am no stranger to staff reports of various interference, by the public to wildlife
traps. This is commonplace, and so often unreported due to fear of
reprisal/media/personal well being.

A bespoke offence for this kind of activity is only just and fair in the face of increased
legislation - together with an education for the wider public on what we do, why we do
it, and why their activities in this sense are detrimental to us all.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

| do not agree that there is a need for additional regulation of land used to shoot red
grouse. | feel that such regulation is unjustified.

The official wildlife crime record indicates that incidents of raptor persecution in
relation to grouse moor management are now at historically low levels. It is wrong
that grouse moor owners and occupiers are being singled out for a punitive civil
sanctioning regime against that background. Sporting rights are a proprietary right,
for the shooting of grouse and other species. Licensing is a disproportionate
measure for the perceived need to regulate this industry.

There are already robust measures in place to deter and punish the persecution of
raptors in Scotland.

These include recently strengthened criminal penalties (including unlimited fines and
lengthy prison

sentences), the introduction of vicarious liability for landowners and the option for
NatureScot to impose restrictions on the use of general licences.

My biggest worry concerns the ability for the regulatory body (to be Nature Scot) to
inhibit the right to shoot grouse for any reason other than robust evidence that
proves beyond reasonable doubt that raptor crime had been committed on the
estate by a relevant person. In the absence of such clear parameters for the basis of
revocation of a licence (only relating specifically to proven raptor crime) the
legislation, as proposed is disproportionate, unreasonable and discriminatory, and
does not serve the purpose for which it was intended.



| have outlined the vulnerability of the business and operating practices to
sabotage; | have pointed out that the perpetrators of wildlife crime are potentially all
those who share this environment. It would therefore be wholly unjustified to
establish a system that so significantly permitted a business to cease it's practices
on the whim of anything other than proven wildlife crime by those underpinning that
business.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

| do not agree with the proposed licensing scheme for land upon which red grouse are
shot.

This only serves to perpetuate single species protection measures in Scotland',
without addressing species balance and wider wildlife crime by other industries. No
similar proposals exist for other industries, because they have not been subject to
the same level of scrutiny, irrespective of level of wildlife crime. That demonstrates
that these proposed regulations are disproportionate. They also impinge upon a
legal, proprietary right. | saw a farmer disc fields only last week, where there were at
least three lapwing nests - most of these people know they are doing what they are
doing. If proportionately, it was demonstrated that the degree of species and habitat
loss that was incurred as a result of another industry, | believe it would be easily
recognisable that these proposals are targeted at an activity, which is ill perceived,
and misunderstood. The matter remains unclear as to what is the public interest here
and we ought to pause, both to analyse the justification of these proposals
proportionately and comparably in a wider context of wildlife crime, as well as
analyse the significant resulting effects upon both biodiversity and socio economics
that these proposals may have.

In application, the proposals as drafted pose immense business risk. The right to
shoot grouse should only be interfered with if there is robust evidence that proves
beyond reasonable doubt that raptor crime had been committed on the estate by a
relevant person. The Bill gives NatureScot the discretionary power to grant or refuse
licences on the basis of its perception

of “appropriateness”. This is a very broad test that could result in licences being
refused for any number of reasons. It cannot be right that licences are refused on
lower grounds than suspension or revocation. There will be considerable resource
needed to operate this system by Nature Scot. The discretionary application
procedure proposed is likely to result in inordinate delays. The mechanics of the
licensing scheme, as proposed, are therefore weak, and pose an overbearing risk on
the business, and considerable vulnerability to malicious activity or other third party
behaviour.

With regard to the licence period, then the Bill says licenses may only be granted for
a maximum period of 12 months. | feel that a greater degree of certainty is required
for each business to have the security to operate; (1) to market and offer sport with
associated accommodation and assets upon which we rely to add value and earn



income, (2) to offer secure employment prospect to staff, both full time and seasonal,
and (3) to have security for the business and be confident in annual income to allow
for investment, building confidence in business sustainability. In the absence of such
certainty, we would not know from one year to the next how we could operate. | fear
that the most obvious consequence of these proposals will be to disincentivise
grouse shooting and moorland management more broadly, which will have adverse
downstream consequences for both the biodiversity and wider economy alike.
Grouse moor management is a long-term investment and a licence duration should
reflect this reality.

The Bill says licences may be modified, and | feel that this requires far greater
clarification. | accept that the general licences adapt and change, and update
regularly, but modification to move the goal posts more siginifcantly, given potential
consequences, is unsuitable and requires clear parameters and measure.

| disagree with the proposed license scheme in that the consequences of licence
suspension or revocation would be so significant, and disproportionate to the crime,
that it is unjustifiable. The impact would be felt most significantly by the grouse
rightsholder, financially/economically, and in terms of the positive impacts their
grouse moor management offers wildlife and biodiversity. Beyond that, it would
directly affect their employees - socially, economically, and impacting upon what are
very fragile rural communities, hugely tested in their resilience, and suffering from
lack of services, and investment from the public purse.

This seems contrary to the spirit of any other policy ambition | read for rural
Scotland, affecting employment, housing and the wider community.

Given the wider impact likely, it would therefore be wholly be disproportionate and
unreasonable to suspend or revoke a licence for behaviour that is not criminal (such
as failure to comply with a condition of the licence or guidance contained in a code
of practice). | will not attempt to quote the benefits of grouse shooting to our
economy in Scotland, as this is well documented, but given our own expenditure in
this region in Angus, should grouse shooting be curtailed, then there would be many
service sector and supply businesses compromised, as well as the fulltime and
seasonal staff | have already noted.

The only trigger for any adverse licensing decision (be it refusal, modification,
suspension or revocation) should be robust evidence that proves raptor crime had
been committed on the estate by a relevant person beyond reasonable doubt. The
licence regulations must make that explicit.

The broad definition of relevant offences is discriminatory. It cannot be right for
offences that have no connection to the management of grouse moors to be triggers
for imposing sanctions. This leaves our industry, business (and those potentially
impacted) hugely vulnerable.

On a one-year licensing system, the difference between suspension and revocation
is academic. It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend a licence
because of the initiation of a police investigation. NatureScot should have to be
satisfied that raptor persecution had been committed by a relevant person beyond
reasonable doubt. Police investigations can easily be triggered by malicious or
vexatious allegations - and a business can not react practically nor reasonable upon
such a time scale.

To conclude, | am very concerned that legislation is being framed in these grouse



licensing proposals that is both discriminatory and unjustified in it's purpose;

It does seem that it has been targeted at people (who own and exercise) the right to
shoot grouse; an error in itself, without cognisance of those who live and work in this
sector, the wider benefits it brings socio-economically, and environmentally, not to
mention the legacy this sport has given our heritage and history in Scotland, our
culture, tradition and enjoyment and well being. It seems to demonstrate a class
discrimination, which is wholly misplaced, misunderstood and ill-percived. Within this,
| have to question how this meets the public benefit - if indeed that is a valid test in
this context.

The penalties proposed are to be felt to a much greater extent than any other sector
or industry - this seems to be a clear expression of that discrimmination.

The proposals imply penalty for activities that have;
(1) no correlation or connection to grouse moor management and
(2) without criminal wrongdoing being proved beyond reasonable doubt.

That is inequitable, and unjust, and furthermore, only serves to facilitate malicious
behaviour and sabotage.

At the same time, nor do proposals serve to hold any tampering or third party activity
to account. Surely for any water tight legislation to be workable, this has to change.

Finally, to be clear, licence refusal, suspension or revocation of grouse moor licence
for our business would mean a financial loss of minimum £300k per annum (and up
to £600/£700k in a good year), and therefore the need to pay off at least 2 full time
staff, and seasonal staff decimated. Investment would be curtailed, without any
certainty on future income. We would need to continue to employ keepering staff to
control deer - for which we get no support, for the public benefit this helps serve. The
income we make from grouse would impact upon the role of the keepers, and they
may not wish to continue with their job role, if so significantly altered by no grouse
shooting activities. If you reduce employment, it affects schools, services, social
structures, the resilience of a community, and you remove the people who act as
guardians of these places.

Locally, | have already mentioned, the impact upon other businesses, trades and
suppliers, for which we spend £200k plus with each year, not to mention the
expenditure in the local community from our ow guests.

In terms of the environment and biodiversity, then moorland management would
cease to a large extent because we would not have staff to provide the degree of
work we currently carry out. Consequently we would not be able to underpin the
breeding successes of waders, and other birds, which are so highly vulnerable to
both ground and aerial predation.

| hope | have therefore made clear the huge vulnerability the business would have to a
one- year duration for a licence, and the uncertainty this would introduce.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers



No

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

| do not agree that this is a suitable proposal; giving charities statutory powers to
investigate any crime sets a dangerous precedent. | would not have confidence that
the SSPCA are the right body to deliver these responsibilities. | personally do not
believe they have the ability in staff skills, knowledge and experience to understand
this environment, and thus be responsible for investigating wildlife crime.

At present there is no accountability and oversight of their work; they do not sit in the
same space, and | would doubt their familiarity and understanding of our working
environment and practices. It would seem perhaps a credible suggestion in terms of
resource, but nothing more. Scottish SPCA staff are not vetted or trained to the
same standard as police officers, which would potentially compromise wildlife crime
investigations.

| feel uncomfortable with the suggestion that the SSPCA be responsible for
investigating wildlife crime, given that that Scottish SPCA staff publicly express partial
views (often concerning legal land management tools and countryside activities)
which could lead to investigations being tainted by bias.

The partial views held by the Scottish SPCA in relation to legal land management
tools and countryside activities has contributed to an erosion of my trust and
confidence in their ability to investigate impartially.

It simply would not cross my mind, as an experienced land agent, to contact the
SSPCA to investigate a wildlife crime, and | have never considered their role anything
to do with these matters at any point when | have been dealing with wildlife, for all of
the above reasons; they are a charity (and this is not their established role nor field),
their lack of skills, knowledge, experience and familiarity within our field, and the
opinions and views expressed by them.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

No

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

As is now widely recognised, the latest science suggests that muirburn is delivering
the best outcomes for peatland carbon balances, water tables, nutrient content,
methane reduction and wildfire mitigation when compared to cutting vegetation and
leaving vegetation unmanaged. | believe that additional regulation has the capacity
to detract from these important benefits.

Muirburn is conducted with a level of professionalism, reinforced by training, and in
accordance with best practice by the vast majority of grouse moor managers. The
provision of training should be considered as a mechanism for maximising
professional standards and adherence to best practice before further regulation is
considered.

Like many land management measures, any regulation that attempts to regulate



muirburn will be faced with the difficulties of 'not one size fits all', brought about by
regional variation and purpose for muirburn. Additional regulation is not the answer
here - and responsible agricultural practices may be a better avenue for delivery.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

| have seen no scientific evidence to support the introduction of greater controls on
burning where there is peat deeper than 40cm.

In addition, there is no evidence to suggest that muirburn is harmful on peat deeper
than 40cm.

The Peatland ES-UK study demonstrates how beneficial muirburn can be for peatland
ecosystems, regardless of peat depth.

The licensing system puts the onus on people like me to determine where the land is
peatland or not peatland, and this would seem an impossibility. There are no
peatland maps denoting where the peat is 40cm in depth, meaning the only available
option is to use a peat probe. Even then, the variableness of peat depth across small
areas means that every square inch of the land would need to be probed — which is
not practical and would actually damage peat. The licensing scheme provides no
certainty and is unworkable/impracticable.

Licences should be granted unless NatureScot has evidence to suggest a crime in
relation to muirburn had taken place beyond reasonable doubt.

| think it would be illogical, disproportionate and unreasonable to only grant
peatland licences where no other method of vegetation control is available. Other
methods of vegetation control are not as effective as muirburn, especially for
purposes relating to preventing or reducing the risk of wildfire.

| think it would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend a licence because
of the initiation of a police investigation. NatureScot should have to be satisfied that
an offence in relation to muirburn had been committed beyond reasonable doubt.
Police investigations can easily be triggered by malicious or vexatious allegations,
and | have outlined the vulnerability of our business to these on several fronts within
this response.

If the estate’s licence to make muirburn was refused / suspended / revoked, there
would be a detrimental effect on the Estates ability to conduct muirburn for the
purposes of breaking up habitat, encouraging new growth etc., and therefore
wildlife will be compromised by potential loss of habitat. The quality of grazing
would be impacted.

Bear in mind also the scale of landholding involved here, and therefore the
detrimental effects of no muirburn would be vast. The risk of wildfire and fuel load
would be greater, for wildlife and the business alike.

The margin of probable error, in burning peat which could be over 40cm deep, is
high, given the scale of moorland at Invermark. That does not sit at all practically,



against us being able to hold reliable evidence of peat depth across the entire area
of the Estate. That is an impossibility, and therefore an invalid suggestion upon
which to establish a regulatory system for muirburn licensing.



Dinnet & West Tillypronie Syndicate Limited
Sporting tenant

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

No experience and cannot comment.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

Operators of wildlife traps already operate to high professional standards, with many
practitioners undertaking training on a voluntary basis.

There is no evidence that additional regulation on the use of wildlife traps is
necessary. It would be possible to maximise adherence to best practice and reduce
the probability of non- target catch through the provision of training alone.

It should be an offence to tamper with, interfere or sabotage a wildlife trap. The
penalties for this should reflect those relating to the use of spring traps in section 5 of
the Bill.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

Unique Licence Numbers:

The proposal to subject wildlife traps that kill instantaneously to unique licence
numbers is disproportionate and likely to result in unintended consequences. Unique
licence numbers should only be applied to live capture traps where there are
heightened animal welfare considerations.

Interference with unique licence numbers by parties with vexatious agendas is a
cause for real concern and is the obvious way of sabotaging a licence holder.
Provision must be made to made to make tampering, interfering and sabotaging a
wildlife trap an offence with penalties reflecting those in section 5 of the Bill.



Modification, Suspension and Revocation:

It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to modify, suspend or revoke a
licence for any crime other than those relating to the use of wildlife traps. It would be
unfair and illogical to impose penalties under a trap licensing scheme for alleged
offences that have no connection to the use of wildlife traps.

It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend a licence because of the
initiation of a police investigation. NatureScot should first have to be satisfied that an
offence in relation to the use of wildlife traps had been committed beyond reasonable
doubt. Police investigations can easily be triggered by malicious or vexatious
allegations.

Application:

It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to give NatureScot the power to
decide whether it is ‘appropriate’ to grant a licence. Licences should be granted
unless there is proof beyond reasonable doubt that an offence in relation to the use
of wildlife traps had been committed.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

The official wildlife crime record indicates that incidents of raptor persecution in
relation to grouse moor management are now at historically low levels. It is wrong
that grouse moor owners and occupiers are being singled out for a punitive civil
sanctioning regime against that background.

There are already robust measures in place to deter and punish the persecution of
raptors in Scotland.

These include recently strengthened criminal penalties (including unlimited fines and
lengthy prison sentences), the introduction of vicarious liability for landowners and the
option for NatureScot to impose restrictions on the use of general licences.

If licensing is introduced, it would be completely disproportionate, unreasonable
and discriminatory for NatureScot to interfere with the right to shoot grouse for any
reason other than robust evidence that proves beyond reasonable doubt that raptor
crime had been committed on the estate by a relevant person.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.



The licensing scheme is unworkable on a practical level and unfairly singles out
grouse moor operators for punitive civil sanctions without justification.

Application:

The right to shoot grouse should only be interfered with if there is robust evidence
that proves beyond reasonable doubt that raptor crime had been committed on the
estate by a relevant person.

The Bill gives NatureScot the discretionary power to grant or refuse licences on the
basis of its perception of “appropriateness”. This is a very broad test that could
result in licences being refused for any number of reasons. It cannot be right that
licences are refused on lower grounds than suspension or revocation.

NatureScot’s licensing team is already overburdened. The discretionary application
procedure proposed is likely to result in inordinate delays.

The Licence Period:

The Bill says licenses may only be granted for a maximum period of 12 months.
Businesses will therefore not know from one year to the next whether they are able
to operate. This uncertainty will severely inhibit their ability to plan for the future, take
on employees and invest in rural Scotland.

This will, in turn, disincentivise grouse shooting and moorland management more
broadly, which will have adverse downstream consequences for the economy and the
environment. Grouse moor management is a long-term investment and the licence
duration should reflect this reality

Modification:

The Bill says licences may be modified by NatureScot at any time, even if there is
no allegation or evidence of wrongdoing against the license holder or person
managing the land. That is unfair, disproportionate and will create uncertainty.
Modification is a penalty, and penalties under the scheme should only be triggered
if there is robust evidence that proves beyond reasonable doubt that raptor crime
had been committed on the estate by a relevant person.

Suspension and Revocation:

The consequences of licence suspension or revocation would be devastating for the
grouse rightsholder, their employees and the wider community. Jobs, homes and
businesses would be lost. It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend
or revoke a licence for behaviour that is not criminal (such as failure to comply with a
condition of the licence or guidance contained in a code of practice).

The only trigger for any adverse licensing decision (be it refusal, modification,
suspension or revocation) should be robust evidence that proves raptor crime had
been committed on the estate by a relevant person beyond reasonable doubt.

The broad definition of relevant offences is discriminatory. It cannot be right for
offences that have no connection to the management of grouse moors to be triggers
for imposing sanctions.



On a one-year licensing system, the difference between suspension and revocation
is academic. It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend a licence
because of the initiation of a police investigation. NatureScot should have to be
satisfied that raptor persecution had been committed by a relevant person beyond
reasonable doubt. Police investigations can easily be triggered by malicious or
vexatious allegations.

Overall, the licensing scheme is discriminatory because it will result in people with
the right to shoot grouse being penalised to a much greater extent than any other
class of people for activities that have no correlation or connection to grouse moor
management and without criminal wrongdoing being proved beyond reasonable
doubt.

The consequence of a licence refusal, suspension or revocation could mean a
reduction in the investment in the property and local economy, which is currently
considerable and supports 7 full time employees and their families. In this part of
Aberdeenshire, many rural businesses rely on the direct business from farms and
estates and a loss of licence will have far reaching implications, which cannot be
replicated by other land uses.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

No

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

Affording charities statutory powers to investigate any crime sets a dangerous
precedent. There would be a deficit of accountability and oversight of their work.

Scottish SPCA staff are not vetted nor trained to the same standard as police officers,
which could potentially compromise wildlife crime investigations.

Scottish SPCA staff are overt in their expression of partial views (including around
legal land management tools and countryside activities) which could lead to
investigations being tainted by bias.

The partial views of the Scottish SPCA in relation to legal land management tools and
countryside activities has resulted in an erosion of trust and confidence in the charity
among many landowners and land managers.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

No

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

The latest science suggests that muirburn is delivering the best outcomes for
peatland carbon balances, water tables, nutrient content, methane reduction and



wildfire mitigation compared to cutting vegetation and leaving vegetation
unmanaged. Additional regulation has the capacity to detract from these important
benefits.

Muirburn is conducted with absolute professionalism and in accordance with best
practice by the vast majority of grouse moor managers. The provision of training
should be considered as a mechanism for maximising professional standards and
adherence to best practice before further regulation is considered.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

The definition of peatland is arbitrary and illogical. There is no science to support the
introduction of greater controls on burning where there is peat deeper than 40cm.

The licensing system puts the onus of determining whether the land is
peatland or not peatland on the licence applicant, despite the policy
memorandum acknowledging that Scotland does not currently have soil
mapping data for peat with a depth of 40cm.

NatureScot’s recent review of the evidence on muirburn confirmed that the only way
to measure peat is to use a peat probe. Peat depth can be highly variable across a
small area, meaning it will be impossible for an applicant to determine, with absolute
certainty, whether the land to which the licence relates is peatland (defined as peat
deeper than 40cm) or not peatland.

Probing every inch of ground is practically impossible and would be damaging to the
peat. This approach to licensing could result in responsible people inadvertently
breaking the law. It also makes the law difficult for NatureScot to enforce in practice.
This lack of certainty makes the licensing system unworkable.

It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to give NatureScot the power to
decide whether it is ‘appropriate’ to grant a licence. Licences should be granted
unless NatureScot has evidence to suggest a crime in relation to muirburn had taken
place beyond reasonable doubt.

It would be illogical, disproportionate and unreasonable to only grant peatland
licences where no other method of vegetation control is available. Other methods of
vegetation control lead to worse outcomes, especially for purposes relating to
preventing or reducing the risk of wildfire. For example, cutting vegetation leaves
behind brash which can dry out in summer months, producing ideal tinder for
smouldering and wildfire ignition. This is counterintuitive to the stated licensable
purpose.

It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend a licence because of the
initiation of a police investigation. NatureScot should have to be satisfied that an
offence in relation to muirburn had been committed beyond reasonable doubt. Police
investigations can easily be triggered by malicious or vexatious allegations.



Douglas & Angus Estates
A privately owned mixed Landed Estate comprising of circa 30,000 acres of in by &
moorland let in part to AHA tenants, SLDT tenants and farmed in hand.

The moorland is partly designated as SPA & SSSI and managed for the benefit of
sheep and moorland birds.

Historically the moorland was a productive grouse moor, but in recent years the
moors have not provided a shoot able surplus; notwithstanding that the moors
(Parishholm, Shawhead & Roberton) are actively managed for the benefit of the
upland assemblage of moorland birds.

Responsible long-term custodianship of both the land and the local community are
our primary objectives, which we strive to achieve irrespective of political
interference - something we have done for approaching 1,000 years.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

No
Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

Legal control of vermin is an essential part of moorland management, without

which the assemblage of upland wildlife (particularly waders & ground nesting birds)
will not survive.

Operators of wildlife traps already operate to high professional standards and are
highly regulated - best practice is most likely to be successfully achieved by good
quality training, rather than further regulation.

It should be an offence to tamper with, interfere or sabotage a wildlife trap - the
penalties for this should reflect those relating to the use of spring traps in section 5 of
the BiIll.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

Unique Licence Numbers are on the whole a good thing, but they can be abused as
obvious way of sabotaging a licence holder.

So on balance the proposal to subject wildlife traps that kill instantaneously to unique
licence numbers is disproportionate and likely to result in unintended consequences.



Provision must be made to made to make tampering, interfering and sabotaging a
wildlife trap an offence with appropriate penalties.

We cannot protect our precious moorland and their flora & fauna if we victimise
those who are responsible for managing and preserving it - abandoning these areas
is not the answer.

Unfortunately we live in a world were the vociferous few, who have little knowledge
of moorlands or their management, are seeking to dictate what they think (driven by
sentiment) is best for Scotland rather than trying to help those who have the difficult
job of trying do it day in and day out in all conditions.

So it would be disproportionate and unreasonable to give NatureScot the power to
decide whether it is ‘appropriate’ to grant a licence - licences should be granted
unless there is proof beyond reasonable doubt that an offence in relation to the use
of wildlife traps had been committed.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

Please see my comments above, but in addition:
Modification, Suspension and Revocation:

It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to modify, suspend or revoke a
licence for any crime other than those relating to the use of wildlife traps.

It would be unreasonable to suspend a licence because of the initiation of a police
investigation - all parties, both the Police & NatureScot should first have to be
satisfied that an offence in relation to the use of wildlife traps had been committed
because Police investigations can easily be triggered by malicious allegations.

Applications:

There should be a presumption that Licences will be granted unless there is
absolute proof that an offence in relation to the use of wildlife traps had been
committed.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

The official wildlife crime record indicates that incidents of raptor persecution in

relation to grouse moor management are at historically low levels and it is wrong
that grouse moor owners and occupiers are being singled out for a punitive civil



sanctioning, when they are the people who maintain our moorland habitats at both
huge personal expense and physical effort - these people should be lauded for what
they do, not persecuted.

There are already robust measures in place to deter and punish the persecution of
raptors in Scotland. These include recently strengthened criminal penalties (including
unlimited fines and lengthy prison sentences), the introduction of vicarious liability for
landowners and the option for NatureScot to impose restrictions on the use of
general licences.

Raptor crime should not be tolerated, but the preconceived belief that all gamekeepers
& moorland owners are guilty of it most be overcome.

If a shoot is found guilty of raptor crime they should be punished, as is already
provided for in legislation; but the majority should not be condemned for the crimes
of the few.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

A licensing scheme is an unworkable 'blunt tool' and on a practical level and unfairly
singles out grouse moor operators for punitive civil sanctions without any real
justification.

The right to shoot grouse should only be interfered with if there is robust evidence
that proves beyond reasonable doubt that raptor crime had been committed by a
relevant person.

The Bill gives NatureScot the discretionary power to grant or refuse licences on the
basis of its perception of “appropriateness”, this is a very broad test that could result
in licences being refused for any number of reasons.

The theme throughout the Bill is one of guilt first and innocence second, which is a
fundamental flaw of the society we live in and largely fuelled by the Press and Social
Media - we must try to reach a more balanced approach to our problems, than being
constantly swayed the the small minorities who shout loudest and we must stop
making uninformed political decisions based on knee jerk reactions.

Sound moorland management is a long-term process and cannot be delivered by
granting a 12 month licence - the idea is frankly idiotic. | have been managing
heather moorland for over 35 years and the benefits of efforts made 25 or 30 years
ago are only just beginning to become apparent.

So we must, as for any successful venture, take a long-term view rather than being
swept along by voter driven political short-termism.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA



additional powers
No
Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers

to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

Affording charities statutory powers to investigate any crime is a hugely dangerous
thing to do.

We had a gamekeeper 25 years ago who was pursued and investigated by the SPCA.

As a result of which he came under the scrutiny of the Police and based on flawed
evidence was found guilty of drug related offences and served a 6 month gaol
sentence - subsequently at Appeal his conviction was overturned, he was found
innocent of any wrong doing and completely absolved of any crime.

However, it took 12 years to clear his name and as a result he lost his job, his wife,
his home, his family and 12 years of his life - the result of the activities of an
untrained Scottish SPCA staff member.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

No

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

Muirburn is an essential moorland activity, without which more and more moorland
will be lost

The latest science suggests that muirburn is delivering the best outcomes for
peatland carbon balances, water tables, nutrient content, methane reduction and
wildfire mitigation compared to cutting vegetation or leaving vegetation unmanaged.

Muirburn is already hugely regulated and conducted with absolute professionalism, in
accordance with best practice by the vast majority of moorland managers.

Training is more important than further regulation.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn
No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

This is unnecessary and unworkable and there is no scientific evidence to support it -
the greatest danger to the survival of our heather moorland is the lack of well
managed burning.

Vibrant moorlands are a mosaic of soils, flora & fauna which cannot be managed to



a definitive prescription; however, burning is an essential tool particularly over areas
of wet peatland.

Cutting heather can be done on dryer areas, but the damage caused to a damp peat
rich heather moorland will always be greater from the intervention of heavy
mechanical equipment than responsible, well managed burning in the right
conditions, at the right time of the year.

The greatest danger to our heather moorlands is the ignorance of those people
who are seeking to licence it - the best solution is to provide proper training for all
those who have a stake in their long-term survival, whether as moorland owner,
gamekeeper, manager, advisor, NatureScot and our Politians.



Drummuir Home Farms

Organic, in hand farm, with a section of moorland that historically held grouse, black
game, capercaillie. These species are now absent apart from a few red grouse. We
are obliged under an environmental scheme to burn or swipe an area of moorland
each year, and this is an attempt to improve the habitat for ground nesting birds.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

We do not believe that this is necessary for law abiding rural workers.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

We do not believe that this is necessary for law abiding rural workers.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to

shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

We do not believe this to be necessary for a law abiding land owner.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

We do not believe this to be necessary or of benefit.



Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

We are unaware of the current powers that the SSPCA hold and whether more are
necessary. However, it would appear from the information provided in this
questionnaire, that any increase in powers could be disproportionate.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

No
Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -

Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

Muirburn is an essential and encouraged management tool for moorland. It improves
habitat for many species (not just game), and any further controls would - we feel -
impinge on this benefit.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

We feel that it is unnecessary for any lawful land management practices and would
serve as a (political) tool to restrict muirburn.



Drynoch & Borline Club

Small (about six members) group of Skye residents who lease ¢15,000 acres from
Scottish Government. Main purpose is fishing spate river and hill lochs but a few
members occasionally try to find a grouse to shoot.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

Suspect they are never now used.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

Don’t know

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain

wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

The current system, works. Moors are carefully managed and the resulting habitat is
species rich, particularly with birds of all sorts.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

Unnecessary bureaucracy for no good reason.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA



additional powers
No

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

They are politically driven and an inappropriate body to conduct such investigations.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

No

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -

Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

On grouse moors it is well controlled voluntarily. On other areas the existing
regulations are largely ignored. Additional regulation will do nothing to improve that
situation.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

Unnecessary and very time consuming for those enforcing it.



Dunecht Estates

Dunecht Estates is a diverse rural business operating on land across six different
landholdings in Aberdeenshire. Business interests include farming, forestry, field
sports, residential property, commercial property, minerals and tourism. The
business, with a full time staff of 55 employees, is managed by a professional team
based in the Estates Office in the village of Dunecht.

Dunecht has grouse moors at Edinglassie in Strathdon, Forest of Birse in Finzean
and the Hill of Fare, Dunecht.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

We do not believe that there's strong evidence supporting a case for introducing
additional legislation regarding the use of wildlife traps. Wildlife trapping is already
highly regulated and many operators are already trained in the correct use of traps.
This training, setting out best practice, considerably reduces the chances of non
target species being caught.

The introduction of new legislation as proposed without strong evidence will result in
a further administrative burden leading to increased cost. This has the potential to
see trapping effort reduced if Land Managers chose to consider the burden too
great. Such action will have negative consequences for game birds and also other
ground nesting birds including black grouse, curlew and lapwing. Given the 'nature
emergency' the potential implications for all wildlife should be assessed before
introducing new legislative measures.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

We do not agree that the measures in the Bill are proportionate and necessary.
The requirement to employ unique licence numbers should only be applicable to
live capture traps, as currently, where there are greater welfare considerations.



We highlight that the use of unique licence numbers has the potential to expose the operator to
unmerited investigation where the licence number has been tampered with by a party who
disagrees with the use of wildlife traps. This concern is exacerbated by virtue of the fact that the
Bill is silent on offences relating to any party who intentionally tampers with or damages a trap.

We disagree with the provision in the Bill which allows for the introduction of charges for any
licences granted. We note and concur with the statement in the Policy Memorandum which
identifies that in the majority of occasions when licences are granted for the purposes of wildlife
management their issue reflects a need to act in the public interest. We contend that well
managed wildlife trapping delivers a wide range of public benefits including the support of rural
jobs, culture as well as environmental gain.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to shoot red
grouse? - need for the additional regulation

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to shoot red
grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

We are strongly opposed to the introduction of additional regulation relating to the use of land for
grouse shooting. We highlight that the introduction of further regulation has the prospect of
seeing grouse shooting disappear from the Scottish uplands and the economic, environmental,
cultural and social benefits it delivers in fragile rural areas being lost.

We note that there is concern over raptor persecution associated with grouse shooting but the
official statistics show that such crime in relation to grouse moor management is at a historically
low level. The Scottish Government has already introduced robust measures to deter
persecution, with these measures punishing perpetrators and potentially their employers too,
including vicarious liability and recently strengthened criminal penalties.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot red grouse
(sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot red grouse
(sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

We contend that the proposed licensing scheme lacks practical application and unfairly targets
grouse shooting. The Bill provides that licences will be granted for one year at a time. This fails to
recognise that grouse shooting is a land use that requires very significant commitment, long term
planning and considerable investment, not least in relation to compliance with existing regulation
which this Bill now proposes to extend. We also highlight that there seems no justification for
limiting the licence period to one year when the Bill also contains provisions in relation to the
suspension or revocation of a licence. We suggest that licences are renewable on a 10 year basis
thus giving a sufficient degree of certainty, allowing for proper planning, facilitating ongoing
investment and resulting in grouse shooting continuing to deliver widely recognised benefits in
upland areas. Such an approach appears preferable while also limiting the burden and financial
cost on the licensing authority.

We highlight that the Bill lacks clarity in relation to the modification of a licence, containing
provision allowing a licence to be modified at any time. A licensee is therefore, for example,
exposed to the area over which the licence is granted being significantly reduced. The grounds on
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which a licence may be modified are however unclear and we argue that a licence should, along
with any suspension and revocation, only be capable of being modified when it has been
established beyond reasonable doubt that a crime involving a raptor has occurred. The Bill, of
course, proposes that the regulatory authority will have the ability to suspend or revoke a licence
in situations whereby it believes that a code of practice relating to grouse moor management has
been breached. We contend that such a provision goes too far bearing in mind the objectives of
the Bill and singles out grouse shooting.

Furthermore we contend that if compliance with a code of practice is to be incorporated as a
requirement then that code of practice should be included in the legislation and subjected to full
parliamentary scrutiny.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to investigate
wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers

No

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in
the box provided.

We believe that the work of the SSPCA taskforce should be allowed to run its course and its report
carefully considered before any legislation proposing new powers is introduced. Any legislation
relating to new powers should be subjected to full parliamentary scrutiny ie the Stage 1, 2 and 3
process.

As a general rule we believe that it should be the duty of the police to investigate wildlife crimes.
There is the danger that officers employed by a charitable organisation are less than fully
impartial and pursue cases which otherwise might not have been taken forward, causing
unnecessary and unwanted alarm and upset among those subject to the investigation.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need for the
additional regulation for muirburn

No

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - Please provide
your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

We highlight that the very latest scientific evidence suggests that muirburn is delivering multiple
benefits, in the shape of peatland carbon balances, water tables, methane reduction and wildfire
mitigation and overall better outcomes in comparison with cutting or leaving habitats unmanaged.
This evidence needs to be fully recognised and understood before embarking on introducing new
legislation that may do harm rather than good.

Muirburn carried out in association with grouse management is conducted by teams of
professional and often highly trained staff, employing the latest techniques and with the
assistance of the latest in fire management and control equipment. Fundamentally, it is in the
interests of grouse moor managers to exercise muirburn diligently with fires under control.
Controlled burning that gets out of control is detrimental to the grouse shooting interest.

Also, muirburn practiced in association with grouse shooting has delivered Scotland's iconic
'‘purple clad hills', an internationally scarce habitat with the UK containing 75% of the world's
remaining heather moorland.



Vast areas of heather moorland on grouse moors are subject to environmental designation (eg
SSSI and SAC) for their flora and fauna and every effort should be made to ensure that these
habitats and the wildlife that support them are not lost because muirburn can no longer be
undertaken.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)? - the
proposed licensing system for muirburn

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)? - Please
provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

We note that there is no science to support greater control over muirburn carried out on land
defined as peatland ie land where the soil has a layer of peat with a thickness of more than 40cm.
The Bill requires the licence applicant to determine whether the land is peatland or not and we
question this responsibility when no guidance is provided (do you peat probe based on a 100m
grid or 10m grid) and as acknowledged in the Policy Memorandum there's no soil mapping data
currently available that provides information on peatland where the depth is greater than 40cm.
Unhelpfully the Bill only states that the proposed muirburn code 'may' include provision on how
the layer of peat will be established.

We highlight that the Bill provides that a licence to burn on peatland will only be granted when
there is no other method of vegetation control available. The only practical alternative is cutting
but that necessarily involves heavy machinery and there's every prospect of that machinery
breaking through the surface and exposing the peat layer, resulting in the release of carbon.
Additionally cutting will leave a matt of dead vegetation which over time, will weather and dry out
providing a fuel load that will increase the prospect of damaging wildfire.

We also note that the Bill proposes that managing moorland habitats for game or wildlife will only
qualify as a valid purpose for a licence application when the land does not involve peatland. This
has the prospect of excluding large areas of a grouse moor from the licensable area where for the
reasons already stated cutting is not a desirable alternative. No sound policy rationale is given for
the Bill taking this position and there are potentially seriously adverse consequences for the ability
to run a grouse moor and deliver all the benefits that they bring to rural Scotland.



Edinburgh Environmental Services Ltd (EES Pest Control)
Small pest control specialists covering Edinburgh & the Lothian's.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps (sections 1-
3)? - Agree with ban?

No

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps (sections 1-
3)? - Reasons agree with ban

Glue boards are essential for public health.

A complete ban on rodent glue boards in Scotland will have a devastating impact on human health
and safety. Everything from hospital wards to school lunchrooms will be liable to close while
extended pest management programmes occur.

The British Retail Consortium (BRC) and UK Hospitality believe a ban on glue boards will
profoundly impact SMEs, particularly in the food and hospitality sector.

Rodents carry and transmit pathogenic microorganisms (and therefore disease). Failure to act
quickly in a high-risk environment can result in sickness, distress and death.

Rodent management programmes will take longer in crucial areas, meaning temporary closures
(minimum of 2 weeks) of sensitive sites, such as:

Small food and hospitality businesses

Hospitals and care homes wards

Food factories and preparation areas

Critical infrastructure and government buildings.

In domestic cases, private homeowners could spend weeks living with rodents, risking their health.

A total ban on glue boards would remove a tool that helps protect some of the most vulnerable
people and high-risk environments. This would have a detrimental effect on public health.

Hospitals, care homes, food businesses, and other critical infrastructure relies on glue boards to
protect vulnerable people.

No other tool works quicker than rodent glue boards. We have no viable alternatives to glue
boards when speed is crucial. Without access to glue boards, people may die.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps? -
Agree with question

Don’t know

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps? -
additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps
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Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife traps
(sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife traps
(sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to shoot red
grouse? - need for the additional regulation

Don't know

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to shoot red
grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot red grouse
(sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot red grouse
(sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to investigate
wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in
the box provided.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need for the
additional regulation for muirburn

Don't know

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - Please provide
your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)? - the
proposed licensing system for muirburn

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)? - Please
provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.



Estate Management
Provides pest control & crop protection for farming community.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps (sections 1-
3)? - Agree with ban?

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps (sections 1-
3)? - Reasons agree with ban

Glue boards are inhumane. Use poison.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps? -
Agree with question

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps? -
additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

Regulation No - education - Yes.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife traps
(sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife traps
(sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

Anyone trapping legally should have nothing to fear, should be adequately trained and should be
responsible enough to take responsibility for it.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to shoot red
grouse? - need for the additional regulation

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to shoot red

grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

There should be no further legislation whatsoever. If shooting and release of Grouse did not
happen, there would not be any Grouse to see. Bad practices should always be dealt with
however.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot red grouse
(sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot red grouse
(sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.
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Why? It will be required to have a licencing scheme to shoot rabbits at this rate; not that there is
any left.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to investigate
wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers

No

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in
the box provided.

Cruelty to animals is disgusting, whether to pets or wild animals. If it is an illegal act, the Police
can act on it.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need for the
additional regulation for muirburn

No

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - Please provide
your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

It has always worked, that is why it is done.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)? - the
proposed licensing system for muirburn

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)? - Please
provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

| would be in favour of such a scheme. It is responsible after all.



Evenley Wood Shoot
Pheasant Shoot

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps (sections 1-
3)? - Agree with ban?

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps (sections 1-
3)? - Reasons agree with ban

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps? -
Agree with question

Yes

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps? -
additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

For control

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife traps
(sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife traps
(sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

Safeguards for public and wildlife

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to shoot red
grouse? - need for the additional regulation

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to shoot red
grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

We manage now

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot red grouse
(sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot red grouse
(sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to investigate
wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers

Yes



Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in
the box provided.

Safe guards

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need for the
additional regulation for muirburn

Don't know

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - Please provide
your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)? - the
proposed licensing system for muirburn

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)? - Please
provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.



Finzean Estate Partnership
We are a traditional highland estate with in hand farming, a farmshop, sporting, forestry, holiday
cottages, let farms and housing

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps (sections 1-
3)? - Agree with ban?

No

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps (sections 1-
3)? - Reasons agree with ban

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps? -
Agree with question

No
Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps? -
additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

There is already a robust training scheme for operating traps adhering to the highest professional
standard.

Coupled with that there is no evidence to suggest additional regulation is necessary.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife traps
(sections 4-5)? -licencing agree

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife traps
(sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

Unique licence numbers should only be applied to live capture traps where there is a an animal
welfare consideration.

Licence holders are also open to trap interference by those with agendas aiming to try and
shame the industry. This would be a massive concern and tampering with a trap should be an
offence with penalty.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to shoot red
grouse? - need for the additional regulation

No
Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to shoot red

grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

Grouse moor owners and occupiers are continually being singled out for wildlife crime despite
the fact that incidents of raptor persecution are now at historically low levels.

There are already strong measures in place, including criminal penalties to deter and punish
persecution of raptors in Scotland, along with the introduction of vicarious liability for landowners
and the option for Nature Scot to impose restrictions on general licences.
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Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot red grouse
(sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot red grouse
(sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

The licensing scheme, on a practical level, will not work and unfairly singles out grouse moor

operators.

Only where there is robust evidence that proves beyond reasonable doubt that raptor crime had
been committed on the estate by a relevant person should the right to shoot grouse be interfered
with.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to investigate
wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers

No

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to

investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in
the box provided.

The Police force are already trained to high standards through their wildlife crime office to deal
with cases.

Scottish SPCA are not trained to these standards potentially compromising any wildlife crime
investigation.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need for the
additional regulation for muirburn

No

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - Please provide

your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

Already Muirburning adheres to best practice methods and those that are involved are very well
trained usually with the best of equipment to manage the fire.

Additional regulation would be unnecessary.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)? - the
proposed licensing system for muirburn

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)? - Please
provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

Much of this debate is based on what is peatland and as there is such a variance over small
areas it would be very difficult to measure practically where there is peat deeper than 40cm.



Fundacién Artemisan
www.fundacionartemisam.com

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps (sections 1-
3)? - Agree with ban?

No
Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps (sections 1-
3)? - Reasons agree with ban

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps? -
Agree with question

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps? -
additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife traps
(sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife traps
(sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to shoot red
grouse? - need for the additional regulation

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to shoot red
grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot red grouse
(sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot red grouse
(sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to investigate
wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
No

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in
the box provided.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need for the
additional regulation for muirburn

No


http://www.fundacionartemisam.com/

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - Please provide
your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)? - the
proposed licensing system for muirburn

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)? - Please
provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.



Position Statement on the role of controlled burning in the management of heather
dominated landscapes in Great Britain

Who are we?

The Future Landscapes Forum is a group of academics and practitioners with specialist
knowledge of the management, ecology, functioning and fire risk associated with heather-
dominated landscapes in the UK. These landscapes are recognised as globally significant,
supporting unique habitat and species assemblages (Bain et al., 2011). Many of us have
conducted key research and published a considerable body of recent peer-reviewed science
and assessments pertaining to this important habitat. Our shared views represent a collective
body of current, evidence-based science and best practice about managing the UK’s heather-
dominated landscapes to protect life and property, enhance ecosystem functioning and
preserve a globally-important habitat.

Signatories

Prof James Crabbe FRS (Oxford) Prof Andreas Heinemeyer
(York) Prof Rob Marrs (Liverpool)

Prof Simon Denny (Northampton) Assoc Prof Mark Castellnou
(Lleida, Spain)

Dr Mark Ashby (Keele)

Dr Hilary Denny (Open University) Craig Hope ( UK Wildfire
Expert) Nick Myhill (Conservationist)

Why are we speaking out?

As a group of leading scientists and practitioners in upland management and socio-ecological
impacts, we have growing concerns that the public and policy debate about managing heather
moorland is neither properly informed nor evidence-based (Davies et al., 2016a). Indeed, there
seems to be a concerted effort to derail an evidence-based approach and sound future policy by
certain influential organisations and individuals who ignore or distort evidence, often present
unevidenced arguments, or deploy arguments based on selective elements of scientific papers
and reports that support their position (Ashby & Heinemeyer, 2021). Such arguments are often
reductive, lack context and are presented wrongly as the scientific consensus (Ashby &
Heinemeyer, 2021).

We believe that debate and, increasingly, decisions about upland management have become
polarised and overly focused on a single issue: driven grouse shooting. Our view is that this
focus is wrong and dangerous. Our concerns are not related to habitat management for
grouse; indeed, we would be making this position statement if grouse, and grouse shooting,
did not exist.

We have three aims in relation to heather management:
1. To reduce the risk of wildfires that pose a danger to life and property;
2. To support and ideally increase the capture of carbon across large areas of the
landscape currently dominated by heather;
3. To maintain and, if possible, improve the biodiversity and other ecological benefits
associated with the UK’s heather-dominated landscapes.

This position statement offers a short summary of key peer-reviewed research findings and
other cited reviews or reports. We have ensured that the evidence we refer to is based on
sound science, any statements (or opinions) are substantiated by evidence wherever



possible. We intend to invite all stakeholders involved in the policy formation and management
of heather-dominated landscapes to meet to discuss the evidence and develop a consensual
approach to the management of these globally important ecosystems.

A summary of current evidence

Reducing the risk of wildfire

Fire has always played an inherent part in the ecology of heathlands and heather-dominated
uplands, including on shallow peat and deep peat such as blanket bogs. Charcoal and pollen
counts from many peat cores across the UK often indicate historically high heather cover and
frequent fire episodes over millennia (e.g. Chambers et al., 2017; Webb et al., 2022). Some
peatlands are naturally too wet to support a dense heather (Calluna) cover, and as such, do
not require any vegetation management. In contrast, other peatlands have been heather-
dominated for a long time. It is thus questionable to assume that rewetting alone will ensure a
reduction in heather cover and associated wildfire risks everywhere. As Davies et al (2016a)
point out, “it is unclear if burning is the result or cause of increased Calluna cover”. The role of
fire needs to be seen in a broader view than currently presented, both temporally (considering
historic and potential future management practices and long-term risks of uncontrolled fires as
outlined in a report by Heinemeyer et al., 2023) and spatially (considering site conditions and
looking beyond the UK), as discussed by Davies et al. (2016a). However, spatial and temporal
variability in site conditions is likely high, influenced by many other factors such as grazing,
drainage, climate and topography, and there is no overall analysis available on fire history on
UK heather moorlands in relation to vegetation dynamics and impacts on carbon storage or
other ecosystem functions.

Expert practitioners, firefighters and academics are becoming increasingly concerned about
the potential impacts of rising fuel loads in our uplands due to a cessation of vegetation
management (Belcher et al., 2021), especially considering climate change predictions (Barber-
Lomax et al., 2021). Regional Fire and Rescue departments are firm in their view that allowing
heather fuel loads to build up not only increases the risk of wildfire but also makes their job of
controlling wildfire much harder (see Barber-Lomax et al., 2021). The recent appointment of a
national Wildfire Manager by Fire and Rescue departments in Wales is a clear demonstration
of this view. Although controlled burning (sometimes known as ‘cool burning’ or ‘muirburn’, a
management practice increasingly taught to fire fighters) will not in itself prevent wildfires from
occurring, by reducing fuel loads, it can likely slow their progress and reduce their severity,
thus lessening the risk to people, wild and domesticated animals, property, infrastructure and
upland ecosystems. In many countries, including the USA, it is known that controlled or
prescribed fires reduce the severity and potential for the next wildfire in areas where they are
used (Arkle et al, 2012), and firefighters know these areas as places where fire activity will be
reduced and can use those areas as anchors to try to catch wildfires before they spread
(Harris et al 2021). However, issues around the frequency (Yallop et al., 2006) and the
intensity of prescribed fires remain understudied (Davies et al., 2016a).

We are also concerned that the move towards cutting of heather and associated vegetation as
a prescribed alternative to controlled burning is taking place without sufficient scientific study
to compare the risk and benefits of each treatment. For peatlands, less is known about the
impacts of cutting (some likely negative) than the impacts of burning (Heinemeyer et al., 2019,
2023). However, organisations seem to apply the precautionary principle only to burning
(Ashby & Heinemeyer, 2021) although cutting of heather and associated vegetation, and other
aspects of alternative management, clearly requires further research (Harper et al., 2018). For
example, ground-level accumulation of desiccated litter from mowing likely carries an
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increased risk of ignition of important peat deposits by smouldering (Santana & Marrs, 2014)
with potentially catastrophic loss of stored carbon, greatly diminished capacity for future
carbon storage and severe ecological consequences of bare and eroding peat. Finally, the
claim that rewetted bogs will become fire resilient, a claim that is often made, seems not to be
based on any applicable evidence and simply ignores the fact that many peatlands might not
offer the necessary water balance to achieve the needed wetness, especially considering
climate change (as indicated by model scenarios, Gallego-Sala & Prentice, 2013), topographic
impacts and seasonal drought conditions (Ashby & Heinemeyer, 2021). Moreover, wetter
areas, as observed in forests, might increase biomass and fuel production and thus increase
fire severity (Arkle et al., 2012). However, whilst wetter areas should support more Sphagnum
moss, likely enhancing resilience to fires, this might equally increase heather growth in all but
the wettest areas and the outcome will likely depend on the site conditions, especially the
wetness potential. We support rewetting efforts, but we suggest that there are important
known unknowns which need to be considered in relation to site specific vegetation
composition, fuel load build-up, limitations for rewetting, and long-term resilience to wildfire of
heather dominated moorlands. In addition, the potential impacts of pyro-convection (Dowdy et
al. 2019) resulting from moisture releasing latent heat and leading to enhanced convection
need to be much better understood.

We further suggest that the issues of upland drainage and overgrazing, once encouraged by
UK government grants and headage payments, have been confounded in the evidence base
with impacts of heather management by controlled burning. As the UK uplands are predicted
to become drier (Barber Lomax et al, 2022), we need to consider all options and combine
approaches including rewetting and various vegetation management tools (Belcher et al.,
2021); a blanket ban of one management tool might backfire. Sites differ, and a careful,
evidence-based approach is needed.

Moreover, practitioners' site-specific knowledge and experience should be utilised when we
lack the data to implement an evidence-based approach.

Increasing carbon capture and green house gas benefits

When contextualised against wildfire risk, the current published science does not show that
controlled burning is detrimental to carbon capture on managed heather peatlands (e.g. Harper
et al., 2018). On the contrary, there is a lot of peat-core evidence, modelling studies and newly
emerging science to suggest that biochar produced by controlled burning is an effective and
thus potentially valuable means of locking up carbon in peatland soils (e.g. Worrall et al., 2013;
Leifeld et al., 2018; Heinemeyer et al., 2018). Charcoal has also been linked to reducing the
microbial action associated with decay (Flannagan et al., 2020), and the release of greenhouse
gases like methane from peatland (Davidson et al., 2019). These biochar effects may also be
more effective at capturing carbon when compared to cutting vegetation (Heinemeyer et al.,
2019; 2023) and compared to unmanaged litter decomposition (Worrall et al., 2013). Notably,
recent debates about the role of charcoal in peatland carbon accumulation are not about the
quality of the science but have been based on unfounded accusations about how the science is
interpreted, inappropriate use of terminology and misleading model scenarios about drainage
(Young et al., 2019; Ashby & Heinemeyer, 2021; Young et al., 2021).

Moreover, unmanaged, ageing heather on blanket bogs seems to dry out the peat, stimulating
decomposition and likely reducing the net carbon uptake, whilst alternative heather cutting

seems to increase sedge cover with likely increased methane emissions (Heinemeyer et al.,
2023). However, whilst an increased Sphagnum cover might buffer against these effects (e.g.
Larmola et al., 2010), we lack understanding about where this is possible and how all these
findings relate to heather- dominated shallow peat soils.



g biodiversity

eather-dominated landscapes are semi-natural habitats that have been shaped by
urbance regimes for centuries. Spatially and temporally heterogeneous land-use
such as cutting, burning, and grazing, have resulted in complex mosaic landscapes
high priority for conservation in Europe. In fact, such open landscapes are likely to
climax vegetation community (Fenton, 2023). Contemporary conservation

subject these systems to management regimes that are generally less diverse, in
isturbances and fine-scale temporal and spatial variability, than traditional land use,
ological consequences of these simplifications are unclear (Vandvik et al., 2005).
ssment of the current scientific literature shows that controlled burning, if conducted
an maintain heather communities with a varied age-structure resulting in a greater
of flora and fauna on a landscape scale compared with a cessation of vegetation

ent. The overall positive role of fire also supports this view in a global assessment of
vertebrate richness patterns (Moritz et al., 2022). The little evidence available for UK
5 does not support the claims that unmanaged blanket bogs transition to ‘intact’ bogs
ased plant biodiversity. On the contrary, even after more than 60 years, a

on at Moor House shows clear benefits on plant biodiversity of burning, with

J ‘peat-forming’ species, versus no management with heather dominance (Milligan et
). In addition, other biodiversity benefits of heather management (e.g. birds) are

2d in a report by Heinemeyer et al. (2023). However, we need more long-term

, especially when considering shallow peat soils and the possible development of
forest cover. Again, we stress the need to move away from the precautionary

and towards an adaptive management approach to prescribed burning and

e management regimes, such as mowing, rewilding, rewetting and a cessation of
management. At the same time, we should begin gathering more robust scientific

e for all heather management options.

ns

e There is no clear evidence nor a scientific consensus to support a blanket
ban on controlled burning. Rather there is an urgent demand for a cautious
and adaptive management approach in light of available evidence and
knowledge gaps.

e There is insufficient science related to the impacts of alternatives to controlled
burning as part of a management regime. We simply do not have the evidence
to say that cutting, rewilding, rewetting or a cessation of vegetation
management are better at reducing the risk of wildfires, capturing carbon and
maintaining biodiversity. On the contrary, the existing evidence is that

controlled burning can contribute to delivering our three aims! in specific
contexts.

e Policymakers should be wary of highly selective evidence presented by
“lobbyists” (Davies et al 2016b,c). Policymakers must challenge the single-
issue- based nature of some views in this debate, considering relevant studies
from around the world. We strongly recommend an adaptive management
approach (Holling, 1978; Gillson et al., 2019) to policy making in this important
area.

e We support regulations to steer practitioners toward good standards of
controlled burning and experimentation to explore effective alternatives,
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supported by guidelines that are as well-informed as current scientific evidence
and practical experience permits.

e We recommend that policymakers build better and broader communication
links with those leading research into the management of the UK’s heather-
dominated landscapes.

e Much of the UK’s uplands have been given national and international special
conservation designations partly because past management has promoted the
conditions supporting these habitats and species.

e We believe that judgements on the management of heather-dominated
landscapes should be made according to all the available scientific
evidence, uninfluenced by positions on grouse shooting.

e Finally, issues of assessing and considering limitations of experimental
design and monitoring time scales, and in data analysis and generalisation of
studies (and previous reviews thereof), need to be a crucial component of
any future evidence assessment linked to policy recommendations.

1 To reduce the risk of wildfires; to support and ideally increase the capture of
carbon; to maintain and, if possible, improve biodiversity and ecological benefits of
heather-dominated landscapes



References

Arkle R.S., Pilliod D.S.& Welty J.L. (2012) Pattern and process of prescribed fires
influence effectiveness at reducing wildfire severity in dry coniferous forests.
Forest Ecology and Management, 276:174-184.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2012.04.002

Ashby M.A. & Heinemeyer A. (2021) A critical review of the IUCN UK Peatland

Programme’s “Burning and Peatlands” Position Statement. Wetlands, 41:56.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s13157-021-01400-1

Bain C.G. et al. (2011) IUCN UK Commission of Inquiry on Peatlands. IUCN UK
Peatland Programme, Edinburgh. https://www.iucn-uk-
peatlandprogramme.org/resources/commission-inquiry

Barber-Lomax A., Battye R., Gibson S., Castellnou M., & Bachfischer M. (2022)
Peak District National Park Wildfire Risk Assessment.
https://www.peakdistrictwildfire.co.uk/

Belcher C.M., Brown 1., Clay G.D., et al. (2021) UK wildfires and their climate
challenges. Expert Led Report Prepared for the third Climate Change Risk
Assessment. https://www.ukclimaterisk.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/UK-
Wildfires-and- their-Climate-Challenges.pdf

Chambers F., Crowle A., Daniell J., et al. (2017) Ascertaining the nature and
timing of mire degradation: using palaeoecology to assist future conservation
management in Northern England. AIMS Environmental Science, 4(1):54-82.
https://doi.org/10.3934/environsci.2017.1.54

Davidson S.J., Van Beest C., Petrone R. & Strack M. (2019) Wildfire overrides
hydrological controls on boreal peatland methane emissions. Biogeosciences,
16:2651-2660. https://doi.org/10.5194/bg-16-2651-2019

Davies G.M., Kettridge, N., Stoof, C.R., et al. (2016a) The role of fire in UK
peatland and moorland management: the need for informed, unbiased debate.
Phil Trans Royal Soc B, 371:20150342. https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2015.0342

Davies, G.M., Kettridge, N., Stoof, C.R., et al. (2016b) The peatland vegetation
burning debate: keep scientific critique in perspective. A response to Brown et al.
and Douglas et al. Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B: Biological
Sciences, 371, no. 1708, 20160434. https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2016.0434

Davies G.M., Kettridge N., Stoof C., et al. (2016c) Informed debate on the use of
fire for peatland management means acknowledging the complexity of socio-
ecological systems. Nature Conservation, 16:59-77.
https://doi.org/10.3897/natureconservation.16.10739

Dowdy, A.J., Ye, H., Pepler, A. et al. Future changes in extreme weather and
pyroconvection risk factors for Australian wildfires. Sci Rep 9, 10073 (2019).
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-019-46362-x

Fenton J.H.C. (2023) The Role of Grazing in Maintaining Open Landscapes in
Temperate Regions. Int J Environ Sci Nat Res
31(3): 556320. https://juniperpublishers.com/ijesnr/IJESNR.MS.1D.556320.php

Flanagan N.E., Wang H., Winton S. & Richardson C.J. (2020) Low-severity fire as


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.foreco.2012.04.002
http://www.iucn-uk-peatlandprogramme.org/resources/commission-inquiry
http://www.iucn-uk-peatlandprogramme.org/resources/commission-inquiry
http://www.peakdistrictwildfire.co.uk/
http://www.ukclimaterisk.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/UK-Wildfires-and-
http://www.ukclimaterisk.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/06/UK-Wildfires-and-

a mechanism of organic matter protection in global peatlands: Thermal alteration
slows decomposition. Global Change Biol, 26:3930— 3946.
https://doi.org/10.1111/gcb.15102

Gallego-Sala, A. & Prentice, C. (2013) I. Blanket peat biome endangered by
climate change. Nature Clim Change, 3:152-155 (2013).
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate1672

Gillson, L., Biggs, H., Smit, I. P., Virah-Sawmy, M., & Rogers, K. (2019). Finding
common ground between adaptive management and evidence-based
approaches to biodiversity conservation. Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 34(1):31-
44. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2018.10.003

Harris, L.B., Drury, S.A., Farris, C.A. & Taylor A.H. (2021) Prescribed fire and fire
suppression operations influence wildfire severity under severe weather in
Lassen Volcanic National Park, California, USA. International Journal of Wildland
Fire, 30(7): 536-551. https://doi.org/10.1071/WF20163

Harper A.R., Doerr S.H., Santin C., Froyd C.A. & Sinnadurai P. (2018) Prescribed
fire and its impacts on ecosystem services in the UK. STOTEN, 624:691-703.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv. 2017.12.161

Heinemeyer A., Vallack H.W., Morton P.A., et al. (2019) Restoration of heather-
dominated blanket bog vegetation on grouse moors for biodiversity, carbon
storage, greenhouse gas emissions and water regulation: comparing burning to
alternative mowing and uncut management. Final BD5104 Report to Defra; SEl,
University of York, UK.
https://sciencesearch.defra.gov.uk/ProjectDetails?Projectld=17733

Heinemeyer A., David T. & Pateman R. (2023) Restoration of heather-dominated
blanket bog vegetation for biodiversity, carbon storage, greenhouse gas
emissions and water regulation: comparing burning to alternative mowing and
uncut management. Final 10-year Report to the Peatland-ES-UK Project Advisory
Group. DOI: https://doi.org/10.15124/yao-2wtg- kb53

Holling, C.S. (1978). Adaptive environmental assessment and management. New
York, USA: John Wiley & Sons.

Larmola, T., Tuittila, E.S., Tiirola, M., et al. (2010) The role of Sphagnum mosses
in the methane cycling of a boreal mire. Ecology, 91(8):2356-2365.
https://doi.org/10.1890/09-1343.1

Leifeld, J., Alewell, C., Bader, C., et al. (2018) Pyrogenic carbon contributes
substantially to carbon storage in intact and degraded northern peatlands. Land.
Degrad. Dev., 29:2082-2091. https://doi.org/10.1002/Idr.2812

Milligan, G., Rose, R.J., O'Reilly, J. & Marrs, R.H. (2018) Effects of rotational
prescribed burning and sheep-grazing on moorland plant communities: results
from a 60-year intervention experiment. Land Degradation & Development,
29(5):1397- 1412. https://doi.org/10.1002/Idr.2953

Moritz, M.A., Batllori, E. & Bolker, B.M. (2023) The role of fire in terrestrial vertebrate
richness patterns. Ecology Letters,
00:1-12. https://doi.org/10.1111/ele. 14177 14




Santana, V.M. & Marrs, R.H. (2014) Flammability properties of British heathland
and moorland vegetation: models for predicting fire ignition. J. Environ. Manag.,
139:88-96. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jenvman.2014.02.027

Vandvik, V., Heegaard, E., Maren, |.E. & Aarrestad, P.A. (2005) Managing
heterogeneity: the importance of grazing and environmental variation on post-fire
succession in heathlands. Ecology, 42:139-149.

Webb, J.C., McCarroll, J., Chambers, F.M. & Thom, T. (2022) Evidence for the
Little Ice Age in upland northwestern Europe: Multiproxy climate data from three
blanket mires in northern England. The Holocene, 32(5):451-467.
https://doi.org/10.1177/09596836221074036

Worrall, F., Clay, G.D. & May, R. (2013) Controls upon biomass losses and char
production from prescribed burning on UK moorland. Journal of Environmental
Management, 120:27-36. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2013.01.030

Young, D.M., Baird, A.J., Charman, D.J., et al. (2019) Misinterpreting carbon
accumulation rates in records from near- surface peat. Scientific Reports,
9:17939. https://doi.org/10.1

Young, D.M., Baird, A.J., Gallego-Sala, A.V., et al. (2021) A cautionary tale about
using the apparent carbon accumulation rate (aCAR) obtained from peat cores.
Scientific Reports, 11:9547. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-021-88766-8

14



G W T Plant Hire Ltd
Groundcare & ATV Specialists.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

No

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

. Operators of wildlife traps already operate to high professional standards,
with many practitioners undertaking training on a voluntary basis.

. There is no evidence that additional regulation on the use of wildlife traps
is necessary. It would be possible to maximise adherence to best practice and
reduce the probability of non-target catch through the provision of training
alone.

. It should be an offence to tamper with, interfere or sabotage a wildlife trap.
The penalties for this should reflect those relating to the use of spring traps in
section 5 of the Bill. The absence of this provision from the Bill, despite repeated
representations by land managers and representative organisations, is
disappointing.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

Unique Licence Numbers:

. It is disproportionate and unreasonable to subject wildlife traps that kill
instantaneously to unique licence numbers. Unique licence numbers should only be
applied to live capture traps where there are heightened animal welfare
considerations.

. Interference with unique licence numbers by parties with vexatious agendas is
a cause for real concern and is the obvious way of sabotaging a licence holder.
Provision must be made to make tampering, interfering and sabotaging a wildlife trap
an offence.



Modification, Suspension and Revocation:

. It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to modify, suspend or revoke
a licence for any crime other than those relating to the use of wildlife traps — it would
be unfair and illogical to impose penalties under a trap licensing scheme for alleged
offences cannot be that have no connection to the use of wildlife traps.

. It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend a licence because
of the initiation of a police investigation — NatureScot should first have to be satisfied
that an offence in relation to the use of wildlife traps had been committed beyond
reasonable doubt. Police investigations can easily be triggered by malicious or
vexatious allegations.

Application:

. It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to give NatureScot the
power to decide whether it is ‘appropriate’ to grant a licence. Licences should be
granted unless NatureScot has evidence to suggest an offence in relation to the
use of wildlife traps had taken place beyond reasonable doubt.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

. There are already robust measures in place to deter and punish the
persecution of raptors in Scotland. These include recently strengthened criminal
penalties, the introduction of vicarious liability for landowners and the option for
NatureScot to impose restrictions on the use of general licences.

. The official wildlife crime record indicates that incidents of raptor
persecution in relation to grouse moor management are now at historically low
levels. This calls into question the need for an additional civil sanction.

. It would be completely disproportionate, unreasonable and discriminatory to
suspend or revoke a licence to shoot grouse on the basis of any crime other than
the illegal persecution of raptors.

If estates in the area did not have licences to shoot grouse this could significantly
impact our business, in terms of income and could impact the people we employ.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot

red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

14



Modification, Suspension and Revocation:

. The Bill says licences may be modified by NatureScot at any time, even if
there is no allegation or evidence of wrongdoing against the license holder or
person managing the land. That is unfair, disproportionate and will create
uncertainty. Modification is a penalty, and penalties under the scheme should only
be triggered if there is robust evidence beyond reasonable doubt of the relevant
person committing a raptor crime.

. The consequences of licence suspension or revocation are huge for the
rightsholder, their employees and the wider community. Jobs, homes and
businesses would be lost. It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to
suspend or revoke a licence for behaviour that is not criminal (such as failure to
comply with a condition of the licence or best practice guidance contained in a code
of practice. The only trigger for suspension or revocation should be robust evidence
that the relevant person has committed raptor crime. The definition of relevant
offences is broad and discriminatory. It cannot be right for offences that have no
connection to the management of grouse moors to be triggers for imposing
sanctions.

. On a one-year licensing system, the difference between suspension and
revocation is academic. It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend a
licence because of the initiation of a police investigation — NatureScot should have to
be satisfied that raptor persecution had been committed. Police investigations can
easily be triggered by malicious or vexatious allegations.

. Overall, the licensing scheme is discriminatory because it will result in
people with the right to shoot grouse being penalised to a much greater extent
than any other class of people for activities that have no correlation or connection
to grouse moor management without criminal wrongdoing being proved beyond
reasonable doubt.

Application:

. It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to give NatureScot the
power to decide whether it is ‘appropriate’ to grant a licence. ‘Appropriateness’ is a
very broad test that could result in licenses being refused for any number of
reasons. It could also result in licences being refused for reasons that could not
justify licence suspension or revocation.

. Licences should last in perpetuity. It would be disproportionate,
unreasonable and unworkable to renew licences annually. Grouse moor
management is a long-term investment and the licence duration should reflect
this reality.

. Annual renewals, combined with the appropriateness test, would provide no
certainty to businesses and severely inhibit their ability to plan for the future,
disincentivising grouse shooting and moorland management.

. NatureScot’s licensing team is already overburdened, which results in delay.

. The one-year licence period weakens the protective effect of the appeal
rights to the Sheriff Court.
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Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

No

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

. Affording charities statutory powers to investigate any crime sets a
dangerous precedent. There would be a deficit of accountability and oversight
of their work.

. Scottish SPCA staff are not vetted nor trained to the same standard as the
police officers, which could potentially compromise wildlife crime investigations.

. Scottish SPCA staff are overt in their expression of partial views (including
around legal land management tools and countryside activities) which could lead
to investigations being tainted by bias.

. The partial views of the Scottish SPCA in relation to legal land
management tools and countryside activities has resulted in an erosion of trust
and confidence in the charity among many land managers.

. Social media indicates that the Scottish SPCA are an active lobbying
organisation, which could lead to investigations being tainted by bias. Concerningly,
the Lobbying Register appears to contain a largely incomplete reflection of the
Scottish SPCA'’s lobbying activities.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

No

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

. The latest science suggests that muirburn is delivering the best outcomes
for peatland carbon balances, water tables, nutrient content, methane reduction
and wildfire mitigation compared to cutting vegetation and leaving vegetation
unmanaged. Additional regulation has the capacity to detract from these
important benefits.

. Muirburn is conducted with absolute professionalism and in accordance
with the muirburn code by the vast majority of grouse moor managers. The
provision of training should be considered as a mechanism for maximising
professional standards and adherence to best practice before further regulation
is considered.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?

- the proposed licensing system for muirburn
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No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

. The definition of peatland is arbitrary and illogical. There is no science to
support the introduction of greater controls on burning where there is peat deeper
than 40cm.

. The licensing system puts the onus of determining whether the land is
peatland or not peatland on the licence applicant, despite the policy memorandum
acknowledging that Scotland does not currently have soil mapping data for peat
with a depth of 40cm.

. NatureScot’s recent review of the evidence on muirburn confirmed that the
only way to measure peat is to use a peat probe. Peat depth can be highly variable
across a small area, meaning it will be impossible for an applicant to determine,
with absolute certainty, whether the land to which the licence relates is peatland
(defined as peat is deeper than 40cm) or not peatland.

. Probing every inch of ground is practically impossible and would be damaging
to the peat. This approach to licensing could result in responsible people
inadvertently breaking the law. It also makes the law difficult for NatureScot to
enforce in practice. This lack of certainty makes the licensing system unworkable.

. It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to give NatureScot the power
to decide whether it is ‘appropriate’ to grant a licence. Licences should be granted
unless NatureScot has evidence to suggest a crime in relation to muirburn had
taken place beyond reasonable doubt.

. It would be illogical, disproportionate and unreasonable to only grant
peatland licences where no other method of vegetation control is available. Other
methods of vegetation control lead to worse outcomes, especially for purposes
relating to preventing or reducing the risk of wildfire. For example, cutting
vegetation leaves behind brash which can dry out in summer months, producing
ideal tinder for smouldering and wildfire ignition. This is counterintuitive.

. It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend a licence because
of the initiation of a police investigation — NatureScot should have to be satisfied that
an offence in relation to muirburn had been committed beyond reasonable doubt.
Police investigations can easily be triggered by malicious or vexatious allegations.
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Game & Wildlife Conservation Trust (Scotland)

The Game & Wildlife Conservation Trust (GWCT) is a research and education
charity that has published over 100 scientific papers in peer-reviewed journals
covering a wide variety of game and wildlife conservation issues over the past 50
years. Based on our scientific expertise and credibility, we regularly provide advice to
such statutory bodies as Scottish Natural Heritage, Defra, Natural Resources Wales
and Natural England. We also provide practical advice to farmers, landowners and
other conservation organisations on how to manage their land with a view to
improving biodiversity. Our Advisory team have, for many years, run industry-leading
best practice predation control and other training courses. These courses are based
on practical experience backed up by GWCT science.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

We agree with the proposed ban on the use, possession and purchase of glue traps.

Whilst we recognise the administrative convenience of placing this proposal in the
Wildlife Management & Muirburn Bill, it is unfortunate that provisions for the ban of
glue traps are incorporated in this way. As far as we are aware, glue traps are not
used in respect of grouse moor management, but the association is nevertheless
created by inclusion in the Bill

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

Don’t know

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

Whilst additional regulation may impose administrative burdens regarding the use of
certain wildlife traps, such requirements may assist trap operators to demonstrate
compliance, best practice and related conservation benefits. The introduction of
training, registration and the issue of ID numbers for snare operators following
introduction of the Wildlife and Natural Environment (Scotland) Act has provided
useful direction and, in our view, has materially contributed to improvement in
management practice. Data compiled for the most recent WANE Act five-year review
(2022), provides guidance as to scale and trend of incident statistics in Scotland.
This information demonstrates a steady decline, which we believe reflects the
effectiveness of the legislation and professional standards.

Extending the same administration introduced under the WANE Act to trap
regulation therefore seems a practical step, but only if there is consistency and
streamlining of administration, training, oversight and to obviate the need for

multiple ldentity tag numbers.
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Over the last two years, GWCT has introduced mobile data collection for upland
managers to help them confirm predator control compliance requirements. Current
users have welcomed this advance as a simple, consistent and effective way of
record-keeping. Of equal relevance, the build-up of information also affords the
opportunity to analyse predator control information alongside species surveys to
interpret and manage for conservation benefits. It also allows for a greater
understanding and more targeted predator management at the estate scale.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

If the regulatory framework proposed for licensing of wildlife traps is integrated with
the same training, registration and administration processes embedded in the 2011
WANE (Scotland) and there is streamlining of predator control ID numbers, the
consistency of approach should yield administration simplicity, consistency, and
continuous professional improvement.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

Don't know

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

Scottish Government declared a climate emergency in April 2019, and followed up
with the Edinburgh Declaration in response to the global biodiversity emergency.
There are clear imperatives to tackle climate change and biodiversity loss, reflected in
relevant government strategies covering environment, biodiversity and land use. For
instance, it is recognised that farming is a principal source of GHG emissions which
must be tackled, but it is also seen as part of the solution to emissions and
biodiversity loss.

Within Scottish Government’s 2022 vision for agriculture, and now in proposals to be
brought forward in the Agriculture Bill, farmers will be encouraged to deliver on
targeted outcomes for biodiversity gain and low emissions production. This will be
based on an evidence-based approach, but flexing around emerging information,
science, technology and tools.

Recognising that agricultural support can cover some upland used both for farming
and grouse management, there is nevertheless a risk that the Wildlife Management
and Muirburn Bill establishes an inconsistent approach to land management best
practice. Current agricultural Reform proposals concentrate on developing positive
outcomes for sequestration and biodiversity. Aspects of the Wildlife Management
Bill proposals regarding land used for grouse shooting focus on removal of licence
and penalties and offer very significant powers of discretion to NatureScot over grant
of licences.
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Disproportionate exercise of these powers may discourage intelligent use of moorland
to maintain farming enterprises and achieve both carbon sequestration and
biodiversity improvement. This is particularly the case where income from grouse
management underwrites the upland farming enterprise. Indeed, there is risk of land
abandonment if enforcement is heavy-handed, which is in no-one’s interest.

BETTER REGULATION

It is right that there is no place for raptor crime in Scotland, which was the original
issue prompting the Wildlife Management and Muirburn Bill, but there is also an
opportunity to place emphasis on sound practice. The Scottish Regulators’
Strategic Code of Practice states that:

“The Scottish Government and Scottish regulators recognise that the minority of
businesses which deliberately or persistently avoid their regulatory responsibilities
do so largely to secure an unfair competitive advantage over legitimate businesses
and with insufficient regard to the adverse impact on consumers, communities and
the environment. This Code should not be interpreted as a justification for
noncompliance or a signal that regulators will tolerate that.”

GWCT is fully supportive of that aim. However, the Code also states that Regulators
should:

“Adopt a positive enabling approach in pursuing outcomes that contribute to
sustainable economic growth.”

“Adopt risk and evidence-based protocols which help target action where it's
needed and help to ensure the achievement of measurable outcomes.”

“Tailor their approach depending on the nature of the sector they are regulating and
the desired outcomes. This includes a commitment to advice and support for those
who seek to comply, allied with robust and effective enforcement when justified.”

The Code also sets out under 3. ‘Regulators are enablers’ that:
“‘Regulators should:

. Deliver an efficient, effective and timely service and minimise business
compliance costs, where possible, by reducing unnecessary bureaucracy and
delays.

. Help those they regulate to design simple and cost-effective compliance
solutions to improve confidence and day to day management control.”

The Bill sets out that licences may be modified by NatureScot at any time. It also
makes provision to extend its reach to cover other forms of shooting. As mentioned,
the Bill originated from concerns about raptor crime associated with grouse moor
management. There has been no review of other forms of shooting or management
like the Scottish Government commissioned Werritty review. It seems inequitable to
extend the scope of the WM & M Bill without parallel assessment as to the benefits
and any concerns associated with these other forms of shooting. In both the case of
licence amendment and the wide potential reach of the Bill, these seem out of line
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with the aims of ‘Better Regulation.’

ANNUAL LICENCES AND SUSPENSIONS

Depending on the extent of information required, annual licence renewals could
impose a bureaucratic burden on both NatureScot and the licence holder, and risks
unnecessary delays and diversion of resources.

Upland management for grouse can generate significant ecosystems services gain
as part of Scotland’s approach to mitigating climate change. Such management is
delivered at little cost to the public purse but requires substantial ongoing investment
and skilled staffing, often without any expectation of regular shooting income to
offset costs. Under these circumstances, it would seem unfair for a law-abiding
business not to have operating certainty beyond an annual horizon. With
commitment to support and advice under Better Regulation, there is a chance for
liaison between landowners, managers and the licensing authority to work towards
compliance and best practice that delivers long-term benefit at landscape-scale in
tackling climate change and biodiversity gain. There is no obvious provision for this
in the Bill, and thus no guarantee that this is embedded in future codes of practice.

DISCRETION OVER GRANT OF, OR SUSPENSION OF LICENCES

The current draft of the Wildlife Management & Muirburn Bill appears to offer the
licensing authority complete discretion over grant, suspension or removal of
licences. This seems to be at odds with the principles of ‘Better Regulation’ around
enabling, evidence-based, efficient and effective — and thus proportionate -
oversight.

RISKS WITHOUT PROPORTIONALITY

As a science and education charity, our primary concern is that a heavy-handed
licensing process could risk abandonment of upland management or inappropriate
changes in land use without adequate research, just when we need to fully grasp and
evaluate the benefits to Scotland in terms of carbon sequestration, mitigation of
wildfire, conservation of upland flora and fauna, as well as cultural and economic
aspects. The SRUC 2020 report to Scottish Government on socio-economic and
biodiversity impacts of grouse shooting (Summary Report — The socioeconomic and
biodiversity impacts of driven grouse moors and the employment rights of
gamekeepers; Commissioned Report for the Scottish Government, Project Number
CR/2019/01) found no demonstrably better land use alternatives.

Upland management has a key role to play in addressing the climate change
and biodiversity crises, so whilst we fully recognise the concern to address
raptor crime, this should not impact on the potential for managed moorland to
deliver public good at landscape-scale.

Heather-dominated moorland habitat supports many biological communities that are
either only found in the UK, or are better developed here than elsewhere. 13 of these
communities are listed under EC Directive 92/43/EEC on the Conservation of Natural
Habitats and of Wild Flora and Fauna. The 1992 Rio Convention on Biodiversity
ratified the global importance of UK heather moorland.



This environment also supports a unique assemblage of bird species, which
contains 18 species of European or international importance (Recent changes in the
abundance of British upland breeding birds. Bird Study 2005; 52: 261-275). It is
possible that these species could still survive without upland management, but most
likely at considerably lower densities, in poorly connected populations which would
leave them at greater risk of local extinction.

GWCT'’s published research as to the impact of changes when moorland
management is decreased or removed includes evidence of reductions across a
range of ground-nesting birds in South-West Scotland , the risk that remaining
moorland habitat patches in Southern Scotland are likely to become more
fragmented and less able to support sustainable connected populations of black
grouse (Conserving Black Grouse Lyrurus tetrix in southern Scotland: evidence for
the need to retain large contiguous moorland habitat within a forest- moorland
landscape; Bird Study, Volume 66, 2019), and range contraction of mountain hares
(Distribution of mountain hares Lepus timidus in Scotland in 2016/2017 and changes
relative to earlier surveys in 1995/1996 and 2006/2007; Wildlife Biology 2020).

Many of the best areas are protected as Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSls)
or are ‘Natura’ sites — Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) and Special Protection
Areas (SPAs) Although grouse moor management is acceptable on these sites, the
environmental impact of forestry or heavy grazing means that these alternatives
would not be permitted. Therefore, undue pressure on grouse shooting through a
penal licensing system lead to abamayndonment of these areas and the current
management of heather and peatland would cease.

Until the early 2000s heather cover was falling sharply in the UK, generally resulting
from overgrazing and/or establishment of commercial forestry plantations. We are
very concerned that the current rush to tree-planting in the uplands is often ill-
considered and risks exacerbating carbon emissions. We note for instance the
research undertaken by Friggens et al (Tree planting in organic soils does not result
in net carbon sequestration on decadal timescales; Global Change Biology, 2020)
where planting of trees onto heather moorland did not lead to an increase in net
ecosystem carbon stocks even decades after planting. This led the authors to
conclude that “...if we are to successfully manage our landscapes for carbon
sequestration, planting trees is not always the best strategy.”

We repeat that raptor crime has no place in Scotland, but it is also vital to encourage
the multiple benefits that moorland management can underpin, and for which they
should be recognised - supporting habitats and wildlife, helping to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions and mitigate climate change hazards, particularly
flooding and wildfire. This is surely the aim of Better Regulation, but which doesn't
seem to be reflected in a Bill that currently provides a Licensing Authority with
discretion to exercise licensing as it sees fit.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot

red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided. 18



A licensing system should display essential functions around advice, guidance,
licensing, permissions, consents, inspections, monitoring and enforcement. It should
be predicated on existing good practice and linked in with the outcome-based
approach which is integral to Scottish Government’s National Performance
Framework. The Scottish Regulators’ Strategic Code of Practice promotes an
approach whereby regulators seek to understand those they regulate, including taking
into account economic and business factors appropriately (for example, in terms of
costs, processes and timescales).

At present, it is not possible to gauge whether the licensing system to be
implemented under the Wildlife Management and Muirburn Bill will operate in line
with Better Regulation and therefore provide balance between encouragement and
enforcement. There is no clear indication that the Bill is anything more than a
restrictive process, rather than an opportunity to provide encouragement alongside
enforcement. Essential detail remains to be set out covering advice, guidance and
the information required for grant or renewal of licences, and indeed how where
there are genuine gaps in evidence. As such, we are not able to agree with the
system as described in the Bill. At present, the licensing powers do not appear to be
commensurate with Better Regulation.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

No

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

As a charity itself, the GWCT is deeply uncomfortable with the prospect of a similar
organisation being granted statutory powers to investigate crime, particularly where
charitable objects focus on prevention, advancement or education. These speak to
balanced requirements. They also raise the question as to whether a charity is
suitably equipped to deliver on its core objects and provide the necessary
assurances around impartiality, the adequacy of training and the suitability of
recording for evidentiary purposes in relation to statutory powers.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

No

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

We should constantly review and update on concerns about climate change and
biodiversity loss to ensure that current muirburn practice reflects the best available
evidence on impact and benefits. We think the Muirburn Code should be reviewed
and updated to reflect emerging research. That is not necessarily the same as
'additional’ regulation.

The report on muirburn undertaken by NatureScot in 2022 (NatureScot Research



Report 1302 - Reviewing, assessing and critiquing the evidence base on the impacts
of muirburn on wildfire prevention, carbon storage and biodiversity; Holland, J.P.,
Pollock, M., Buckingham, S., Glendinning, J. & McCracken, D;.2022) echoes
previous reports covering carbon sequestration, muirburn or moorland management,
such as that undertaken by the Climate Xchange (the Scottish Government funded
climate change institute within the University of Edinburgh - Understanding carbon
sequestration in upland habitats; January 2021). There are acknowledged gaps in
evidence.

The NatureScot review identified peer-reviewed evidence suggesting that muirburn
conducted every 10 years can be beneficial to plant species (e.g. sphagnum) linked
to peatland formation. It also noted a role for muirburn in wildfire mitigation via
management of fuel load. Analysis of the carbon inventory over appropriate time
periods is an extremely important point, requiring more analysis to ensure we
correctly gauge the benefits of muirburn, other management techniques and the
mitigation of wildfires, in relation to greenhouse gas emissions. We also need to
determine and optimise the level of re-wetting on moorland to control methane
release. The continuing work of the Peatland-ES-UK project (https://peatland-es-
uk.york.ac.uk/), which follows on from the previous 5-year Defra funded peatland
project (BD5104 'Restoration of blanket bog vegetation for biodiversity, carbon
sequestration and water regulation') is relevant.

This all points to the need for an adaptive management approach to muirburn rather
than substantial restrictions or a ‘no management’ approach, which run the risk of
massive deficits to Scotland’s carbon inventory in the event of wildfires. Indeed,
whilst the guiding principles set out in the UK Withdrawal from the European Union
(Continuity) (Scotland) Act 2021 identify the precautionary principle in section 13
(b), clause (c) also sets out the preventative principle, recognising the risks of not
carrying out some action.

Much of the science around muirburn is characterised by evidence gaps which
leaves it prone to politics rather than objective analysis. There is a case for updating
the existing muirburn code and best practice provided this achieves what we have
set out above — the need to address gaps in our knowledge, plan for management of
fuel load, develop site- specific analysis of muirburn and adjustment of rotational
periods to optimise carbon budgeting, and similar assessment of re-wetting in
relation to methane release. Without this type of framework, regulation proposed in
the Bill is unlikely to prove effective. Less 'additional', more "appropriate’.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

There is no clear indication that muirburn management is damaging to deep peat.
This is important, because to justify a precautionary approach, there needs to be
evidence of adverse impact.

Peatland is defined in the Bill as soil that has a layer of peat with a thickness of more
than 40 centimetres. Yet Scotland does not yet have comprehensive soil mapping
data for peat depth to this resolution which would enable prompt submission of



evidence for licensing purposes.

Given the need to address substantial gaps in the accurate distribution of peatland,
our understanding of muirburn and response to the growing problem of wildfire
management, the question is therefore whether the regulation and licensing outlined
in the WM & M Bill will adequately reflect the need for an adaptive approach. At
present, there is no way to tell. We do note that the current drafting of the Bill
establishes a difference in scope for licence applications between non-peatland and
peatland:

Licence to burn on non-peatland for “conserving, restoring, enhancing or
managing the natural environment”

. Licence to burn on peatland for “restoring the natural environment”

We recognise that there is provision to apply for licences for research purposes but
are concerned that without due recognition of Better Regulation, the opportunities
may be restricted by the difference in wording of the Bill (above) and the wide
discretionary powers available to the licensing authority. Indeed, research should
consider whether muirburn does impact on deep peat, and if so, under what
circumstances.

Much therefore depends on development of a practical approach to licensing that
offers scope for substantive research, and balances advice, guidance, permissions
and consents with enforcement. We would prefer to see no difference in the
wording applied to licence options under non-peatland and peatland, a pragmatic
approach that engages research, facilitates adaptive management, and provides a
tolerance margin to recognise the current lack of resolution in peatland mapping. As
our insight develops on how best to make use of muirburn for managing carbon
sequestration, wildfire and biodiversity, so also can enforcement evolve.



Glenogil Ltd
Glenogil Ltd is a upland sporting estate situated in the heart of the Angus Glens. The
estate has a diversity of game shooting interests, including a substantial grouse moor.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

Operators of wildlife traps already operate to high professional standards, with many
practitioners undertaking training on a voluntary basis.

There is no evidence that additional regulation on the use of wildlife traps is
necessary. It would be possible to maximise adherence to best practice and reduce
the probability of non- target catch through the provision of training alone.

It should be an offence to tamper with, interfere or sabotage a wildlife trap. The
penalties for this should reflect those relating to the use of spring traps in section 5 of
the Bill.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

The proposal to subject wildlife traps that kill instantaneously to unique licence
numbers is disproportionate and likely to result in unintended consequences. Unique
licence numbers should only be applied to live capture traps where there are
heightened animal welfare considerations.

Interference with unique licence numbers by parties with vexatious agendas is a
cause for real concern and is the obvious way of sabotaging a licence holder.
Provision must be made to made to make tampering, interfering and sabotaging a
wildlife trap an offence with penalties reflecting those in section 5 of the Bill.

It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to modify, suspend or revoke a
licence for any crime other than those relating to the use of wildlife traps. It would be
unfair and illogical



to impose penalties under a trap licensing scheme for alleged offences that have no
connection to the use of wildlife traps.

It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend a licence because of the
initiation of a police investigation. NatureScot should first have to be satisfied that an
offence in relation to the use of wildlife traps had been committed beyond reasonable
doubt. Police investigations can easily be triggered by malicious or vexatious
allegations.

It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to give NatureScot the power to
decide whether it is ‘appropriate’ to grant a licence. Licences should be granted
unless there is proof beyond reasonable doubt that an offence in relation to the use
of wildlife traps had been committed.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

The official wildlife crime record indicates that incidents of raptor persecution in
relation to grouse moor management are now at historically low levels. It is wrong
that grouse moor owners and occupiers are being singled out for a punitive civil
sanctioning regime against that background.

There are already robust measures in place to deter and punish the persecution of
raptors in Scotland. These include recently strengthened criminal penalties (including
unlimited fines and lengthy prison sentences), the introduction of vicarious liability for
landowners and the option for NatureScot to impose restrictions on the use of
general licences.

If licensing is introduced, it would be completely disproportionate, unreasonable
and discriminatory for NatureScot to interfere with the right to shoot grouse for any
reason other than robust evidence that proves beyond reasonable doubt that raptor
crime had been committed on the estate by a relevant person.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

The licensing scheme is unworkable on a practical level and unfairly singles out
grouse moor operators for punitive civil sanctions without justification.

The right to shoot grouse should only be interfered with if there is robust evidence
that proves beyond reasonable doubt that raptor crime had been committed on the
estate by a relevant person.



The Bill gives NatureScot the discretionary power to grant or refuse licences on the
basis of its perception of “appropriateness”. This is a very broad test that could
result in licences being refused for any number of reasons. It cannot be right that
licences are refused on lower grounds than suspension or revocation.

NatureScot’s licensing team is already overburdened. The discretionary application
procedure proposed is likely to result in inordinate delays.

The Bill says licenses may only be granted for a maximum period of 12 months.
Businesses will therefore not know from one year to the next whether they are able
to operate. This uncertainty will severely inhibit their ability to plan for the future, take
on employees and invest in rural Scotland.

This will, in turn, disincentivise grouse shooting and moorland management more
broadly, which will have adverse downstream consequences for the economy and the
environment. Grouse moor management is a long-term investment and the licence
duration should reflect this reality.

The Bill says licences may be modified by NatureScot at any time, even if there is
no allegation or evidence of wrongdoing against the license holder or person
managing the land. That is unfair, disproportionate and will create uncertainty.
Modification is a penalty, and penalties under the scheme should only be triggered
if there is robust evidence that proves beyond reasonable doubt that raptor crime
had been committed on the estate by a relevant person.

The consequences of licence suspension or revocation would be devastating for the
grouse rightsholder, their employees and the wider community. Jobs, homes and
businesses would be lost. It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend
or revoke a licence for behaviour that is not criminal (such as failure to comply with a
condition of the licence or guidance contained in a code of practice).

The only trigger for any adverse licensing decision (be it refusal, modification,
suspension or revocation) should be robust evidence that proves raptor crime had
been committed on the estate by a relevant person beyond reasonable doubt.

The broad definition of relevant offences is discriminatory. It cannot be right for
offences that have no connection to the management of grouse moors to be triggers
for imposing sanctions.

On a one-year licensing system, the difference between suspension and revocation
is academic. It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend a licence
because of the initiation of a police investigation. NatureScot should have to be
satisfied that raptor persecution had been committed by a relevant person beyond
reasonable doubt. Police investigations can easily be triggered by malicious or
vexatious allegations.

Overall, the licensing scheme is discriminatory because it will result in people with
the right to shoot grouse being penalised to a much greater extent than any other
class of people for activities that have no correlation or connection to grouse moor
management and without criminal wrongdoing being proved beyond reasonable
doubt.



Licence refusal, suspension or revocation would result in decisions being made
about the estate's viability. It cannot be right to expect a landowner to invest to the
extent they currently do with the levels of uncertainty enveloped in this licensing
scheme. £600,000 worth of investment in our grouse moor would be put at risk,
with significant downstream consequences for rural businesses we rely on.

There would be huge wildlife losses as a result of a cessation in land management
for grouse shooting. In a biodiversity crisis, this is not something we can afford to be
putting at risk.

There would be a massive deficit of certainty associated with a 12 month licence.
Landowners cannot be expected to invest if they are unsure if they will be able to
shoot in 18 months time.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

No

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

Affording charities statutory powers to investigate any crime sets a dangerous
precedent. There would be a deficit of accountability and oversight of their work.

Scottish SPCA staff are not vetted nor trained to the same standard as police officers,
which could potentially compromise wildlife crime investigations.

Scottish SPCA staff are overt in their expression of partial views (including around
legal land management tools and countryside activities) which could lead to
investigations being tainted by bias.

The partial views of the Scottish SPCA in relation to legal land management tools and
countryside activities has resulted in an erosion of trust and confidence in the charity
among many landowners and land managers.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

No

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

The latest science suggests that muirburn is delivering the best outcomes for
peatland carbon balances, water tables, nutrient content, methane reduction and
wildfire mitigation compared to cutting vegetation and leaving vegetation
unmanaged. Additional regulation has the capacity to detract from these important
benefits.

Muirburn is conducted with absolute professionalism and in accordance with best



practice by the vast majority of grouse moor managers. The provision of training
should be considered as a mechanism for maximising professional standards and
adherence to best practice before further regulation is considered.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

The definition of peatland is arbitrary and illogical. There is no science to support the
introduction of greater controls on burning where there is peat deeper than 40cm.

The licensing system puts the onus of determining whether the land is
peatland or not peatland on the licence applicant, despite the policy
memorandum acknowledging that Scotland does not currently have soil
mapping data for peat with a depth of 40cm.

NatureScot’s recent review of the evidence on muirburn confirmed that the only way
to measure peat is to use a peat probe. Peat depth can be highly variable across a
small area, meaning it will be impossible for an applicant to determine, with absolute
certainty, whether the land to which the licence relates is peatland (defined as peat
deeper than 40cm) or not peatland.

Probing every inch of ground is practically impossible and would be damaging to the
peat. This approach to licensing could result in responsible people inadvertently
breaking the law. It also makes the law difficult for NatureScot to enforce in practice.
This lack of certainty makes the licensing system unworkable.

It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to give NatureScot the power to
decide whether it is ‘appropriate’ to grant a licence. Licences should be granted
unless NatureScot has evidence to suggest a crime in relation to muirburn had taken
place beyond reasonable doubt.

It would be illogical, disproportionate and unreasonable to only grant peatland
licences where no other method of vegetation control is available. Other methods of
vegetation control lead to worse outcomes, especially for purposes relating to
preventing or reducing the risk of wildfire. For example, cutting vegetation leaves
behind brash which can dry out in summer months, producing ideal tinder for
smouldering and wildfire ignition. This is counterintuitive to the stated licensable
purpose.

It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend a licence because of the
initiation of a police investigation. NatureScot should have to be satisfied that an
offence in relation to muirburn had been committed beyond reasonable doubt. Police
investigations can easily be triggered by malicious or vexatious allegations.

A refusal, suspension or revocation would dramatically increase wildfire risk on our
estate. The chick survival rate of our grouse would plummet, and this risks the
viability of the grouse shooting business overall. This could result in the owner
discontinuing his investment in grouse shooting, with significant downstream



consequences for jobs, businesses, wildlife and communities.
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GP Environmental
We are a Pest Control company based in glasgow, delivering services to the health
board, local authorities and councils and to food manufacturing sites.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

No

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

Since 2003, GP Environmental has been providing Pest Control Services to sites
for the Health Board, for Schools, Shopping Centres, Local Councils, Housing
Associations and Care Homes, as well as for local transport and Prisons.

Every scenario for rodent control is different, and from our 20+ years experience,
we deem the use of glueboards essential to the maintenance of public health and
safety.

It is our vast experience which allows us know know exactly when glueboards are
neccessary. Use of glueboards is always risk assessed, and in times of urgent
response and action, glueboards are invaluable to prevent the spread of sickness
and disease.

We have seen first hand the level of distress a rodent infestation can cause,
especially when it comes to ugrent action needed for areas where there are children,
elderly, sick or disabled people.

Case Study

Rodent infestation in a Hospital Catering department. Rodenticide and traps were
not working as the rodents were avoiding the boxes/traps. Proofing was completed
as much as practially possible. Fast action was needed to prevent the spread of the
infestation to further areas in the hospital and longterm closure of the very busy
catering department. A programme of glueboarding was put in place, and on
completion, there were no further rodent sightings in this area.

Without the use of glueboards in this scenario, there was a very high risk of the
infesation spreading to other areas of the hospital, and the closure of the catering
department which was providing meals for staff and patients.

In emergency situations such as this, there is no alternative, glueboards are needed.
By banning their use, the public are being put at risk.

We provide services for many local businesses such as bakeries, restaurants, cafes
etc. These clients are mostly made up of small to medium sized businesses, many
family owned. The option of glueboard use is needed to protect these busniesses
from infestation and closure. Without boards, there is the risk of disease and illness,
as well as premises being closed indefinitely, putting a further strain on the
employees and owners of these businesses, at a time which is already hard for
most.
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The use of glueboards is ALWAYS risk assessed, and in many cases it is the last
resort after other options have not been possible/viable/successful, but H&S still
needs to be maintained.

| would ask you to consider the points made above, and consider who needs the most
protection in these circumstances.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

Don’t know

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

Don't know

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

Don't know
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Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.
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Grampian Moorland Group
Grampian Moorland Group is a collection of rural estates

throughout the area, founded in 2015.

The group demonstrates the work local sporting estates and their staff undertake for
our countryside, both in Grampian and Scotland as a whole, highlighting the positive
impact on our communities and businesses. This includes; conservation of rare
heather moorland and the wildlife which lives there.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

No

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

This is not relevant to grouse shooting or management.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain

wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

As a group we think that operators of wildlife traps adhere to high professional
standards, with many practitioners undertaking training voluntarily.

We don’t think that additional regulation on the use of wildlife traps is necessary. It
would be better to use training to maximise adherence to best practice and reduce
the probability of non-target catch.

Our members strongly believe it should be an offence to tamper with, interfere or
sabotage a wildlife trap. The penalties for this should reflect the spring traps
penalties in section 5 of the Bill.

We are really disappointed that interference, tampering and sabotage of traps has
not been made a standalone offence in the introduced Bill.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

Unique Licence Numbers:



Our group feels it would be disproportionate and unreasonable to subject wildlife
traps that kill instantly to unique licence numbers. Unique licence numbers should
only be applied to live capture traps where there are obvious animal welfare
considerations. Kill traps are deployed far more extensively, which would
substantially increase administrative burdens for the licence holder and the estate.

We are incredibly concerned about interference with unique licence numbers by
those with anti-shooting agendas. It would be an obvious and easy way to sabotage
a gamekeeper, potentially putting employment at risk. This risk is exacerbated by the
proposal to include unique licence numbers on kill traps which are extensively
deployed. It must be an offence to tamper, interfere or sabotage a wildlife trap.

Modification, Suspension and Revocation:

Grampian Moorland Group members think it would be disproportionate,
unreasonable and unfair to impose penalties under a trap licensing scheme for
alleged offences that have no connection to the use of wildlife traps.

We think it would be disproportionate, unreasonable and unfair to suspend a licence
because of the initiation of a police investigation. NatureScot should first have to be
satisfied that an offence in relation to the use of wildlife traps had been committed
beyond reasonable doubt.

Police investigations can easily be triggered by a malicious allegation from someone
with an anti-shooting agenda, which would put their employment at risk. The inability
to use wildlife traps would be career-ending, and there is a complete lack of
safeguards to stop this from happening vexatiously.

Application:

Our members think it would be disproportionate, unreasonable and unfair to give
NatureScot the power to decide whether it is ‘appropriate’ to grant a licence.
Licences should be granted unless NatureScot has evidence to suggest an offence
in relation to the use of wildlife traps had taken place beyond reasonable doubt. The
vagueness of the appropriateness test does not give me confidence that NatureScot
would grant me a licence on which my employment depends.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

Grampian Moorland Group members think there are already robust measures in
place to deter and punish the persecution of raptors in Scotland. These include
recently strengthened criminal penalties, the introduction of vicarious liability for
landowners and the option for NatureScot to impose restrictions on the use of
general licences.

Wildlife crime reports indicate that incidents of raptor persecution in relation to 1€



grouse moor management are now at historically low levels. This calls into question
the need for licensing.

We think it would be completely disproportionate, unreasonable and discriminatory
to suspend or revoke a licence to shoot grouse on the basis of any crime other than
raptor persecution.

Many of the members feel concerned for the future of their jobs if they had their
licence to trap refused, suspended or even revoked. They would not be able to carry
out their jobs efficiently and that would result in precious wildlife suffering. Predation
pressures would rise and wildlife would diminish. Members across the country report
trap vandalism, interference and tampering on a weekly basis and get no support
from Police Scotland. From stones and sticks setting them off, to live capture birds
being cut out and set free, trampled, smashed stolen to even human faeces been
left in them. It's degrading, demeaning and not to mention costly - in time to replace
and cost to repair or replace. Why should innocent law abiding citizens who are
carrying out their highly skilled work, legally and above board, be at such risk by the
actions of someone else who are either simply uneducated or worst case have an
anti shooting agenda. This wouldn't happen in any other industry or walk of life.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

Modification, Suspension and Revocation:

The Bill says licences may be modified by NatureScot at any time, even if there is
no allegation or evidence of wrongdoing. We think this is grossly unfair,
disproportionate and creates total uncertainty. Modification is a penalty, and
penalties under the scheme should only be triggered if there is robust evidence
beyond reasonable doubt of raptor crime.

Our members think it would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend or
revoke a licence for behaviour that is not criminal (such as failure to comply with a
condition of the licence or a code of practice).

We think that the only trigger for suspension or revocation should be robust
evidence that the relevant person has committed raptor crime. The definition of
relevant offences is broad and discriminatory. It cannot be right for offences that
have no connection to the management of grouse moors to be triggers for imposing
sanctions.

The consequences of licence suspension or revocation are huge. Our members
would lose our jobs, our homes and associated businesses would either shut down
or suffer.

We are really concerned about the proposed one-year licensing system, which means
there would be no material difference between licence suspension and revocation.
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We think it would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend a licence
because of the initiation of a police investigation, which can easily be triggered by
malicious or vexatious allegations.

Overall, our members feel this licensing scheme is hugely discriminatory. It will result
in people with the right to shoot grouse - and by extension employees like me - being
penalised to a much greater extent than any other class of people for activities that
have no correlation or connection to grouse moor management. It feels like the
Scottish Government are persecuting us, our families and our livelihoods.

Application:

We think it would be completely disproportionate and unreasonable to give
NatureScot the power to decide whether it is ‘appropriate’ to grant a licence.
‘Appropriateness’ is a very broad test that could result in licenses being refused for
any number of reasons. It could also result in licences being refused for reasons that
could not justify licence suspension or revocation.

Licences should last in perpetuity. It would be disproportionate,
unreasonable and unworkable to renew licences annually. Grouse moor
management is a long-term investment and the licence duration should
reflect this reality.

Annual renewals, combined with the appropriateness test, would provide no
certainty to my employer and severely restrict an estate’s ability to plan for the
future. This will make grouse shooting and moorland management unviable, with
huge consequences for people like our members. They would lose their jobs and
their homes, and the wildlife many of our members deeply care for would suffer as a
result.

NatureScot’s licensing team is already overburdened. We do not have trust or
confidence that they could take on another licensing function, let alone a scheme
that would see them deciding whether or not it is ‘appropriate’ to grant licences
every single year.

Country sports are the backbone of Scotland’s rural economy, with shooting estimated
to be worth £200 million every year, while wild fisheries contribute an additional £79.9
million.

Activities such as driven grouse shooting and deer stalking generate more regional
spending than other comparable land uses, often with the highest levels of
employment by area.

These contributions are of the utmost importance in fragile, rural communities where
employment and business opportunities can be more limited. The consequences
would be catastrophic for biodiversity, carbon storage and wildfire mitigation, not to
mention the rural economies of places like Strathdon, Tomintoul, Braemar and Dinnet
in our area alone!

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

No



Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

We feel strongly that giving charities statutory powers to investigate any crime sets a
dangerous precedent. There is no accountability and oversight of their work.

The Scottish SPCA staff aren’t vetted or trained to the same standard as the police
officers, which would compromise wildlife crime investigations.

We are aware that Scottish SPCA staff publicly express partial views (often
concerning legal land management tools and countryside activities) which could lead
to investigations being tainted by bias.

The partial views held by the Scottish SPCA in relation to legal land management
tools and countryside activities has eroded all of our trust and confidence in their
ability to investigate impartially.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

No

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

The latest science shows that muirburn is delivering the best outcomes for peatland
carbon balances, water tables, nutrient content, methane reduction and wildfire
mitigation compared to cutting vegetation and leaving vegetation unmanaged. We
have also seen first-hand the benefits of muirburn for species like curlew, golden
plover and merlin. Additional regulation has the capacity to detract from these
important benefits.

As muirburn practitioners, we know that muirburn is conducted with absolute
professionalism and in accordance with best practice guidance by the vast majority
of grouse moor managers. Training should be considered as a mechanism for
maximising professional standards and adherence to best practice before further
regulation is considered.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

Our members have seen no scientific evidence to support the introduction of greater
controls on burning where there is peat deeper than 40cm. In addition, there is no
evidence to suggest that muirburn is harmful on peat deeper than 40cm. The
Peatland ES-UK study demonstrates how beneficial muirburn can be for peatland
ecosystems, regardless of peat depth.

The licensing system puts the onus on people like our members, who are
practitioners of muirburn (highly skilled and trained) to determine where the land is 1€



peatland or not peatland. There are no peatland maps denoting where the peat is
40cm or deeper, meaning the only available option is to use a peat probe. Even
then, the variableness of peat depth across small areas means that every square
inch of the land would need to be probed — which is not practical and would actually
damage peat. The licensing scheme provides no certainty and is unworkable.

We think it would be disproportionate and unreasonable to give NatureScot the power
to decide whether it is ‘appropriate’ to grant a licence. Licences should be granted
unless NatureScot has evidence to suggest a crime in relation to muirburn had taken
place beyond reasonable doubt.

It would be illogical, disproportionate and unreasonable to only grant peatland
licences where no other method of vegetation control is available. Other methods
of vegetation control are not as effective as muirburn, especially for purposes
relating to preventing or reducing the risk of wildfire. For example, cutting
vegetation leaves behind brash which can dry out in summer months, producing
ideal tinder for smouldering and wildfire ignition. This could actually increase
wildfire risk.

We think it would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend a licence because
of the initiation of a police investigation — NatureScot should have to be satisfied that
an offence in relation to muirburn had been committed beyond reasonable doubt.
Police investigations can easily be triggered by malicious or vexatious allegations.
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Harburn Estate
A small Business employing approx 10 people all year round, tasked with managing
Harburn Estate, West Calder

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

No

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

If used correctly Glue traps are an effective and humane means of controlling pests
that cause real damage

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

There is very little evidence to suggest that trap operators are operating in anything
other than an extremely diligent manner.

Reducing the numbers of pests and predators results in increased biodiversity,
sustainability and economic viability of much of Rural Scotland and is a necessary
part of responsible land management.

The Government should concentrate its energy on supporting those working on the
land who strive to maintain nature's balance instead of making them feel like
criminals by imposing ever increasing restrictions on them in the mistaken name of
animal welfare.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

As indicated above, there is very little evidence to show that traps are being badly or
illegally set and therefore it will serve as yet another case of increased red tape
imposed on an industry already overburdened with administrative hassle.

It will also lead to interference with traps by people seeking to sabotage the
livelihoods of those working in wildlife management so that they can then make the
case for a revocation of the licence.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation



No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

Whether we like it or not, Grouse shooting is the best way of maintaining Heather
moorland in many areas. Heather moorland is a unique, semi natural habitat of
global conservation importance and its continued health and biodiversity relies to a
large extent on its economic viability. In the absence of grouse shooting, the
economic viability of a lot of heather would be called into question leading to the
degradation of our natural heritage.

Regulating land used for Grouse shooting would cast a shadow of uncertainty on its
future which is already under threat in many areas.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

See my answer above. A licensing scheme would cast a shadow of uncertainty
over those who manage heather moorland for grouse. Their existence is precarious
enough and | fear that much of our heather moorland would cease to be managed
for grouse, leading to a degradation of our natural heritage.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

No

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

under no circumstance. SSPCA staff make no secret of their distate for fieldsports in
general and therefore their investigations would inevitably be tainted by bias. They are
a charitable organisation, and allowing charities with a political agenda to investigate
crime would set a very dangerous precedent.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

No

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

Muirburn is the best way to manage heather moorland, in terms of Peatland carbon,
nutrient content, biodiverstiy and wildfire prevention. It should be encouraged, not



regulated!

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

see above

There is little evidence to suggest that muirburn is being undertaken irresponsibly and
the benefits of it far outweigh the problems.Highland Sporting Limited

Commercial shooting and a small deer forest.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

| strongly believe it should be a standalone offence to tamper with, interfere or
sabotage a wildlife trap. The penalties for this should reflect the spring traps penalties
in section 5 of the Bill. | am really disappointed that this has not not been made a
standalone offence in the introduced Bill.

| strongly think that there is no need for further regulation, operators of wildlife traps
adhere to high professional standards, with many practitioners undertaking training
voluntarily.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

| am really concerned about interference with unique licence numbers by those with
anti- shooting agendas. It would be an obvious and easy way to sabotage a
gamekeeper, potentially putting employment at risk. This risk is exacerbated by the
proposal to include unique licence numbers on kill traps which are extensively
deployed. It would be disproportionate to remove someone's trapping license if an



offence in relation to the use of wildlife traps had not been proven beyond reasonable
doubt

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

Wildlife crime reports indicate that incidents of raptor persecution in relation to
grouse moor management are now at a historically low level. This calls into
question the need for licensing. There are already robust measures in place to
deter and punish the persecution of raptors in Scotland and it is evident this is
having a positive affect. | think it would be completely disproportionate,
unreasonable and discriminatory to suspend or revoke a licence to shoot grouse on
the basis of any crime other than proven raptor persecution.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

| think it would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend or revoke a licence
for behaviour that is not criminal (such as failure to comply with a condition of the
licence or a code of practice). | think that the only trigger for suspension or
revocation should be robust evidence that the relevant person had committed raptor
crime. The definition of relevant offences is broad and discriminatory. It cannot be
right for offences that have no connection to the management of grouse moors to be
triggers for imposing sanctions. A one year licencing system is not workable as it
does not reflect the level of investment that is made on a managed grouse moor or
the longevity of the business and employment plan. How can a business work
around an employment system that you can not guarantee for longer than one year,
or until the next licence renewal takes place. Families rely on this industry for
employment and their homes. | employ 11 individuals and would fear greatly for
livelihoods on a one year licencing scheme.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

No
Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers

to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

| think that giving charities statutory powers to investigate any crime sets a
dangerous precedent. There is no accountability and oversight of their work. | have
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first hand experience of organisations who are against field sports trying to set
individuals up, it is a real problem. The SSPCA are not countryside focused and do
not have the knowledge or experience to deal with countryside issues. | am aware
that SSPCA staff publicly express partial views (often concerning legal land
management tools and countryside activities) which could lead to investigations
being tainted by their own opinion.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

No

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - Please
provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

From a National point of view, in areas where muirburn is not carried out it can lead
to dangerous wildfires, i.e Morayshire. There was no muirburn present so the fuel
load was so high that the fire was so intense and the result on the biodiversity,
ecosystem, peoples homes and livelihoods was huge, and it could have been
prevented if muirburn management had taken place. This land management practice
should be encouraged through training, but not hindered by unnecessary regulation.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

| think it would be disproportionate and unreasonable to give NatureScot the power
to decide whether it is ‘appropriate’ to grant a licence. Licences should be granted
unless NatureScot has evidence to suggest a crime in relation to muirburn had taken
place beyond reasonable doubt. It would be illogical, disproportionate and
unreasonable to only grant peatland licences where no other method of vegetation
control is available. Other methods of vegetation control are not as effective as
muirburn, especially for purposes relating to preventing or reducing the risk of
wildfire. For example, cutting vegetation leaves behind brash which can dry out in
summer months, producing ideal tinder for smouldering and wildfire ignition. This
could actually increase wildfire risk which is not the purpose of muirburn.



Horseupcleugh Estates

Horseupcleugh is an upland Estate in Berwickshire, Scottish Borders. The main
activities on the property include sheep farming, sporting, forestry and residential
properties. It combines hill ground and low ground which complement the grouse
and low ground shooting, both of which take place on a low intensive basis. The
farming involves 900 black face ewes grazing on the hill in the summer and relying
on the low ground over the winter months.

There are now 170 acres of woods, hedges and cover for wildlife. Over the last 17
years considerable activity and cost has been devoted towards property improvement,
low ground conservation work, tree planting, heather regeneration and peatland
protection.

The property employs 3 permanent staff as well as a variety of temporary labour
and a variety of local contractors throughout the year. The main drivers for these
enterprises is principally the sporting enterprise but also the farming and forestry
activities. There are six residential properties, three of which are essential to
running the sporting business; two houses are occupied by the employees and one
is let with longer term tenants.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

We are not aware of any evidence that additional regulation on the use of wildlife
traps is necessary. The standards of game keepers have improved considerably in
the last few years with guidance from organisations that support shooting (ie. SGA,
BASC, GWCT research and SLE). Sporting Estates actively pay for their
employees to be trained to consistent and professional standards.

Voluntary Codes of Practice have improved the operation of traps, crow cages and
snares significantly and do work for this sector. Heavy handed statutory codes of
practice result in a heavy burden of administration for government and the sector.
Adherence to best practice maximises adherence to best practice.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

No
Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife



traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

Unique Licence Number:

We think it would be disproportionate and unreasonable to subject wildlife traps that
kill instantly to unique licence numbers. It could result in unintended consequences.
Unique licence numbers should only be applied to live capture traps where there are
heightened animal welfare considerations.

To be fair and reasonable there should be a disincentive to stop tampering or
sabotaging wildlife traps and make it an offence with penalties reflecting those in
Section 5 of the Bill.

Modification, Suspension and Revocation:

It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to modify, suspend or revoke a
licence for any crime other than this relating to the use of wildlife traps. It is also
unreasonable to suspend a licence because of the initiation of a police
investigation. Nature Scot should be convinced that the an offence with wildlife
traps had been committed beyond reasonable doubt. Otherwise malicious
allegations can trigger a police investigation without any wrong doing. Malicious
damage is already a regular occurence on Sporting properties and immediate
suspension or revocation would encourage malicious abuse.

Application:

Licences should be granted unless there is proof beyond reasonable doubt that an
offence in relation to the use of wildlife traps had been committed.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

The official wildlife crime record indicate that raptor persecution in relation to grouse
moor management are now at historically low levels. It is wrong that grouse moor
owners and occupiers are being singled out for a punitive civil sanctioning regime.

There are robust measures already in place to deter and punish persecution with
recently strengthened penalties.

The proposed licensing scheme is disproportionate and unworkable. Worse it is
discriminatory for Nature Scot to interfere with the right to shoot grouse for any
reason other than evidence that proves beyond reasonable doubt that a raptor crime
has been committed.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system
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Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

No this proposed licensing system is unworkable on a practical level and
disproportionate in it suspension, revocation or modification of a licence, never mind
the individuals that are affected who could be found guilty until proven innocent!

Application:

The Bill gives Nature Scot the discretionary power to grant or refuse licences on the
basis of its perception of "appropriateness" . Thus is very vague and could mean
anything. It cannot be right that licences are refused on lower grounds than
suspension or revocation.

Nature Scot is already overburdened and the discretionary powers will cause delays
and the whole process will be difficult to manage.

The Licence Period:

A 12 month licence for grouse shooting will mean that sporting businesses will be
uncertain every year whether they can continue. This will be a disincentive to
investment, employment, conservation improving biodiversity and many other long
term benefits. A licence should be for at least 5 years to allow a business to plan
ahead. The Scottish economy and other local businesses will affected from the huge
investment in sporting properties. Jobs will be lost.

Modification:

The Bill suggests licences can be modified even if there is no evidence of wrong
doing. This is unfair and disproportionate. Serious decisions should only be made
on robust evidence and this makes it easier for Nature Scot to make the correct
decisions.

The same arguments apply to Suspension or Revocation of Licences. On a one year
licence system, delays and uncertainty about decisions effectively will mean that there
will be no practical difference between the two sanctions!

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

No

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

Giving charities statutory powers to investigate any crime sets a dangerous
precedent. Who would oversee their work? Scottish SPCA are not vetted or trained
to the same standard as a police officer. This obvious difference could compromise
wildlife crimes. Scottish SPCA lack of training and their personal views could lead to
investigations being affected by bias.



There is a lack of trust in the rural sector anyway which is a pity as the SSPCA does
do some helpful work on other areas of work.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

No

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

The latest science clearly confirms that muirburn done correctly delivers the best
outcome for peatland and carbon storage and sequestration as well as water tables,
nutrient content, methane reduction, and wildfire mitigation. The Scottish Fire &
Rescue Service clearly support muirburn as the main management tool to help
reduce fuel loads of heather hills.

Additional regulation and the need for a licence will deter some land managers or
farmers.

The Muirburn Code has encouraged regular training and huge progress in best
practice over many years to optimise good quality muirburn on sporting properties.
The vast majority of wildfires are caused by the public and not on managed grouse
moors (Ref - SFRS annual statistics).

The provision of training is much more effective with minimal administration.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

The definition of peatland is arbitrary and illogical and unworkable! There is no
science to back up the Bill's suggestion that greater controls are needed on peat
that is deeper than 40cms. The onus is put onto the land manager to know how
deep the peat is over large areas. There is no accurate soil mapping data and even
if there was would it be accurate enough to have clarity for effective muirburn. Peat
depth can differ over a few metres. This suggestion of knowing peat depth or
assessing if it is peatland or not is clearly impossible!

This approach of licensing could result in responsible and well trained managers
inadvertently breaking the law. How would Nature Scot enforce this in practice?
There is so much uncertainty that it makes licensing unworkable.

Again "appropriate" is used to for Nature Scot to decide if a muirburn licence can be
granted. This is unreasonable and disproportionate. It should be based on evidence
"beyond reasonable doubt".

Other methods of vegetation control have worse outcomes than muirburn ie cutting
vegetation which leaves more as a fuel load in the summer. Malicious acts also
could be encouraged to suspend muirburn without reliable evidence.



Many birds rely not only on heather bur also some heather control to feed, nest and
rear young. Muirburn licensing is likely to cause unintended consequences.



Howie Irvine Ltd.
Involved in tourism, land use and sporting activities including shooting.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

| do not believe there is a need for any more regulation. We in the countryside already
live under far too many regs., and there is already a culture of fear amongst many
farmers and keepers. Mainly perpetrated by walkers, ramblers and general do-
gooders who have little understanding or even knowledge of the law. This does not
stop them harranguing country folks going about their business.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

The existing system is perfectly adequate.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

Absolutely not. This is private land, managed not only for grouse but a whole host of
other creatures that benefit from the controls of predator species and heather. This
land generally does not benefit from any Government support, and is very often in
the most remote parts of Scotland, where employment opportunities are very scarce.
The system works very well, and it is outrageous that because of a few celebrities
with their own views on the countryside are carrying so much sway.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system
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No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

There is no need. This is simply a Trojan Horse for those that oppose what we do.
Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to

investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

No

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

The SSPCA has enough powers as is - and used properly will be more than enough to
dissuade the very few individuals who are involved in wildlife crime.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

No

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

Keepers and land managers do very well as is. And when in doubt, there are already
organisations like GWT to advise.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

As above.
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Humane Wildlife Solutions
We are Europe's only non-lethal, ethical, environmentally friendly alternative to pest
control with 10 + years of experience working with wildlife and in wildlife conflict.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

Glue traps are cruel devices which are no longer needed in the pest control industry
and certainly should never be used by members of the public. These traps not only

inflict cruelty to the target species but also catch and kill non-target species such as

birds, hedgehogs and even pets. | have seen cases where cats have been harmed

by these traps.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

Yes

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

Yes there always needs to be tough regulation of any traps that kill wildlife and even
more so in the case of spring traps as like glue traps they can and do catch non-
target protected species which should be a crime as many times these non-target
species are protected species.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

Yes | do agree however | think there should be official returns and the species
caught and how many are caught. | also believe that alot of these traps need reviews
to see if they are fit for purpose and to weigh up the effect they have on non-target
species as well.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

Yes

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

Yes | believe it should go further and close down these grouse moors. Any found to

1€



have illegally poisoned/shot birds of prey or other protected species should not be
licensed at all and closed down. These grouse moors kill off native wildlife and replace
them for game birds that get shot and usually dumped in stink pits.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

Yes as this would be an effective way at punishing estates where illegal wildlife crimes
are taking place, especially with raptor persecution.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

Yes

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

Yes

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

Muirburn needs to be heavily regulated due to the damage it does to the surrounding
environment. These fires as shown in cases in England have led to wildfires and
during drought and dry conditions it should be banned completely.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

Peatand should never be included in muirburn and instead be protected.

Hunthill Estate - Glen Lethnot, Angus

Savills assist with the management of Hunthill Estate ( an agricultural, forestry and
sporting estate of 18,000 acres, principally a commercially run grouse moor with in
hand sheep enterprise)

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
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(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

There are alternative traps which provide a more humane method of controlling
predators.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

Operators of wildlife traps already operate to high professional standards, with many
practitioners undertaking training on a voluntary basis. Training is key.

Additional regulation on the use of wildlife traps is unnecessary. Training will ensure
best practice and reduce risk of non target catch.

Keepers are troubled by interreference from ignorant (often through no fault of their
own) members of the public who tamper with traps and risk endangering non target
species. In some cases, anti shooting activists intentionally interfere with and
sabotage a wildlife trap. It should be an offence to tamper with traps and the penalties
for doing so should be severe.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain
wildlife traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

Unique Licence Numbers:

Unique licence numbers should only be applied to live capture traps where there are
animal welfare considerations. There is no need to apply licence numbers to instant
kill traps.

Interference with unique licence numbers by parties with vexatious agendas is a
cause for real concern and is the obvious way of sabotaging a licence holder.
Provision must be made to made to make tampering, interfering and sabotaging a
wildlife trap an offence with penalties reflecting those in section 5 of the Bill.

Modification, Suspension and Revocation:
It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to modify, suspend or revoke a

licence for any crime other than those relating to the use of wildlife traps. It would be
unfair and illogical to impose penalties under a trap licensing scheme for alleged
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offences that have no connection to the use of wildlife traps.

It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend a licence because of the
initiation of a police investigation. NatureScot should first have to be satisfied that an
offence in relation to the use of wildlife traps had been committed beyond reasonable
doubt. Police investigations can easily be triggered by malicious or vexatious
allegations.

Application:

It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to give NatureScot the power to
decide whether it is ‘appropriate’ to grant a licence. Licences should be granted
unless there is proof beyond reasonable doubt that an offence in relation to the use
of wildlife traps had been committed. The granting of a licence may be down to one
person within NatureScot and thus there is a risk that the grantor may abuse the
power which they have been given to consider an application.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

The official wildlife crime record indicates that incidents of raptor persecution in
relation to grouse moor management are now at historically low levels. It is wrong
that grouse moor owners and occupiers are being singled out for a punitive civil
sanctioning regime against that background.

There are already robust measures in place to deter and punish the persecution of
raptors in Scotland. These include recently strengthened criminal penalties (including
unlimited fines and lengthy prison sentences), the introduction of vicarious liability for
landowners and the option for NatureScot to impose restrictions on the use of
general licences.

If licensing is introduced, it would be completely disproportionate, unreasonable
and discriminatory for NatureScot to interfere with the right to shoot grouse for any
reason other than robust evidence that proves beyond reasonable doubt that raptor
crime had been committed on the estate by a relevant person.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

The licensing scheme is unworkable on a practical level and unfairly singles out
grouse moor operators for punitive civil sanctions without justification.

Application:
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The right to shoot grouse should only be interfered with if there is robust evidence
that proves beyond reasonable doubt that raptor crime had been committed on the
estate by a relevant person.

The Bill gives NatureScot the discretionary power to grant or refuse licences on the
basis of its perception of “appropriateness”. This is a very broad test that could
result in licences being refused for any number of reasons. It cannot be right that
licences are refused on lower grounds than suspension or revocation.

NatureScot’s licensing team is already overburdened. The discretionary application
procedure proposed is likely to result in inordinate delays.

The Licence Period:

The Bill says licenses may only be granted for a maximum period of 12 months.
Businesses will therefore not know from one year to the next whether they are able to
operate. This uncertainty will severely inhibit their ability to plan for the future, take on
employees, let shooting and invest in rural Scotland.

This will, in turn, disincentivise grouse shooting and moorland management more
broadly, which will have adverse downstream consequences for the economy and the
environment. Grouse moor management is a long-term investment and the licence
duration should reflect this reality

Modification:

The Bill says licences may be modified by NatureScot at any time, even if there is
no allegation or evidence of wrongdoing against the license holder or person
managing the land. That is unfair, disproportionate and will create uncertainty.
Modification is a penalty, and penalties under the scheme should only be triggered
if there is robust evidence that proves beyond reasonable doubt that raptor crime
had been committed on the estate by a relevant person.

Suspension and Revocation:

The consequences of licence suspension or revocation would be devastating for the
grouse rightsholder, their employees and the wider community. Jobs, homes and
businesses (including local trades) would be lost. It would be disproportionate and
unreasonable to suspend or revoke a licence for behaviour that is not criminal (such
as failure to comply with a condition of the licence or guidance contained in a code
of practice).

The only trigger for any adverse licensing decision (be it refusal, modification,
suspension or revocation) should be robust evidence that proves raptor crime had
been committed on the estate by a relevant person beyond reasonable doubt.

The broad definition of relevant offences is discriminatory. It cannot be right for
offences that have no connection to the management of grouse moors to be triggers
for imposing sanctions.

On a one-year licensing system, the difference between suspension and revocation
is academic. It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend a licence
because of the initiation of a police investigation. NatureScot should have to be
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satisfied that raptor persecution had been committed by a relevant person beyond
reasonable doubt. Police investigations can easily be triggered by malicious or
vexatious allegations.

Overall, the licensing scheme is discriminatory because it will result in people with
the right to shoot grouse being penalised to a much greater extent than any other
class of people for activities that have no correlation or connection to grouse moor
management and without criminal wrongdoing being proved beyond reasonable
doubt.

Please add supplementary views:

A licence refusal, suspension or revocation would be devastating to a highland
estate business where all enterprises would could be directly or indirectly affected.

An estate prevented from continuing with its normal business will lead to
redundancies and reduced investment. The knock on affect to local trades
businesses could lead to these fragile rural family businesses going out of
business.

Managed grouse moors provide a healthy environment for wildlife and particularly
moorland birds including grouse, curlew, lapwing, oyster catchers and golden plover
besides creating an impressive bio diversity. A lack of management including
predation control, muirburn/heather cutting, grazing control would lead to a
degraded habitat with birdlife limited to a few scavenging crows so familiar on West
Coast unmanaged hill land.

The 12 month licence proposal is completely impractical and costly in time for both
grouse moor operators and NatureScot. It would lead to all sorts of complications and
achieve very little.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

No

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

Affording charities statutory powers to investigate any crime sets a dangerous
precedent. There would be a deficit of accountability and oversight of their work.

Scottish SPCA staff are not vetted nor trained to the same standard as police officers,
which could potentially compromise wildlife crime investigations.

Scottish SPCA staff are overt in their expression of partial views (including around
legal land management tools and countryside activities) which could lead to
investigations being tainted by bias.

The partial views of the Scottish SPCA in relation to legal land management tools and
countryside activities has resulted in an erosion of trust and confidence in the charity
among many landowners and land managers. 1€



Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

No

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

The latest science suggests that muirburn is delivering the best outcomes for
peatland carbon balances, water tables, nutrient content, methane reduction and
wildfire mitigation compared to cutting vegetation and leaving vegetation
unmanaged. Additional regulation has the capacity to detract from these important
benefits.

Muirburn is conducted with absolute professionalism and in accordance with best
practice by the vast majority of grouse moor managers. The provision of training
should be considered as a mechanism for maximising professional standards and
adherence to best practice before further regulation is considered.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

The definition of peatland is arbitrary and illogical. There is no science to support the
introduction of greater controls on burning where there is peat deeper than 40cm.

The licensing system puts the onus of determining whether the land is
peatland or not peatland on the licence applicant, despite the policy
memorandum acknowledging that Scotland does not currently have soil
mapping data for peat with a depth of 40cm.

NatureScot’s recent review of the evidence on muirburn confirmed that the only way
to measure peat is to use a peat probe. Peat depth can be highly variable across a
small area, meaning it will be impossible for an applicant to determine, with absolute
certainty, whether the land to which the licence relates is peatland (defined as peat
deeper than 40cm) or not peatland.

Probing every inch of ground is practically impossible and would be damaging to the
peat. This approach to licensing could result in responsible people inadvertently
breaking the law. It also makes the law difficult for NatureScot to enforce in practice.
This lack of certainty makes the licensing system unworkable.

It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to give NatureScot the power to
decide whether it is ‘appropriate’ to grant a licence. Licences should be granted
unless NatureScot has evidence to suggest a crime in relation to muirburn had taken
place beyond reasonable doubt.

It would be illogical, disproportionate and unreasonable to only grant peatland
licences where no other method of vegetation control is available. Other methods of
vegetation control lead to worse outcomes, especially for purposes relating to 1€



preventing or reducing the risk of wildfire. For example, cutting vegetation leaves
behind brash which can dry out in summer months, producing ideal tinder for
smouldering and wildfire ignition. This is counterintuitive to the stated licensable
purpose.

It would be disproportionate and unreasonable to suspend a licence because of the
initiation of a police investigation. NatureScot should have to be satisfied that an
offence in relation to muirburn had been committed beyond reasonable doubt. Police
investigations can easily be triggered by malicious or vexatious allegations.

Licence refusal, suspension or revocation for contravening muirburn rules would
have a major impact on habitat management and sheep and grouse (plus other
moorland birds) production and ultimately, the grouse moor business. Unburnt
moors increase the risk of wildfires and large burnt areas with a lack of plant and
insect life, no longer provide suitable breeding habitat for moorland birds.

It is not in a keeper's interests to deviate from controlled burning. Moorland birds
and livestock rely on varied ages of heather and this fits nicely with biodiversity on
the hill.

Determining peat depth is problematical as peat beds vary from deep to shallow; it
would only be practical to take a broad brush approach which may risk
contravening the rules in places. A 40cm peat depth is not a practical threshold; a
1m depth would be more appropriate if indeed a threshold is required at all.
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Invercauld Estate

We are a privately owned estate covering approximately 95,000 acres in both
Aberdeenshire and Perthshire and located entirely within the Cairngorms National
Park.

The management of Invercauld Estate is based upon on the delivery of sustainability
in three areas - the local economy, the environment and the community. These three
aspects are fundamentally and inextricably linked. Over 70 people are employed on
or by the Estate, the vast majority on the ground looking after the land and its
people.

As well as running various businesses ourselves, we lease land, property and other
land rights to farmers and other local businesses as well as providing several
buildings to voluntary groups in the wider community. We also provide homes for
local workers.

With 50% of the Estate designated as SSSI, SAC and/or SPA, we take our
responsibility to the environment seriously and work to facilitate responsible public
access within this wider context.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

It is normal nowadays for the operators of wildlife traps to undergo training in their
operation and, as a result, to do so to a high standard. There is no evidence to
suggest that additional legislation or regulation is required; indeed this increassing
professionalism suggests the contrary. Instead, good quality training should be
encouraged and supported by the Scottish Government. Unless and until such
training has been encouraged by the government and there is evidence that further
regulation is required, it would be inappropriate and unduly onerous to require
additional regulation at this point in time.

There is already an imbalance between the regulation of traps and those who
illegally tamper with them. Tampering with traps illegally is serious and can
potentially harm wildlife. In the last four years alone ten crimes have been reported
to Police Scotland by Invercauld Estate staff relating to instances of damaged and
stolen spring traps, snares and a crow trap which have been interfered with, wildlife
disturbance and a vandalised crow cage. Given how exposed and unguarded traps
usually are, the risk of an individual being ‘set up’ for a crime would be substantial
were the additional legislation envisaged in the Bill to be taken forward. This cannot



be in the interests of justice or the countryside.

For these two reasons, tampering with legal traps must be added to the Bill as a
serious crime.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

As indicated earlier, the risk of a trap operator being 'set up' would clearly be
heightened if proposed additional regulation is introduced- this includes the
proposed licensing system which would materially 'raise the stakes'. The proposal
for a unique licence number attached to each trap would particularly increase this
risk. There is no need nor justification for such a requirement.

Were such a licensing system be introduced, to impose any penalty on the use of
traps for any alleged offence which does not relate to the use of such traps would
be illogical, excessive, disproportionate and entirely unreasonable.

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

No

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
provided.

Given the rise in raptor numbers in upland Scotland generally, the reducing number
of wildlife crimes related to grouse moors according to official figures, and the
significant increased and extended penalties introduced in recent years for raptor
persecution- the purported rationale for licensing- it would be both an unnecessary
and regressive step to introduce at this point in time further regulation.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

We have significant concerns with the workability of the proposed licensing scheme.

The licencee is proposed by the Bill to be the owner or occupier of the land where
the grouse are shot- however this may not be the same legal person as that which
holds either the right to shoot grouse or the right to manage the environment for
encouraging grouse survival. The proposal therefore ignores the practicalities of
where responsibility for managing land lies and the different parties (sometimes
sharing responsibilities) often involved. If a licensing system is to be introduced, it
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should apply to the person with the right to shoot grouse not the owner or occupier
of the land concerned.

The proposed test for granting a licence is one of ‘appropriateness’- this is a very
arbitrary, broad and subjective test that opens up the risk of a licence being
withheld unjustifiably. It would also be illogical for a licence application to be
refused on lesser grounds that that upon which it may be revoked or suspended.

Would the NatureScot be able to cope with such a licencing scheme given their
current duties and additional duties likely under anticipated legislation relating to deer
management?

The term of a licence is proposed to be only 12 month- this is too short a time for a
business to be able to plan for investment in a grouse shooting enterprise, which can
have high capital requirements for both infrastructure and labour. Such a duration
would put at risk fragile rural economies by disincentivising investment. The ability for
NatureScot to modify a licence at any time further would add further risk and
uncertainty to an investor. It would be unfair for a licence to be modified at the sole
call of an agency without a significant burden of proof beyond reasonable doubt that
this is necessary.

The proposed licensing scheme also ignores the potential negative impact on wildlife
should a licence be lost. Gamekeeping for red grouse also benefits many other
endangered species such as golden plover, curlew and lapwing. The benefits of
grouse moor management do not just benefit the person with the right to shoot
grouse therefore and a licensing regime risks impacting negatively on wider
biodiversity at a time the Scottish Government has said there is a biodiversity crisis-
this is unconscionable. For example, research has shown that mountain hares,
recently protected by the Scottish Government to the same degree as otters, are up
to 35 times more likely to exist on land managed for grouse shooting compared with
land which is not- such conservation should not be cancelled lightly.

If a licensing scheme was to be introduced, to restrict a licence on any basis other
than evidence that proves to a criminal standard of proof that the licence holder for
the land concerned was responsible for a raptor crime would be disproportionate,
unreasonable, unjustified and potentially would, in an extra-judicial process, unjustly
and unfairly attack an innocent party in a potentially draconian way, given the
potentially devastating implications for gamekeepers and others who could suffer
where a licence is withdrawn. It would potentially also open the Scottish Government
to challenge under ECHR legislation. The risk of vexatious allegations is high.

An alternative to licensing of grouse shooting would be the creation of much closer
dialogue by NatureScot and those who shoot grouse to identify possible areas of
conflict and find practical joint solutions. This could be enabled by a commissioner to
catalyse this dialogue.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

No

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for 1¢



your answer in the box provided.

Charities which may have lobbying objectives should not be empowered to uphold the
law of Scotland. To enable this would be a dangerous precedent. The police are there
for this purpose and for their duties to be appropriated to a third party charity. What
investigations have the Scottish Government undertaken as to the vetting procedures,
to ensure no bias, or training of SSPCA officers that this proposal would apply to?

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

No

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

There is already a significant amount of legislation relating to muirburn. For
example, The Muirburn Code Supplementary Information lists 23 separate offences
associated with muirburn. There is therefore extensive legislation dealing with the
management of muirburn for both public safety and environmental reasons already
in place without any evidence this is regularly breached.

There is also an increasing body of evidence which suggests that not only does
muirburn not cause harm, but it actually has environmental advantages. The Scottish
Government itself recently commissioned research by Scotland’s Rural College and
the James Hutton Institute into the socioeconomic and biodiversity impacts of driven
grouse moors. Published in 2020, the summary report from this research concluded
that “Birch was the only species where prevalence appeared to decline with intensity
of muirburn though blaeberry also showed evidence of lower prevalence in the
highest category of muirburn. Green hairstreak butterfly, adder and kestrel showed
fairly consistent occurrence across the range of muirburn measured. Golden plover
and merlin showed an increased occurrence with greater burning, occurrence for
these species peaked at intermediate levels of muirburn. Curlew, whinchat and
lesser redpoll appeared to increase in prevalence with increasing percentage of
ground classed as burnt.”

Further regulation therefore risks hindering these positive benefits.

Training is undertaken more than ever by practitioners of muirburn - the Scottish
Government could encourage and facilitate more such training and should do so
before more regulation, for which there is no proven need, is considered.

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

No

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

The proposed muirburn restriction based on a certain depth of peat would be wholly
impractical to implement. There is no universal base data for such an assessment to
be made by either applicants or the regulator and peat depths can vary dramatically
over small distances, particularly in upland Scotland in places such as here in the



Cairngorms. Muirburn is an extensive activity, taking place over large areas, and
detailed peat measurement in these circumstances would be highly impractical.
Muirburn is an art and a science. Good muirburn, encouraged by the training referred
to in the previous answer, avoids burning peat as it is the vegetation that is the
objective of the burn to encourage its natural regeneration and thereby a wider range
of vegetation ages and heights for the benefit of grouse but also other biodiversity.

Again, the proposed appropriateness test for granting a licence would be
disproportionate and unreasonable as would be the proposal to only grant a licence
to burn over peat where no other methods of control are available- burning is an
efficient and effective tool that can help prevent wildfires such as those seen on
many areas of peatland in recent years both north of the border (such as in
Caithness) and south.

Any suspension of a licence should be based on the committal of a crime by the
licence holder beyond reasonable doubt; to do otherwise would be unjust and
discriminatory, not least because of the risk of vexatious claims of wrongdoing as
already happens on social media for example.



IUCN UK Peatland Progamme

The International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) is a global
organisation, providing an influential and authoritative voice for nature
conservation. The I[UCN National Committee UK Peatland Programme (IUCN UK
PP) promotes peatland restoration and sustainable management in the UK through
a partnership of environmental and land managing NGOs, public bodies, scientists
and business (IUCN UK PP, 2023). Formed in 2009, the IUCN UK PP has provided
publications, briefings and consensus-based scientific evidence, and facilitated
stakeholder activities through conferences, seminars and a Commission of Inquiry
on Peatlands (Bain et al., 2011).

IUCN UK Peatland Programme (IUCN UK PP) (2023) IUCN UK Peatland Programme
Home Page. Available at https://www.iucn-uk-peatlandprogramme.org/ (Accessed 04
May 2023).

Bain, C.G., Bonn, A., Stoneman, R., Chapman, S., Coupar, A., Evans, M., Gearey,
B., Howat, M., Joosten, H., Keenleyside, C., Labadz, J., Lindsay, R., Littlewood, N.,
Lunt, P., Miller, C.J., Moxey, A., Orr, H., Reed, M., Smith, P., Swales, V.,
Thompson, D.B.A., Thompson, P.S., Van de Noort, R., Wilson, J.D. and Worrall, F.
(2011) IUCN UK Commission of Inquiry on Peatlands. Edinburgh: IUCN UK
Peatland Programme.

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Agree with ban?

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed ban on the use and purchase of glue traps
(sections 1-3)? - Reasons agree with ban

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - Agree with question

Don’t know

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of the use of certain
wildlife traps? - additional regulation of the use of certain wildlife traps

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licencing agree

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for the use of certain wildlife
traps (sections 4-5)? - licensing agree reasons

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - need for the additional regulation

Don't know

Do you agree there is a need for additional regulation of land to be used to
shoot red grouse? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box
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provided.
Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - agree with the proposed licensing system

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for land to be used to shoot
red grouse (sections 6-7)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the
box provided.

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers to
investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - proposal to give the Scottish SPCA
additional powers

Don't know

Do you agree with the proposal to give the Scottish SPCA additional powers
to investigate wildlife crime (section 8)? - Please provide your reasons for
your answer in the box provided.

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? - need
for the additional regulation for muirburn

Yes

Do you agree there is a need for the additional regulation for muirburn? -
Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

We welcome regulation for the making of muirburn and support the intentions and
structure of the muirburn licensing parts of the Bill.

There is global recognition of the importance of peatlands, particularly in relation to
climate change and biodiversity, with resolutions from the International Union for the
Conservation of Nature (IUCN) and the United Nations Environment Programme
(UNEP) calling on nations to restore and sustainably manage their peatlands (IUCN
2016, UNEP 2019). Scotland is seen as a world leader, both in having the expertise
to restore peatlands, as well as in the way it is strategically tackling its peatland
conservation and restoration. The 26th Conference of the Parties (COP26) climate
summit, in Glasgow in November 2021, highlighted Scotland’s achievements and
reinforced the need for all nations to increase their efforts on peatlands to meet
climate and biodiversity challenges.

The IUCN UK PP Commission of Inquiry (Bain et al., 2011) demonstrated
widespread support among the land managing community for the protection and
restoration of peatlands, with recognition of the benefits for sustainable game
management. The [IUCN UK PP position statement on Burning and Peatlands states
that “the overwhelming scientific evidence base points to burning on peatlands
causing damage to key peatland species, peatland ecosystem health, and the
sustainability of peatland soils” (IUCN UK PP 2023). In view of the significance of
Scotland’s peatlands for carbon, water and biodiversity, and the huge costs to
society arising from damaged peatlands, it is important for burning to be regulated
(Committee on Climate Change, 2020).

Muirburn regulation is also important to protect the huge societal investment in the 1¢



restoration of peatlands (including work undertaken on estates managed for
grouse), through the Scottish Government Peatland ACTION programme, as well
as significant private investment from environmental bodies, European Union
funding and lottery funding.

Bain, C.G., Bonn, A., Stoneman, R., Chapman, S., Coupar, A., Evans, M., Gearey,
B., Howat, M., Joosten, H., Keenleyside, C., Labadz, J., Lindsay, R., Littlewood, N.,
Lunt, P., Miller, C.J., Moxey, A., Orr, H., Reed, M., Smith, P., Swales, V.,
Thompson, D.B.A., Thompson, P.S., Van de Noort, R., Wilson, J.D. and Worrall, F.
(2011) IUCN UK Commission of Inquiry on Peatlands. Edinburgh: IUCN UK
Peatland Programme. https://www.iucn-uk-
peatlandprogramme.org/resources/commission-inquiry/inquiry-findings- 2011

Committee on Climate Change (CCC) (2020) Polices for the Sixth Carbon Budget
and Net Zero. https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/Policies-for-
the-Sixth-Carbon- Budget-and-Net-Zero.pdf

International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) (2016) WCC-2016-Res-
043-EN Securing the future for global peatlands.
https://portals.iucn.org/library/sites/library/files/resrecfiles/WCC_2016_RES 043 EN.pd
f

IUCN UK Peatland Programme (IUCN UK PP) (2023) Position Statement:
Burning and Peatlands, Version 4 April 2023. https://www.iucn-uk-

peatlandprogramme.org/sites/default/files/2023-04/Position%20Statement%20-
%20Burning%20and%20Peatlands%20V4%20-%20FINAL_1.pdf

United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) (2019) Resolution adopted by the
United Nations Environment Assembly on 15 March 2019 4/16. Conservation and
sustainable management of peatlands.
https://wedocs.unep.org/bitstream/handle/20.500.11822/28480/English.pdf?sequence=
3&is Allowed=y

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-19)?
- the proposed licensing system for muirburn

Yes

Do you agree with the proposed licensing system for muirburn (sections 9-
19)? - Please provide your reasons for your answer in the box provided.

General comments

The proposed licensing system for muirburn is welcomed; in particular Section 102 of
the Bill which states that “muirburn for game management or for improvement of
grazing is not permitted on peatland”. Scientific evidence highlights the damaging
impact of burning on peatlands, particularly where there is repeat burning, as in
muirburn (e.g., Bain et al., 2011; Glaves et al., 2013; Lindsay, 2010; Lindsay, Birnie
and Clough, 2014).

We are also pleased that the proposed licensing system applies to all peatlands and
not just those within statutory protected areas. As highlighted by the recent Committee
on Climate Change (CCC) update to parliament (when referring to legislation
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elsewhere in the UK), focusing on protected sites only would leave peatlands
vulnerable to a potentially damaging practice that impacts the resilience of peat
systems (CCC, 2023).

We note the administrative licence scheme established by the Bill, including a Code of
Practice which will in practice be administered by SNH, and we would hope that this
can be implemented by the start of the muirburn season on 1st October 2024. We
also hope that sufficient financial and staff resources will be made available to meet
this timescale and to allow effective assessment and compliance monitoring. Having
a charging scheme based on full cost recovery could be one way of ensuring
adequate resources for SNH to fulfill their role under the proposed licensing scheme,
without detracting from their wider work.

Whilst we support the overall intention and structure of the Bill, a number of concerns
are highlighted below:

Muirburn Code

The Muirburn Code will be important to the success of the licensing scheme’s stated
objective “to ensure that muirburn is being undertaken in an environmentally
sustainable manner, with due consideration of all the possible consequences”. It is
important that the Muirburn Code is robust, clear and scientifically evidence-based.
Production of the Code by NatureScot and sign-off by the Scientific Advisory
Committee would be a transparent and accountable means of achieving this.

We would encourage the production of supportive guidance to allow for accurate
survey and applicant information. Under the proposals, applicants are being asked to
determine if a site is peatland or not, and therefore whether to submit a licence
application. It is also important that applications and their assessments are properly
checked by a competent authority. This is particularly important given the provision in
Section 9(3) of a specific circumstance where an offence is not committed if a person
has a muirburn licence in relation to land, and the licence is for land that is not
peatland, but the licence holder later finds out that the land is peatland. Guidance for
land managers on determining the presence of peat, and its depth, will be
particularly important.

Section 12(1)(b) states that licences must define the land area to which the licence
applies to (i.e., the application area is mapped). Will this information be made
publicly available to allow for full transparency?

We note that a licence holder (and person making muirburn) must only “have
regard to” to the Muirburn Code and would recommend that stronger wording is
used to ensure compliance with the Code.

Monitoring of compliance

Section 9 of the Bill criminalises the making of muirburn unless it is done in
accordance with a muirburn licence. Will there be any monitoring, e.g., via remote
sensing technology or similar, to check that burning is not taking place without a
licence, and will there be any requirement for the landowner to report to the
regulator, e.g., if a burn gets out of control and results in a deep burn or the fire
spreading to an unlicensed area?

Definition of peat/peatland 1¢



The definition of land that is peatland is set out in Section 18: “peat” means soil which
has an organic content (that is, content consisting of living and dead plant and animal
material) of more than 60%,

“‘peatland” means land where the soil has a layer of peat with a thickness of more than
40 centimetres.

It should be noted that peatland science in the UK and Internationally frequently
uses 30% organic content in defining peat and many peatlands can be much
shallower than 40cm (Joosten et al., 2017, Lourenco et al., 2022, UNEP 2022) It is
concerning that the definition used in the Bill could leave significant areas of peat
and peatland of importance for biodiversity, carbon and water vulnerable to the
damaging effects of burning, and potentially increase burning on shallower
peatlands by directing muirburn away from deeper peat areas. False distinctions
can be drawn between deep and shallow peat in terms of their ecosystem
functioning when they often function as part of larger, hydrologically connected
peatland systems (Lindsay, 2010). Excluding shallower peat from burning protection
can have damaging consequences for the achievement of climate change and
biodiversity goals.

Whilst it is appropriate for regulation to define the area to which the laws apply, we
would encourage that consideration is first given to the full extent of peat and
peatland whose ecosystem functions support key environmental objectives for
biodiversity, climate change and water. Secondly, rather than attempt to define
peatland on the basis of policy alone, regulation should start with a science-based
definition, and then explain any constrained application of the policy to specific
aspects of peatland.

We note that the Bill does allow for review of peat depth criteria and we would
encourage a science-based consideration as soon as possible.

Purposes for muirburn

We note that in Section 10(2)(b), the Bill sets out the purposes for which muirburn
is permissible on peatland, and while we acknowledge exemptions may be
necessary, we would expect the Muirburn Code and supporting guidance to make it
clear that burning would be applicable in very few situations.

The IUCN UK PP Position Statement ‘Burning and Peatlands’ (IUCN UK PP 2023)
addresses burning in relation to both restoration and wildfire control. Key points
from that statement include:

Restoring the natural environment

. Burning has not been shown to be an effective method of restoring peatland
habitats and brings risk of further damage and deterioration.

. The majority of peatland restoration projects across the UK are able to

achieve relatively rapid development of vegetation communities typical of blanket

bog (within c. 5-10 years) through hydrological restoration. Rewetting a peatland

tends to be sufficient, as any undesirable vegetation, such as dominant heather

cover, dies back naturally to be replaced by Sphagnum-dominated conditions 1€



associated with healthy peatbog habitat (Cris et al., 2011). Effective restoration of
peatlands has been widely achieved across Scotland without the need for burning;
for example, there are over 200 Peatland ACTION restoration sites in Scotland that
are delivering good practice restoration and have not required burning as part of this
process.

Wildfire:

. The most effective long-term sustainable solution for addressing wildfire risk
on peatlands is to return the sites to fully functioning bog habitat by removing those
factors that can cause degradation, such as drainage, unsustainable livestock
management and burning regimes. Rewetting and restoring will naturally remove the
higher fuel load from degraded peatland vegetation.

. There are numerous scientific studies which demonstrate that wet peatlands
are less prone to wildfire (e.g., Grau-Andres et al., 2018; Swindles et al., 2019;
Turetsky et al., 2015; Wilkinson et al.,2023), or that rewetting is a better strategy
than burning to achieve peatlands that are resilient to wildfire (Baird et al., 2019).

. There is evidence that muirburn directly causes a proportion of wildfires that
occur on moorland, although uncertainty remains regarding this proportion (Holland
et al., 2022). Wildfires on peatland are rare outside of situations where people have
been involved in the origin of the fire, whether due to an out-of-control managed
burn, arson or carelessness (Glaves et al., 2020).

When examining the evidence on wildfire impacts, it is important to distinguish
between studies based on dry heath/grasslands on shallow soils, or generic
‘moorland’, as opposed to peatland sites. Concerns over wildfire risk do not
generally apply to wet blanket bog habitat where there is naturally minimal dry
biomass load and high water tables to prevent burning of the peat mass.

We welcome Section 11(b)(ii) in giving further constraint to burning on peatland by
requiring that licences only be granted if “no other method of vegetation control is
available”. We would urge that the Muirburn Code describes what methods of
vegetation control should be considered as part of the application assessment. We
would also encourage guidance to include peatland rewetting (as part of peatland
restoration) as a long-term mechanism for vegetation control.
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